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9.    Re-Commitment through Dialogue


An appreciation of a sense of position (and its positioning) can only be achieved through a form of dialogue wherein the position of that position is appreciated. That can only be conducted in and through and beyond an overall transcendental suspension, and, can only be existentially performed properly, appropriately and validly in and through an adequate performance of that overall transcendental suspension! (1284)


Through such suspension all sense of position and commitment (to such a position) is suspended. By being able to ‘let go’ in this regard, commitment to such commitment need not progress to a degree I have previously referred to as an ontological and/or epistemological psychosis or pseudo-psychosis. Beliefs excessively held, rightly or wrongly, take on a psychotic-like flavour and as a consequence distort their overall vision of the world (through a lack of transcendental balance) (regardless of the veracity or non-veracity of those beliefs). Some forms of fundamentalism could also be treated as pseudo-psychotic in complexion. The rectification of such pseudo-psychotic beliefs would necessitate in some form or other the re-introduction of some manner of transcendental balance. In this section of my extended-essay, let me examine this associated set of issues as just noted. (1285) 


In the same fashion a view can be committed to we must also consider to what degree that view is being committed to, etc., i.e., through some form of iterated over-commitment or through some form of an inappropriate under-commitment. In this light let me ask the rhetorical question: is it wrong to be over-committed to a correct view (a position that effectively is in conformity with reality as generally appreciated as valid and/or as specifically verified)? That answer can only be that even if that position being held is correct and could be validly argued for, still, it is only through an apposite degree of transcendental exercise, i.e., in through and beyond an adequate overall transcendental suspension, that truth is properly, appropriately and validly ascertained, i.e., adequately! That granted, even if an adopted position is valid it could not be adequately appreciated through over-commitment or under-commitment. The (existential) ramifications of this understanding are profound and will be examined in this section of this extended essay (especially in this context of our hypothetical theological investigations). Furthermore, transcendental(ly based) ascertainment is an ongoing process of response with all that that that entails! I.e., responsiveness, responsibility, responding with another/others, etc., etc. It is a ‘dance with the other’ and not a position merely adopted by oneself. (1286)


Why should the ‘existential’ truth value of a certain act need to be re-iterated once evaluated? Generally, re-visiting the act, either simulated or non-simulated, would more than likely give a similar truth determination. However, on a priori grounds this should not be assumed. Indeed, changing circumstances could alter that determination drastically (with ourselves possibly being unaware of those changed circumstances). Moreover, ongoing re-evaluation is how we come to a greater depth of textual richness, etc., in our appreciation of those relationships being revisited. Re-evaluation needs to be collectively re-conducted pre-conditionally, conditionally and post-conditionally. Relevant pre-conditions are those conditions that make a difference in outcomes when enacted (with other relevant features). Conditions (although this applies to both pre-conditions and post-conditions too) need to be inspected from a relatively intrinsic point of view and from a relatively contextual point of view. Lastly, post-conditions need to ascertain relevant and most likely consequential considerations. In these regards there is no difference, no asymmetry, between commitment (existentially conducted or non-existentially conducted), over-commitment and/or under-commitment (assuming the latter to be non-existentially enacted). Context, e.g., is very important (for consequential analysis, e.g.), etc.). Let me illustrate this point. A bus driver has driven their bus over a certain route for a large number of years and for the sheer hell of it decides to turn right instead of left at a certain intersection. As a consequence, passengers cannot now get off at what should have been the next stop; some of whom would then have re-connected with other bus and train services. At that same stop, a large number of people are also waiting to be picked up. Now, given disgruntled feedback from their passengers, this bus driver then realizes the gravity of their waywardness and decides to make amends by taking a detour that finally get this bus to put down at this next stop much to the relief of those passengers on this bus. In taking this detour they are then able to get those passengers finally put down at this next stop, and, those waiting there, picked up… just as if they had taken the appropriately nominated route in the first place. Still, numerous complaints were made and the driver loses their job when they honestly described why they drove their bus contrary to both expectations and obligations. At the same intersection, later that day, another bus driver finds that they cannot turn left because of a serious accident has completely blocked access in that direction. Traffic is building up behind them and so they decide they need to turn right instead and by taking, in effect, the same detour as the first mentioned bus driver made, now make it to that next stop by taking this longer path. In contrast, all the passengers on this bus are grateful and the bus-drivers gets a vote of confidence from the bus company for being so resourceful. Exactly the same route was taken by both bus drivers but one loses their job and the other receives a positive recognition for their resourcefulness. Obviously, one moral to be drawn is this – context is very important, and, intrinsic considerations of a certain act are not able to appositely and adequately inform our existential appreciation of the apparent merit or value that might be associated with a certain pattern of enaction associated with a specific context in question.  In this cited comparison exactly the same ‘intrinsic’ performances were conducted, but, under different circumstances, and, each enactment (and its reappreciation) were judged differently in accordance with its adequately pre-informed appreciation and resimulated contextualization. In other words, all relevant considerations need to be exercised with discernment in order to perform either an act of apposite and adequate appreciation and/or the exercise of an existentially attuned process of enactment. Similarly, in an act of relative under-commitment the degree of discernment may well not be adequate to the task in order to perform an existentially attuned process of an informed process of enactment through either action and/or non-action. Furthermore, the same conditions and limitations also apply (subject to objective, inter-objective, subjective, and, inter-subjective qualifications to the contrary) between all associated processes of appreciation and/or enaction of that noted situation in question (thence this relative non-distinction between non-simulated enactment and simulated re-enactment given an apposite and adequate level of appreciation being critically exercised in the first place).  (1287)


Are there no short-cuts in this existential duty of (ongoing) re-evaluation? Obviously, small, non-relevant conditional changes would make little difference to our existentially attuned discernments. An intuitive, overall, collective discernment of relevance in this regard would allow us to make the necessary adjustments in potential decision making and in subsequent acts of re-direction as would normally be the case. Through such (ongoing) simulation/re-simulation our passage through the Life-World is continually re-adjusted in an existentially open and attuned manner (not that there need be nor can be any definitive pattern of response on a situational by situational basis even though the ‘weight’ of precedence is an influential factor in such considerations)! (1288)


Now, let us explore the ramifications of an open transformational approach (i.e., one that recognizes chaotic inputs and consequences) upon the nature of ‘resolution’ achieved through an ‘adequately attempted’ state of transcendental attunement. (1289)


Here we need to recognize the difference between an ‘adequate resolution achieved’ and an ‘adequately attempted act of resolution’ that may or may not be adequately achieved or, indeed, we adequately achievable given current circumstances/nature of that phenomenal-phenomenological exercise. Previously, ‘adequate’ has been defined as ‘properly, appropriately and validly performed act of judgment’ working with all relevant information to hand conducted in, through and beyond the overall transcendental suspension (/overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension). However, from a deeper appreciation of chaotic inputs, etc.,
 the chaotic nature of all processes and the potentially chaotic nature of consequences (both intended and unintended and accidental) the concept of transcendental resolution needs to be seriously rethought and requalified (theoretically, practically and critically) and in terms of disciplines be they richly thematized or relatively inchoate (be they oriented philosophically, theologically, meta-theologically, hermeneutically, psychologically, sociologically, etc., or, in some other conventional form of discursive exercise such as, e.g., in a medical field, a financial field, in an educational field, etc.)! Coupled with this concern for an openness of dialogue and a reduced degree of both over-commitment and/or under-commitment let us examine how this deeper appreciation must change the tenor of more traditional patterns of treatment  (e.g., in theological modes-of-life, etc.). (1290)


Now, let us assume that all-natural processes are chaotic in complexion, but, that ‘stable processes’ belie that deeper reality. To misapply a platonic image, it is as if we are neither inside the cave of eva(ne)scent reality subject to ongoing processes of sheer change without re-iteration nor outside the same in a stable world of perfect and permanent forms frozen and locked in mere reiteration of semblance. Somehow we are thrown into an in-between-world that both changes and appears to not change as much as might be feared (if we were to listen, non-skeptically, to the wayward arguments of certain misguided philosophers; philosophers, I should add, that are just as misguided as those that insist on an absolute permanence of identity in any form of phenomenal-phenomenological reality, or, worse, envisage something beyond the same in some impossible realm of the noumenal thing-in-itself subject to no relational possibility of direct-interaction, etc.
). Such recognition demands an ongoing openness to the transformative nature of phenomenal-phenomenological reality… where we are both deeply immersed in a chaotic world of infinite possibility and superficially compressed within a veneer of non-chaotic stability that severely limits that open-ended range of possibilities (with which we would have difficulty in both ontologically encountering and epistemologically recognizing). (1291)


But how can we have a theological dialogue if we have no certainty that a theological partner exists… could exist, does exist… could enter into a dialogue???
 (1292)


I am reminded here of a recent lecture in Astrophysics that I recently attended. One of the arguments for dark matter mentioned there was the hypothesis that as it does not interact with light that it accelerated the process of galaxy formation by condensing first and then acted as a nucleus for matter to accumulate around (a process, that without dark matter, was deemed theoretically to take much longer than current interpretations of galactic formation). Even though the universe at the moment of the so-called big bang was assumed to be isotropic, homogeneous and ‘flat’ in all directions it would only need a small fraction of non-isotropic variation for it to start this process of galaxy formation. That this process was effectively accelerated by this presence of gravitationally interactive dark matter (and by such means putting an end to this ‘dark age’ between the big bang and the time it took for light emission to recommence from the just arisen formation of such newly formed stellar objects). Now, the whole question of the existence and nature of so-called dark matter is highly contentious. In this regard, using the metaphor of shadowing, we ask what shadows what? Given that dark matter is imputed to exist in a greater quantity than ordinary matter it would seem natural to afford it pre-eminence. However, given that it is not seen we might well be tempted to privilege matter over dark matter (especially given that our hypothetical dark matter ‘looks’ as if it were shadowing non-dark matter). Can we see some sort of theological metaphor here? In proposing that the Life-World (in its transcendental entirety of possibility-actuality) could be given a hypothetical theological complexion, for a small number of reasons already proposed
, then we would then ask which dimension is shadowing our four dimensions of the objective, etc? The metaphor of a ‘shadow’, as a well-known aspect of phenomenological experience, given that we see shadows every day, may well be worth our while to contemplate. A shadow mirrors that which it shadows, and the form of the shadow must bear some relationship to that which it shadows. However, the ontological difference between a shadow and that which it shadows is quite profound. An object in space is a three-dimensional object whereas a shadow is effectively two dimensional; and often a distorted two-dimensional representations of that which it shadows. Because a shadow is not embodied it, itself, cannot cast a shadow… a meta-shadow. Or, if we were to seriously reconsider this 'impossible' point we could only propose that the ‘shadow of a shadow’ would have to be in such a form that it, too, were ontologically different from the nature of its parent or object shadow casting that meta-shadow. The mathematics of such a (hyper-)possibility would be another problem to have to deal with. We might propose that the meta-shadow is uni-dimensional; or exists in a negative dimension or set of dimensions; or operated in some fractal or imaginary dimension or set of dimensions, etc. But, let us continue to examine this metaphor (obviously evocative of Plato’s cave). For a start, if dark matter is shadowing non-dark matter, i.e., visible matter, we would expect it to differentiate itself from matter given that it is proposed that it condensed first in the formation of galaxies and acted as a seed mechanism for the arising of visible galaxies et al. Then, that being the case, dark matter should not merely act just as a ‘halo’ around matter but should also further differentiate itself, say through further condensation, to the extent that it would be better to say that matter acts as a halo around compact dark matter sources (perhaps acting as if approximate point sources?)? The point I am trying to make here is that if we are going to insist on an ontological difference between dark matter and matter then we cannot have our cake and eat it at the same time: the phenomenon of a shadow is intimately linked in a uniform relationship where there is no read ontological difference between the object casting a shadow and its shadow. We don’t have here two different sorts of ontological matter - only a relational situation where an object casts its shadow on a surface given the way it is lighted. In other words, it is better to treat dark matter as an extension of matter and its gravitational field without proposing two different forms of matter. In this regard the phenomenological method, or similar, of Modehai Milgrom et al (in Modified Newtonian dynamics or MOND) might be more apposite (given further theoretical refinements in order to account for evidential anomalies that required the hypothesis of dark matter in the first place; some theoretical and/or mathematical mechanism/s to either supplement or reconstitute Newtonian/Einsteinian equations dealing with their gravitational treatment of phenomena). The metaphorical point for the theologian or the meta-theologian et al is this: that the proposal of a theological dimension (in the complexion of the transcendental entirety of the Life-World) cannot be proposed as if two different ontological states, but, rather, more along the lines I have currently recast the philosophical landscape, namely, as forms of treatment that note the correlation, alignment and intersection of non-absolute aspects of our four non-absolute dimensions of the objective, inter-objective, subjective and inter-subjective. The phenomenon of casting a shadow occurs through the coming together of a number of phenomenal-phenomenological aspects (namely, in this instance, the coincidence of an object-state, a light source, a surface for the shadow to form and an observer who notes the shadow… and hence the total conjunction of the objective, inter-objective dimensions, etc. (1293)


Now, this metaphorical point granted what are its implications for the formulation of a ‘parallel intersecting theology’ acting as a fifth aspect or dimension of the objective, inter-objective, subjective and inter-subjective, indeed, occurring in and through the integrity of the former, and v.v? (1294)


Given the overall phenomenal-phenomenological intersection of the aspects responsible for a shadow phenomenon we would propose that the theological dimension (in this hypothetical exploration) should arise as the net effect of our four dimensions of the objective, etc. Given that wholes cannot be reduced merely to their constituents then we can assume that this surplus in value formation must be non-reductively noted and treated in such emergent terms. In this regard, treating the theological aspect as the overall resultant of the total interactions of our four dimensions of the objective, etc. At the same time, in ways to be defined, our four dimensions both create and are re-created through the non-reductive nature of this emergence where no party can claim any form of a non-relative, absolute privileging (be that in ontological or epistemological terms of reference, etc.) Given this intimate interaction and that all interactions are non-univocal in direction then it follows that that theological dimension, in its 'simulation', would be both passive and active in manner just as our other four dimensions would also be both passive and active, i.e., both constituted and constituting in nature. By invoking a fifth dimension of the theological we would be proposing that the transcendental nature of the Life-World has both a passive and active theological complexion. By such a theoretical apparatus setting the theologian up in their explorations to determine if and how such a complexion might be intimately connected to our being in the world with-others, etc. In effect, detailing a natural theology and proffering grounds for its extension into both subjective and inter-subjective spheres of intentional and cultural formation (and thence a trans-natural theology in a relatively non-traditional theology of a non-engaging sense of deity, and, a more traditional trans-personal theology). (1295)


In effect, giving or articulating some degree of relative privilege to a theological dimension only in view to its emergent, non-reductive ‘ability’ to act as an overall resultant from, in and through its interactions with these other four inseparable dimensions. In the same manner that a car is a car and each and every part of that car is not a car in its own right, etc.  However, this semblance of a priority or privilege can take no real form of a non-relative precedence over these four non-absolute dimensions of the objective, inter-objective, subjective and inter-subjective other than to be non-absolutely trans-objective, trans-inter-objective, trans-subjective and trans-inter-subjective… i.e., as being irreducible in such terms of reference. (1296)


Could we propose a counter-argument in the form that the interaction of this theological aspect with these other four dimensions would then create the grounds for the emergence of a sixth meta-theological dimension… and so on? Why not! However, given diminishing returns, as far as it might be for us, then such an avenue need not be dismissed but perhaps better overlooked, and, in a sense, treated as if embedded within a certain limit (as an open meta-meta-theological context about which even less could be said, etc.). (1297)


Now, the theologian et al is in a position to hypothetically examine four sets of parallel relations between the objective and trans-objective, etc., as well all other permutations from between the objective and the trans-inter-objective, etc., etc. Or, collapse such non-absolute distinctions to that of an interaction between the relatively non-theological and the relatively theological… (1298)


Having outlined a theological apparatus or framework for exploring this topic of theological engagement or theological dialogue let me now examine (in the form of a commentary and integrated disquisition) some of the prerequisites necessary for this task to occur in hypothetical terms of reference. (1299)


In a recent essay
 I noted six of these preconditions or prerequisites. Let me quote the same in the following six paragraphs (noting a sixth prerequisite of investment briefly alluded in this same essay but in the section titled Pre-Introductory Context). (1300)


The meta-theologian examines and interrogates the theologian, or their representative texts, or their congregations, or, neutral or non-neutral observers of that same cultural context, etc. [(1)] (1301)


The genitive expression ‘love of God’ can and should be treated as both an objective genitive and a subjective genitive. A theologian needs to account for both and be able to sensibly interrelate the same. I.e., articulate the imputed 'love the Divine has for their devotees and all forms of human subjectivity, etc.', and, the 'demonstrated love the human subject, individually and collectively, has for their vision of the Divine'.
 [(2)] (1302)


A viable theology needs to recognize that a relationship must exist between the existence of this element of the Divine and their audience, i.e., the phenomenal (as experienced in phenomenological experience) otherwise what does not exist for us may as well not exist for us! For a theologian to propose a non-relationship in this regard is to automatically render such a theology as non-viable (for all parties concerned). [(3)] (1303)


In the same vein, a theology must have theological ‘work’ to do otherwise it is little more than mere fanciful speculation. This ‘work’ can be seen as that existential richness that persists after theological and non-theological actors are subtracted from that overall interacting equation being proposed between the same. I.e., asking to what extent that the theology in question appears to work? Therefore, such an enterprise must be relatively coherent, non-self-contradictory, phenomenologically rich in descriptions and prescriptions, and, existentially relevant. The relative fruitfulness of that theological enterprise being demonstrated through the apparent work such a construction appears to proffer in assisting us in our navigation between the objective in the inter-objective dimension and in our negotiations on subjective and inter-subjective levels of enaction. [(4)] (1304)


A viable theology must be able to define its vision of the phenomenon of apparent evil in the world, define its response towards the same, and, respond to meta-theological criticism of such constructions in such a manner so as to critically maintain the viability of its theological constructions in that regard. And, in the same manner, re-construct an ongoing re-consideration of the phenomenal-phenomenological nature of our experience of goodness and its reasonable modes of emulation. [(5)] (1305)


An engaged theology must also be able to articulate both its perception of its encountered-recognitions and the manner of its embracement/s (i.e., note the roles played by embodiment/s, embeddededness/es and embankment/s as previously defined elsewhere).
 












[(6)] (1306)


Lastly, I would like to note that as a list of prerequisites for the proposition of a theological perspective on this World-of-Life, (as noted in the next section, in our Context of this Exploration, in this central paper) we should add and demand of the theologian that they proffer a suitable reason, or a set of reasons, as to both why we should invest in their theological perspective, and, what value such investment has for the individual in that specific religious setting (in terms that are amenable to both those within that setting and outside that setting?). Of course, this form of rationalization, justification or recommendation is part of the theologians’ profession, and, its behooves either the religious or the non-religious person to appropriately question, politely interrogate, such claims as well as comparatively evaluate, when and where possible, the cogency of other similar interpretations of this Life-World. Such evolutions in both evolving belief and mutual understanding need to occur in, without undermining, the openness of our Contemporary world as currently lived. Undoubtedly a type of dialogue that needs to occur on an Inter-Faith level of interaction and between both the religious and secular worlds in a mature democracy that needs to be inclusive of a diversity of non-extreme attitudes, beliefs and practices as may be voiced in this plethora of minor life-worlds. [(D)] (1307)


Taking our theological frame into consideration other pre-conditions or pre-requisite might also need to be taken into account, namely, how could the theological hypothetically, both passively and actively, correlate, align and/or intersect with the objective, and v.v., etc? To what degree are metaphors of shadows apposite and in what sense should the theological be thought of casting a shadow in the object, inter-objective spheres, etc? Or, v.v., how might the objective, inter-objective spheres, etc., be seen as shadows of this theological aspect, or, having a theological 'shadow' cast or imposed upon the same, etc? In subjective and/or inter-subjective spheres of engagement how would the theologian or meta-theologian et al be able to propose and argue for some form of theological investment and the realization of an ensuing value formation in excess of the value invested in this process as an input, and, find the same is inter-subjectively accessible and of a comparative degree that surpasses the value attendant upon the same if one were to take a similar non-theological tack? In this regard, even a secular and/or non-theological formulation could be more viable and it behooves the theologian to be able to argue that a theological perspective can be viable and comparatively productive in this debate between theologically oriented and non-theologically or a-theologically oriented set/s of practices. Just how might the theologian, etc., achieve and disseminate this relatively more productive vision of the theological? Or, should the theologian, more correctly, be an agnostic about such claims in general, and, merely note the apparent merit of their own scheme as a template for both passive interpretation and active patterns of existentially oriented enaction? (1308)


Given these subjective and inter-subjective spheres it also behooves the theologian, etc., to argue in what manner and how a personal view-point could ever arise in these types of considerations. Driving along in my (virtual) Alpha Romeo, well we can all dream (though I might more prefer a vintage car with running boards and a uniformed driver), I might find my way along this mountainous road blocked by a huge boulder the size of a house and be thankful, that as luck would have it, that it didn’t fall upon my very expensive car… and myself as I was driving along this road. I am now in a very personal relationship with that rock blocking my passageway. Unfortunately, that rock cannot have a personal relationship with me, is unable to report that it is aware of my frustration, if it were to be aware how I felt, and remove itself from the road way through its own volition or see that that was required... This rock is a point of personal frustration for me, but, I am sure, this rock does not experience my frustration at its blockage of this road (and even it were to do so as it cannot communicate its appreciation of my frustration such appreciation might as well not exist since it cannot be communicated as such to me). Taking the metaphor further it is not enough for the theological dimension to exist if I am not privy to the significance it has for me and the significance I might have for it… it such were to be the case? (1309)


Hypothetical significance could occur within and between the following phenomenological characteristics, namely, in terms of embracement, via embodiment, embeddedness, embankment; in terms of passive constitution and active constitution of significance; in epistemological and/or ontological considerations; our four dimensions of the objective, etc; our four trans-theological hyper-dimensions or super dimensions of the trans-objective, etc; in personal, inter-personal and trans-personal terms of reference; and, in terms of our prerequisites for the meaningful formation of a working theology. Let me examine in greater detail, on a one by one basis, the ramifications of these prerequisites as noted to date. (1310)


Our first prerequisite was, by implication, that all imputed positive (and negative?) qualities of the Divine be entertained in both an objective genitive and in a subjective genitive as well in all degrees between the same (to the extent that such a territory can be judged [in either hypothetical and/or non-hypothetical terms of reference?] to be continuous and/or discontinuous, and, not non-commensurate and/or non-commensurate, etc.). So, with respect to Divine-love we have the full range and gamut between ‘the imputed love the Divine has for us’ and ‘the love we have demonstrated for the Divine’ and whatever else might exist for us, for-us, in between. (1311)


Why was this first prerequisite proposed? In the phenomenon of two people loving each other it can be observed that, in existential terms, those two individuals must have a certain degree of loving affection for each other (and that one person’s love for another that was neither demonstrated nor reciprocated could not be deemed to be this phenomenon of existential love… being something else, say, lust, some form of unrecognized loyalty, adulation, admiration, humanitarian compassion, perhaps some form of an altruistic sacrifice?). On the other hand, this existential love does not have to be relatively equal in and between the nature of its interaction and reciprocation or between relative equals, but, needs to be demonstrably reciprocated, e.g., as between a mother and her baby, or, two close friends, or, two relatives that hold each other in regard regardless of their generation or age, etc. So, in this view of the phenomenon of love the theologian, etc., might object by noting that traditional theologies often have the love of God for the creation being unrecognized by the subjects of such attention but still present for all that. But, I would object, in turn, that it is our ability or potential to reciprocate this love, and v.v; if only to some minimal degree, that marks out the more thematized theological nature of this imputed relationship; namely, for the Divine to love their ‘creation’, and v.v. (without having to subscribe to some vision of a Divinely ‘created’ creation, etc.). Hence my insistence that a ‘working theology’ observes both sides of this symbolic genitive, to some degree, i.e., in both objective and subjective senses! (1312)


How is this ‘symbolic’ genitive to be observed in philosophical (and meta-philosophical) terms of reference? By invoking a parallel with other positive aspects of the existential phenomenon of a loving process of engagement (and embracement) as realized between two or more parties; e.g., compassion, care and concern, sacrifice, joyfulness, inter-personal alignment, attuned synchronicity, etc., etc. In other words, maintaining this existential need for reciprocity as the true hallmark of a relationship, and, engaged reciprocity as being an existential hallmark of an existentially oriented relationships! That any working theology would have to co-opt such existential language. (1313)


Now, it would be correct to say that many theologians would object to this idea that love has to be mutually cognizant, that both or all other parties in a certain relationship have to be aware they had this disposition and feelings and an awareness that they entertained a loving affection for that other party or all other parties privy to that relationship. Similarly, would it not be love if one party loved another and the second party was not aware of this and that the disposition of the first party was existentially oriented; i.e., both not egoistically motivated, negatively, and, positively, pro-relationally augmentative (in such a manner that would be instrumental in the relatively considerable enrichment of that relationship. Then, a more basic objection could be produced: is it possible to run a theology without the semblance of love, or, why promote this rather human attribute in such a scheme? (1314)


A natural theology without a subjective (and personal/personalized) dimension vis-à-vis the Divine versus the relatively non-Divine might be granted (as a first step in progressing a natural theology towards a trans-natural theology without a real inter-personal dimension between devotee and their object/s of devotion). However, in promoting this aspect of love a philosopher or theologian et al could well say that it is the natural condition of a relationship, indeed, of all relationships be they subjective or non-subjective in orientation. Let me explain how this point is established. (1315)


A relationship could be said to be in relational existence when there is the ongoing resolution of the relative relational dissonance in that relative relational field. This harmonic field approach implies that these three aspects need to be in existence before the relationship finds relational existence. These same three dialectical moments paralleling (the archetypal nature of) 'the overall transcendental suspension' also known as 'the overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension', etc. In that latter context we note the ideal nature of judgment, but, in truth, these same conditions for relational engagement apply for all relationships be they trans-cognitive, epistemological, ontological, or trans-epistemological-ontological in orientation. Once these three correlative features have been mutually self-co-defined then the facticity of that relationship, the extent it exists in relational existence above and beyond its relatively pre-relational basis (as relational participants in a relational field of interaction), can be determined, hypothetically, through subtracting this pre-relational basis from the ongoing resultant of the ensuing relational complex. In practical experience we do this when we note how intense or interesting or fruitful one relationship appears with respect to some other. In effect, we are evaluating the relative richness of one relationship with respect to some other, if not, all others. Even though each relationship is relatively unique (given different relational participants) we are still able, under normal circumstances, to do this sort of mental calculus (given a sell-developed, working concept of richness).
 This concept of ‘facticity’ accounting for this phenomenon on the theoretical grounds that in experiential engagement the relational whole is experienced as greater that the mere sum of the relational participants. Now, it is a short step to take to denominate that facticity, that existential excess in e/valuation, as the intensity of the relational love being experienced in that relationship, and, a larger step, admittedly, by extending this intuitive understanding to encompass all relationships be they entertained with, between or without personal actors from atoms to galactic clusters and all else in between.... (1316)


Equating ‘facticity’ with ‘love’ in such comprehensive terms of reference and applied to a theological setting would then allow the theologian et al to stamp all bases in this natural spectrum of loving: e.g., two or more parties being in love; non-mutual aspects of loving; loving someone who is not in love with you or does not or could not love you; and, being loved without being aware that one is beloved, etc. Such a spectrum would also entail a variety of attitudes entailed in this broad concept of relational love and entertained with respect to the entire world… throughout the entirety of time and space…. (1317)


In this broad vista a mother still loves her child even though it is not fully aware of her love and when the child is completely unaware of that love when it is asleep. That same mother knowing that her love for her child is of a greater intensity usually than that felt for children of some other relative or the neighbors’ children, etc., even though, as is natural, she may well feel all babies to be ‘lovely’. (1318)


Invoking this concept of ‘facticity’ and noting its equivalent to ‘love’, in both its richness and intensity of engagement, etc., now allows the theologian to naturally subsume this position and progressively work towards a trans-natural theology, and, perhaps, beyond, from the basis of a natural theology, and v.v. Thence their concern for determining the relationships that might be ideally entertained within and between an objective genitive and a subjective genitive as entailed in this first requisite (and why this prerequisite might be considered a natural candidate for our first cab off the rank in this regard). (1319)


Obviously, in our considerable broadening of this concept, we can now take in not only a natural world but also all the shades associated with this phenomenon or type of phenomena in personal and inter-personal forms of interaction. Then, for the theologian, this same concept can be extended to and through a theological dimension in their treatment of the entirety of the Life-World, this World-of-Life as experienced in and through this world as lived as we stand before other… as we stand before-others…. (1320)


However, it would be natural to ask that if a theology observed no personal and/or trans-personal aspect/s that it would seem meaningless to apply this type of concept in that type of context from the perspective of the totality of that natural theological position? Need a personal approach be embodied in order for love to take on a personal flavour (given, especially, that some theologians are traditionally reluctant to embody the Divine in some form or other, etc?)? However, perhaps the very idea of embodiment itself needs to be looked into? (1321)


Although embodiment means to be embodied it is not so much a metaphor of something being embodied but the mere fact that in being embodied one with an embodied perspective, limited, and embodied in time and space in accordance with one set of limitations described by such parameters (which given a temporal representation and accordingly sequenced with the apparent or received history of that point of locus can then be considered the existential descriptor of the same). ‘Embodiment’ does not nor should not mean, literally or metaphorically, a substantial form of identity being inserted into some form of a body, but, merely the nomination and/or denomination that describes the existential fact that a relational participant in this world as lived is constrained by such phenomenal-phenomenological parameters and centered in and through such parameters. ‘I’ am currently here and can only non-virtually be in one place at a time, and, cannot be exactly where you are even if we were to intimately embrace since the empirical centers of our being can never perfectly coincide, etc. However, in being contiguous, implies the possibility of an empirical relationship in some form or other be that merely seeing each other, saying hello, shaking hands, merely passing each other on the street, etc. However, once we have activated a relationship in some form or other then we do not need to be contiguous to say we have a certain form of relationships. Today we can telephone or text each other. In the past it might have been merely by letters or the mere promise of re-meeting each other or noting that disposition and desire to be with that other party or parties even if both parties knew that to be unlikely when once people migrated to a far away land and became completely separated in life, e.g. On the other hand, we have many forms of association that do not last beyond those points of association. ‘Embodiment’, therefore, is a witnessing of this centering of the relational participant and its circumscription within the parameters of its own existential descriptor. In an existential sense it implies that we have an intimate and permanent relationship with our bodies that also need to be taken into account in existential terms of reference, i.e., from a relational point of view to the extent that given we have this unique location that it should also be looked after as much as our both being with others in our embeddednesses and total overall ‘embeddednessnes’, and, in our being with the world in our embankments (through a preservation and conservation of such value). (1322)


In essence, a non-substantial view of embodiment is being denominated, i.e., described. By extension, a non-substantial form of theological embodiment would also be denominated. Indeed, in examining our second prerequisite, of phenomenal-phenomenological interaction(ism) this point is being explicitly maintained. In such a scheme being able to account for all degrees of love given that all relationships come into non-virtual existence through processes of ongoing resolution. Hence the intimate relationship between these three points of love (in all senses), embodiment (in all its variety of possibility) and that the Divine cannot be there for us without it being there-for-us since to be otherwise would render such a theology as without value (beyond a mere hypothetical exercise). In essence, without some form of interrelationship between the imputed Divine and the non-Divine such a theology would have no real work to do and have no existential relevance in the lives of either the religious, and by extension, in the lives of the non-religious. (1323)


Given this introduction let us now look at our second prerequisite. (1324)


In our second prerequisite I note the absolute need for some form of relational interaction in order to ensure the potential viability of that theological scheme or system in question. If the twain should never meet then what does not exists for us does not exist for-us! (1325)


In my recent examination of the phenomenon of a shadow we noted the shadow was not embodied in a form equivalent to the object whose shadow was cast. On the other hand, at least one symmetry was isomorphically maintained in the process albeit often with some degree of translational distortion, e.g. Even if the Divine were to be of some form of trans-phenomenal-phenomenological nature still for it to relate to the world in some manner it would be necessary for it to maintain some form of direct or indirect embodiment therein. Just as the shadow and the object shadowed are both in the world despite the ontological differences between the same. This is an explicit  absolute requirement for a working theology (just as my broad concept of love is an implicit absolute requirement given a non-virtual relationship comes into relational existence through an ongoing process of resolution of the relational dissonance in its associated relational field (of embodiment). (1326)


What are the ramifications of this absolute explicit requirement? That a theology that defines itself, perhaps, as parallel to but non-embodied in this world as lived must be dismissed as non-working and a waste of our time be that in religious terms or in non-religious terms! Just like a doctor in another country is of no use to a desperately sick person who has no way of making a therapeutic form of medical contact with them! (1327)


Now, a theological dimension could also be seen as ‘embodied’ in the embeddedness of all relationships just as relationships for-us are embedded in this open sea of relational embeddedness… and, given that all ongoing relationships are the ensuing resultant of the dynamic resolution of inter-relational dissonance so, too, they must also be the ensuing resultant of the ongoing resolution of all extra-relational dissonance. In effect, a natural hierarchy of transcendental power to the extent the ensuing surplus of value can be directed through deliberate processes of re-direction within this hierarchy of open-ended overall relational interaction. A reconstructed vision of the overall world which can still be given a democratic twist to the extent this transmission of power is dependent upon agent-oriented forms of re-transmission. In this regard overlaying but not overlooking the role a sense and semblance of freewill can enter into this broad vista of a universal vision, imparting a corresponding sense and semblance of a theological complexion to our transcendental understanding of the Life-World. That in a transcendental reading of the possibility-actuality implied in a deep reading of these first two prerequisites we could make this claim, as both possible and actual, in some degree or other, that the complexion of the Life-World could and can be given this theological over-reading. Let me outline in greater detail how an argument for this re-positioning could be sensibly argued for albeit at least in a natural theology that might be able to be progressed transformed into a trans-natural form of theological (and from thence a re-positioning to a more trans-subjective and trans-personal form of theologicalization of that thus accordingly re-transformed vision of the Life-World?)? (1328)


The second prerequisite can be turned around from not only stating the obvious, as far as a viable theology must be concerned, but, to also argue that a theological complexion, in some form to some degree, through transcendental necessity, can also be imputed in our hypothetical reading of the overall complexion of the Life-World itself. Just as a relationship is embedded in a world of relationships, we could also envisage this world of relationships as being in some form of ongoing relationship with itself. Of course the one hitch in this reading (as an over-reading of the phenomenal-phenomenological nature of the Life-World) is that a theological complexion may well be successfully argued for but in reality be of a form and degree that has no utility in a traditional theology? Even if mechanisms could be advanced that might hypothetically ensure theological work could be entertained, how would we go from this possibility to its actuality in a viable form without relying on some form of theological evidence. And, in the same vein, how might that evidence be read in such a manner that that ‘theological evidence’ might not be given and equally viable reading in a non-theological setting? Of course, parallel and non-parallel readings need not be antithetical to a theological scheme. The human body, e.g., could be treated through an anatomical-physiological lens whilst at the same time also treated as a free agent and that the embodied person normally possesses a certain degree of responsibility that could be tested in a court of law for some legal reason or other, say in a criminal case. Either readings could be paralleled to the extent certain mitigating physiological reasons could be educed to account for an impairment in their legal responsibilities, or, perhaps, through contestment of that expert opinion, finally demonstrated to have no real and relevant impact re-assumed of their legal responsibilities (given this instance of a non-paralleling of different but intersecting discourses). In this we might well feel, and should know, that the reality of any specific engagement is better understood when viewed through more than one relevant frame of interpretation through an intersecting enrichment of such forms of parallelization and intersection, commentary and accommodation.... (1329)


In effect, the second prerequisite demands some form of theological connectedness whilst the first prerequisite can account for a mechanism to oversee how this connected might be expedited in hypothetical terms of reference. Essentially, as all relationships are realized through processes of ongoing resolution and no relationships is absolutely embodied merely within its own semblance of self, and thence our embeddedness with others, it implies that all relationships are interconnected by virtue of this trans-embeddedness wherein no form of identity can be given anything other than a relative, non-absolute form of substantially non-embodied embodiment. Identity is formed through our relationships and not through any form of non-relative substantiality. Indeed, identity should be seen as the existential excess nominated as representative of a certain relationship of overall embodiment in a certain context of overall embeddedness all within a certain overall form of embankment. The veritable grounds for our evidential embracement with the world and the world’s evidential embracement of us (since the ongoing formation of such apparent identity is evidence enough for such emplacement). Thence our being in this world as lived in and through our scoped actualization of our transcendental possibilities. (1330)


I.e., through ongoing overall resolution, experienced as the facticity and overall love entertained within and between a relationship, and all other relationships, and, all relationships in an overall sense… that such lays the grounds for the interconnectedness of an imputed theological complexion in our theological reading of the overall nature of the Life-World. Thence the mutual interconnectedness between these two prerequisites whose union allows us, hypothetically, to proffer the viability of a properly constructed theological vision or interpretation of the complexion of the overall Life-World, i.e., the potential and possible viability of a certain representative theological construction if such a construction is rendered in a viable and cogent manner (that is also relatively internally consistent or non-contradictory and externally coherent contextually as well as being found descriptively and prescriptively enriched and relevant). (1331)


Our third prerequisite is that of theological work; i.e., that a theological scheme has work to do in the form of articulating its field of discourse and giving a return on that investment (this last aspect being the devolution of a comparatively greater existential excess or surplus of value realized through investing in such an invested input [and will be examined under our sixth prerequisite of investment {in a meta-theological appreciation of theological work}]). (1332) 


In a recent essay ‘work’ was defined in the following manner:
 In the same vein, a theology must have theological ‘work’ to do otherwise it is little more than mere fanciful speculation. This ‘work’ can be seen as that existential richness that persists after theological and non-theological actors are subtracted from that overall interacting equation being proposed between the same. I.e., asking to what extent that the theology in question appears to work? Therefore, such an enterprise must be relatively coherent, non-self-contradictory, phenomenologically rich in descriptions and prescriptions, and, existentially relevant. The relative fruitfulness of that theological enterprise being demonstrated through the apparent work such a construction appears to proffer in assisting us in our navigation between the objective in the inter-objective dimension and in our negotiations on subjective and inter-subjective levels of enaction. (1333)


Dare I say it, an interrelated topic would be considerations of so-called theological evidence. Now I have come to believe that such considerations are best avoided. Let me explain. Evidence is discerned in an evidential context (thence relevant rules of evidence, etc.). But what would count as an evidential context for a person who has no investment in theological beliefs and practices? A theologian might say to one of their congregation “look at this sublime landscape and see it as the work of the Divine”… or something similar stated in this same type of language. Another person, without a theologically oriented interest, might merely respond and say, “that it is merely the handiwork of nature over many eons of time”. Or, another theologian might say to one of their congregation “look towards the heavens and admire the handiwork of the Divine”… or state something similar along those lines. They might add “look at these beautiful photographs of the cosmos photography by the Hubble Telescope”. Again, an atheistic person might merely note that “all this beauty is the result of eons of time as the cosmos has evolved”. Obviously, if different parties are not going to agree of what might count for an evidential frame of reference then these same parties would not be able to agree as to what may or may not count as evidence in the use of these frames of reference (although the critically exercised use of an overall transcendental suspension should allow us to operate in a more ideologically neutral manner). Rather, it is probably better for the theologian et al to use such imagery more as a metaphor rather in a literal sense, and, examine the quality of the work exercised in and through the use of that theological scheme and from an investment point of view then determine to what degree it could act as investment of our time and energy, and, from that investment produce and reproduce a dividend in value formation that indicates for the parties who make such an investment that such an investment, apparently, is worth its while… worth our investment in the same. By downplaying the imputed role or roles of the Divine and expected patterns of observance by the devotee we can then hypothetically examine what reside is left and attempt to ascertain to what degree such value formation is existentially relevant in that life of that individual, their community and encompassing culture/s, etc? (1334)


In such a light, we could then ask how is such circularity to be best avoided? By noting such circularity, critically using suspension/s, and, observing the relative impact of such circular processes of engagement. Just what might be entailed in such a critical approach? (1335)


Circularity, rather than being avoided, should be critically embraced. In such existential engagement we then need to critically appreciate the value that devolves from such productive circularity; the ‘trick’ being our ability to comparatively evaluate various circularities and observe and more approve of those that have a greater sense of a positive devolution in such value formation. As noted, neutralizing the perceived or imputed inputs of passive and active agents in a theological setting would allow us to concentrate our attention on an appreciation of the relative existential merit of such processes of engagement. (1336)


To date we can appreciate how processes of resolution in a relationship or set of relationships can contribute to both facets of preservation and conservation of the received value of the same. Furthermore, this aspect can be given a certain qualified form of theological identification that can overcome the apparent absence of the second prerequisite in our phenomenal-phenomenological interactions wherein theological engagement must be either directly and/or indirectly engaged in some form or other be that either wittingly and/or unwittingly entertained, etc. The resulting interaction of these two prerequisites, in this more expansive interpretation, establishes a sense or semblance of theological work… the implication of the first prerequisite also indicating that all interactions must be two way or multi-directional with some degree of mutuality between the various actors in any relationship be they described in either theological or non-theological terms of reference. Then, we can also note that the received value of such apparent interaction/s would indicate to what extent and in what manner such investment has produced a dividend above and beyond that invested in such a process of engagement, and, that a comparative assessment of such value formation with other schemes in application, whether theologically and/or non-theologically oriented in the nature of their value formation, would and should indicate to what extent such investments are deemed profitable or not. Again, we can also be ‘agnostic’ to the extent that we deem all formation of excess value formation to be an indication of the Divine without insisting that any one vision or non-vision is better than any other, but, noting which schemes appear to proffer greater degrees of comparative value formation in this regard. That, effectively, existential profitability is an indication of a corresponding degree of theological-like involvement or spirituality without having to affirm the same outside the execution of an apposite and adequate overall transcendental suspension. For the religious person this form of interpretation would be natural if not expected, however, for the secular oriented existentialist we need only note the degree of existential richness in such intentional constructions subject to such critical review enacted through the critical auspices of the overall transcendental suspension. Such richness being demonstrated in the density of phenomenal-phenomenological modes being actively engaged, the intensity of such modal engagement, and, the propensity for apposite iterative thematic activity to be realized in such engaged interaction, interpretation and responsive processes of enaction, etc… along with an appreciation of the harmonic nature of that process of resolution that both preserves and conserves the amplified value of that relational process. (1337)


As noted, a viable theology must be able to differentiate its perception of good phenomena from evil phenomena; persuade us not to enter the pathways of the former but to set out and emulate the latter. Hopefully, in this process of emulation, setting reasonable goals in that regard and not imposing impossible criteria that can only reinforce a sense of failure in attempting to perform that type of mission. Such emulation, be it either implicitly and/or explicitly set, will reflect the history of that religious person’s culture and their degree of reflection upon the same. For a variety of reasons, a theology will proffer an associated ethics in some form of an organized moral philosophy. Let us say that this prerequisite is more a reflection of practice given this inevitable association with some form of moral guidance. The existential theologian, etc., asking themselves to what extent their theological setting is or is not apparently instrumental in practices of existentially oriented emulation and dissuasion. That, hopefully, a critically enacted process of consequential analysis should be of assistance in this regard. Why are theological settings proactive in this process of ethical determination? For a variety of reasons; perhaps centered in concepts of salvation
 that demand our removal from evil and our emulation of good… along with a crossing of the descriptive-prescriptive boundary wherein theologically oriented epithets are re-read, validly and/or invalidly, as injunctions that demand to be enacted, etc. However, as is often the course of religious ‘developments’ often unreasonable forms of emulation are articulated and promoted. Hopefully, our existential theologian or religionist, etc., is able to demonstrate and differentiate which forms of emulation should be considered as viable or non-viable….  













(1338)


An engage theology also need to articulate what is meant by that process of engagement (given that engagement is defined as encountered-recognition). I.e., its perception of this process of encountered-recognitions. That process of engagement in a relationship being equated with my recent concept of embracements, i.e., the interaction within and between embodiment/s, embeddedness/es and embankment/s. A pro-relational stance is indicative of the existential nature of the relational experience. The parameters of that experience are encapsulated within and between these three aspects of embodiment, embeddedness and embankment, i.e., as encompassed by this expression of 'embracement' (in turn equivalent to 'engagement' as a 'recognized-encounter'). The existential details of such 'interaction' can be fleshed out in a number of interrelated theologies or theological positions which I will soon introduced and examine.
 (1339)


The last prerequisite to be noted was that of investment. Here we differentially examine and integrate the 'work of work' apparently entered into and done by a certain theological position, i.e., its existential value formation. In this regard we note the devolution of value imputed or observed from the exercise of a specific theological scheme through noting the relative existential excess in value formation over that merely invested in comparative terms of reference (i.e., w.r.t. that investment and in terms of other forms of investment be they also theological or otherwise). (1340)


Let me quickly recap what is implied here in this integrated reading of these six prerequistes? (1341)


In our analysis of the 'love-of-the-Divine (love of God)', as an exemplar or template (as per footnote, we found that an objective and subjective reading of that genitive established the mutuality expected in a relationship (if only in hypothetical terms of reference at the very least). i.e., if there is a non-virtual relationship with the Divine then it would have to be a two-way, albeit non-symmetrical, relationship given that is the existential nature of all processes of relational interaction. On a deeper examination, it was noted that relational difference in a relationship was resolved in an ongoing process of resolution in order to establish the facticity of that relationship. Thus, in this sense, e.g., the process of love, as an exemplar of a process of ongoing resolution archetypally models the very process of resolution itself. Hence to be in a process of interaction as a phenomenon or set of phenomena it must directly and/or indirectly enter into phenomenological experience otherwise it might as well not exist for us given it does not exist for-us. Therefore, through ongoing resolution, in some form or other, that which we can relate to, and v.v., can then enter into some form of mutual engagement through entering into phenomenological experience be that in a direct manner or indirectly (through some form of a proxy, etc.), etc. Thence the intimate interconnection between our first two prerequisites. Such interaction then establishes our third prerequisite to the extent a theological construction must have some form of function or work to do in that regard (be that theoretically and/or non-theoretically considered, virtually and/or virtually enactive, etc.). The construction of a theology is also overtly and/or covertly related to phenomenal-phenomenologically recognized-encounters (engagements) with correlative concepts of evilness and goodness. Then, through positive emulation of the goodness associated with the Divine and negative emulation of the evilness not associated with the same a moral and practical dimension is allowed to overlay this phenomenological dimension (be that examine in hypothetical and/or non-hypothetical terms of reference). Lastly, the work that such work does is examined from the perspective of an investment, i.e., the comparative existential value released in the operation of that the scheme (be that enacted and/or examined in hypothetical or non-hypothetical terms of reference). I.e., theological investment being a comparative appreciation of theological work from a meta-theological perspective. What are the implications that (might be expected to) flow from this set of interconnected prerequisites? A series of theologies (or open theological positions) that encompass a number of topics, e.g., a theology of non-isolation or non-isolatedness, freedom, responsibility, existential engagement, communicative-significance, and a number of other topics a theologian might creatively wish to examine, etc. Let me now introduce and explain these theological topics that result from an explication of the implications embedded in our more integrated reading of these (and other) theological prerequisites. (1342)


In the nature of the pro-relational stance at the center of our overall patterns of embracement is examined and shown to be indicative of a unified Life-World experience regardless of whether that is interpreted through either the lens of a universe or a multi-verse. Although, at the same time, that integration, arrived at through a process of integration, is not absolute in its intensity (being, like all things, a work in progress). Let me demonstrate this implication of an interconnectedness. Just as in a theology our second prerequisite demands that the Divine must enter directly and/or indirectly in this phenomenal world as lived in phenomenological experience it follows that the world as lived must be there for-us as that one world as lived since if there were no phenomenal-phenomenological experience of the same that aspect of the world not there for us is not there for-us. Thus, according to this logic, what is there for us is there for-us and that is this one World-of-Life as being integrated and experienced in and through this world as lived; i.e., in and through our phenomenological experience. That, what is not there for us is not there for-us. That being the case it then follows that we are all engaged in this same world as lived. Hence our non-isolatedness in this one World-of-Life being engaged in and through the integration and integrity of this one world as lived. This will be entered into on all dimensions, namely, the objective, the inter-objective, the subjective and the inter-subjective. To this list the theologian might like to add a fifth dimension of the theological. That hypothetically granted, or provisionally accepted, this same process of interconnectedness must apply, namely, that the person cannot be isolated from the Divine in whatever form or forms of interaction that might take (in either hypothetical or non-hypothetical terms of reference), and v.v. The experience of isolation then, in this reading, is interpreted the other way round, so to speak, i.e., as a withdrawal from our relative non-isolatedness rather than as an isolatedness per se. If we were already isolated how could we experience a sense of isolation if our human condition were to be merely isolated and self-absorbed? If it were not for the fact that we have this default position in non-isolatedness then we could not experience a non-existential sense of isolation... given our partial withdrawal from this more natural state of non-isolatedness. Admittedly, there are persons who would happily obscure the true nature of their interacting with us in a process of such dissimulation, for whatever reason. However, through their obscuring their being with-others the relatively non-existential nature of our relationships with such persons must already have stamped upon it a relative inauthenticity of spirit... which, in existential attunement, in a process of existentially oriented engagement, should be able to reveal itself to us through our both being able to discern the relatively existential core of that relationship and the relatively superficial non-existential nature of its obscuration  in such a manner so as to assist us in our discernment of that currently in question (be that obscuration arrived at through a simulated and superficial process of either passive and/or active obscuration). Our encounter, in its pro-relational identification, through such (transcendental) reflection/s therein, and thereby, helping us to discriminate and discern the true nature of its recognition, and v.v? That through a variety of active and passive forms of obscuration a feeling or mood of isolation can arise given the ensuing non-existential tenor of such interaction.  Conversely, a relationship can be both fostered and deepened through engaging the existential nature of such reflections already inherent in all forms of encounter and by such means setting about, through such reversion, a withdrawing from such relational withdrawal... and by such means de-obscuring the existential centrality of all relationships. (1343)


Consequently, the ongoing integration and integrity of our world is arrived at through such ongoing resolution of relational dissonance. The implication being that what is there for us is arrived at through this process of ongoing resolution, and, conversely, what is not there for us is not there for-us! In the same manner, a theology that is there for us must also be there-for-us, and, in such a transcendental realm of possibility-actuality all processes of resolution in our World-of-Life must integrate us within such ongoing, relative integrity. Of course, the problem for the theologian in this regard is for them to successfully argue for what level and intensity, and in what manner, such interaction can takes place. Is it merely in terms of a natural theology with only a residual, bare minimum of influence, or, can such a process in integrated interaction extend to a trans-natural level of theological thematization and beyond? Either way, the natural condition of the person is in a Life-World thematized through such processes of ongoing resolution and, therefore, for the theologian in a theology of non-isolatedness (despite feelings or moods to the contrary). As noted, through existentialization, through further identifying and identifying with the relevant pro-relational stance to hand, such non-existential aspects of isolation can be rectified if not actually remedied given that rapport and intimacy with others is also a work in progress... as a process cultivated over time and attended to with carefully re-directed effort and mutual collaboration.... (1344)


Other theologies were implied and indicated as being derived from this same pro-relational matrix in which our first two prerequisites can be viewed as inverse reflections of each other. The ongoing resolution in a relationship establishes the ongoing facticity of that relationship. At the existential core of each and every relationship, both w.r.t. themselves and all other relationships, i.e., the entire world at large, it follows that the metaphorical 'love' in that relationship is arrived at through such ongoing resolution. Thence the existential complexion of all relationships, especially those involving a subjective and inter-subjective overlay. That through resolution we have interaction, and, through interaction, we have resolution. Our existential intuition in such matters opening us, as well, to the nature of existential freedom, and, for the theologian open to such existential concepts, their thematization of a theology of freedom... (1345)


Although there is an existential freedom to choose, the freedom that I have in mind is in our becoming progressively disencumbered. It is the freedom to enjoy the existential benefits that devolve from our existential investments in our alignment with the relevant existential economies within the overall existential economy.
 Alignment is realized in our identifying and identifying with the relevant pro-relational stance in question. Then, through processes of existential re-direction, that flow from processes of existential rectification or, i.e., existential re-normalization, we find through re-embracement a re-alignment with the relational complex that best deals with our being in the world in that same relevant manner of being in the world. Let me look more closely at what is being meant in this exposition (and theology) of freedom. (1346)


In modern life the freedom to choose, metaphorically, is more like the freedom to shop. Not only for commodities and products but also professions, sometimes even political positions in a world of patronage in some form or other (be that conducted in an overt or covert manner, be that conducted in a non-corrupt manner or in a corrupt manner). On a deeper level it is the freedom to not cooperate with those with whom we do not wish to cooperate with even at the expense of our own lives. On the other hand, there are many occasions when it is better to stay our hand and choose a more opportune time to reveal our true hand so to speak. In the world we have to make do with what we have to hand. But, through investment we increase the richness of that choice to choose as well as being able to benefit from the consequences that might flow from such decision making. Those consequences in the light of the intentions behind our short-erm projects and long term programs being either negative and counterproductive or positive and productive in those terms of reference. Through existential identification and enaction it is to be hoped that the devolvement of more positive contributions will progressively enrich our mutual relational interactions in this world as lived for all parties concerned. Hence our interest not so much in embracement but re-embracement wherein we find we can either preserve and/or conserve the existential quality of our relationships through such processes of progressive consequential re-enrichment. In this wider frame of reference the existential freedom to choose is hopefully enacted in such a manner so as to progressive re-align ourselves with our most important relationships in a manner that harmoniously accommodates embodiment, embeddedness and embankment along with an ongoing resolution of the interaction of these three poles of endeavour (as they parallel the archetypal senses of Object, Ego and World respectively). Not only rectifying these three field individually but also establishing profitable lines of communication and resolution between the same. What is entailed in this type of freedom... in this freedom of relishment? (1347)


The ability to enjoy the fruits of our labours. As well as our ability to enjoy them with others and for others to share with us the fruits of their labours... and so on.... (1348)


Through cooperation this freedom is manifested everywhere. Centered in the open functioning of the overall existential economy. We walk on footpaths made for us, we drive in cars on roads made for us, we expect our children to be educated and educated well, we expect the delivery of good health... and, the same is delivered in and through an existential economy and not through the official economy but in and through the auspices of the well-regulated existential economy which, through existential necessity, must take into account human psychology, the unpredictable, serendipity, externalities, modes of obstruction and dissimulation, unintended consequences, forms of unexpected intervention, etc., etc. In an openness to the existential economy centered at the core of our relational interaction/s we also need to note existential rights and existential obligations. Hence a theology of freedom (in this complex sense as outlined) is also a theology of responsibility/responsibilities, or, a theology of overall responsibility. Such a theology also being a theology of mutual enrichment and relishment. (1349)


Existential responsibility is realized in an existential attunement with our relationships to the extent we existentially re-define the nature of our overall embracement through existential re-directed re-embracement. The effort involved is in our pre-conditional, conditional and post-conditional investment/s, whereas, at the end of the day, through the divestment of an existential surplus our efforts are more effortlessly relayed through our identifying and identifying with the existential processes of resolution being entertained in order to arrive at a more harmonious manner of engagement in those relationships in question. As noted elsewhere, as a work in progress and never completed in any definitive sense except through the advent of death or similar (i.e., e.g., an existential death when we are non-existentially embraced by inauthenticities to a degree that diminish our very ability to adopt and adapt through re-adoption and re-adaptation of that to hand in order to enact those modes of resolution that oversee the very means desired by that relationship or set of relationships in question. In effect, through a balancing of rights, obligations, needs and desires, other forms of motivation, a quest for enacting patterns of more probably relational enrichment, etc., we arrive at a position of existential resolution wherein responsibilities are are also noted and acted upon through apposite patterns of existential enactment. (1350)


What is entailed, therefore, in an existentially enacted theology of responsibility? (1351)


No doubt various theologians will want to organize this discipline or topic or (aspect of) theology (in general) in accordance with their own views be they well thematized or not. Usually, we try to develop our ideas in an integrated fashion... in a process of integration and integrity. In our authentic dealings with others we also desire their cooperation in this regard... coinciding, eventually, for the optimist, in a view that others will eventually come round to be seeing the great wisdom of their own position or positions (given that integration and integrity can never be absolute in that regard... and that all other positions or interpretations will possess their own degrees of reality and utility, etc., so that certain degrees of supplementary value can be released through relevant, profitable forms of accommodation). (1352)


Enacting to the best of our ability all of our relevant obligations arrived at, through processes of aligned resolution, it follows that their enactment usually is realized in a mutual enrichment of our relationships from which we usually come  to enjoy their expanded freedoms of choice that devolve from the same; within this wider freedom of relishment. However, in an inauthentic environment such expectations are less often realized in a manner that is beneficial for all parties concerned. Thus the interactions between our prerequisites are also reflected in the interactions between our various existentially oriented theologies; in and through a complex of overall resolution wherein embracement is continually re-defined and refined through re-embracement. (1353)


Where does this insight into the operations of the existential economy lead us? To recognizing, both passively and actively, the need for an ongoing existentialization of the relatively non-existential, i.e., the relatively inauthentic. Hence our recognition of the need to existentially oversee all patterns of engagement, thence existentially re-directed processes of engagement and its associated parallel in a theology of existential engagement. Basically, taking up and running with core existential ideas on how processes of engagement can be existentially refined, re-directed and harmonized through apposite and adequate processes of existentially oriented engagement (enacted through the critical auspices of overall transcendental suspensions). (1354)


Lastly, let me consider the nature, merit and role played by processes of existentially oriented existentialization of the relatively non-existential, i.e., the re-normalization of the relatively inauthentic. The nature of such a process-orientation is basically achieved through rectification by supplying the positive pre-conditions and removing the negative pre-conditions, etc., for such re-normalization (through reversion, etc.). The merit of such a process of rectification is the relative re-enrichment of that relationship or set of relationships in question. The role played by enacting such an orientation is the realization of a greater degree of communicative significance. All communication is achieved through processes of alignment realized through parallel processes that simulate the essential nature of that relationship or set of relationships in question. Thence the apparent transmission of information whereas, more correctly, communication is merely arrived at through alignment between the parties within the embrace of that relationship in question. Through such communication there is enrichment of the relationship in question and thence the realization of significance. The intimate nature of these aspects of communication and significance (in an integration of the 'communication of significance' versus the 'significance of communication') thence communicative-significance and its uptake in a theology of communicative-significance (through its noting of a theological complexion, etc.). (1355)


'Communicative' in the sense that communication is involved (be that self-insightful or other-insightful) and that 'communicated' is its 'significance'. We can equate 'significance' with 'value' which we have equated (elsewhere in this volume) as an emergent product of phenomenological sense, hermeneutic meaning and existential meaningfulness. Existential meaningfulness is in this perspective is defined as it existential significance in its non-overall sense. Whereas, when we normally refer to existential value, and it amplification through existential enrichment, e.g., what is implied is the existential significance of the value to hand from an overall perspective. The expression 'overall' paralleling its use in the 'overall' transcendental suspension, etc. As a compound 'communicative-significance can be treated as both an objective genitive and a subjective genitive, i.e., the (or that) communication of significance, and, the significance of (that) communication. In effect, we have a contragram which is illustrative of the mutual nature of all relational interaction to the extent a relationship cannot exist in any absolute univocal direction of interactive directedness. The semblance of a relationship must exist between the relevant parties from each of their perspectives even if only simulated virtually (through some form of representative proxy whose modal complexion does not completely equate with what would be expected in a non-virtual state of affairs). So, e.g., A shakes hands with B and so B also shakes hands with A according to the custom of hand-shaking. If B were unconscious then A may shake B's hand but because B is not aware of this then the process of hand-shaking does not conform with the genre of hand-shaking as normally exercised. In this latter instance, A hold B's hand and B merely has A holding the same (in a passive sense of merely being held). Whereas in a normal act of hand-shaking both parties actively engage each other's hand. In the second variation we merely have a form of physical contact to the extent that the hand of B is merely being held. In either variation the relationship is not merely one way although the manner of engagement in the second instance is severely reduced. 'Mutual' does not imply that a relationship is completely isometric (in its exchange of information, etc.). Indeed, a perfectly isometric relationship between absolute equals is not possible on both counts (that no relationship can be entertained either equally or between equals). The expression of the relationship only arising through the resolution of difference/s which implies an inequivalence in their distribution of power, etc. In reflection we can say that the mutual nature of a relationship is captured by its contragrammatical representation which, in turn, is the dialectical space created treating the relationship in question as a complex objective-subjective genitive/s which, again, also captures the intentional nature of intent to the extent that the intentional object(-state) is also contextual situated in a motivated field of intent (although we could argue then that the treatment of the compound in question is more along dative and/or ablative approach/es with questions or rhetorical considerations of 'for' or 'from', etc.). So in 'communicative-significance' we get both 'the communication of that significance' and 'the significance of that communication'. Or, e.g., the apparent intentional significance of an act of communication is to replicate the intentional object/objective 'for' the purpose intended 'from' the motivated field of its intentional context. That, without both aspects of the apparent 'equality' of field consonance and the 'inequality' of the intentionally directed act/s of dissonance, and their resolution, there would be no harmonic enstructuralization of that act of communciative-significance. Thence this interplay between the equality of field consonance and the inequality of its dissonant insertion into that harmonic interaction conveyed through the act of communicative-significance.  This dialectical space in which the relationship is thematized in an ongoing manner through the ongoing resolution of such intentional dissonance, etc. That this dialectical space can be approached and described through some form of an inter-objective-subjective genitive/s (or through some other form of a double reading along dative, ablative lines, etc.). Or, by invoking an apposite contragram. Now, given that this has been done, more or less with our concept of communicative-significance (and its associated theology) and for the objective/subjective genitives of Divine-love (as our first theological prerequisite) can this form of treatment also apply to other theological epithets such as Divine-justice, Divine-sight, Divine-revelation, etc., and, in what form or manner would limitations or constraints upon the exercise of these objective/subjective genitives or contragrammatical representations be exercised under in order to represent and express such dialectical domains. In this ambition how would we examine the contragrammatical concept of Divine-justice if it were to be expressed as “'the justice of the Divine' and 'justice exercised for the Divine'?” A theology concerned with such a topic might argue that in forms of theological intervention the Deity is perceived as exercising justice but, equally, perhaps as a precondition, society also needs to be just in order for such intervention to be properly effective. All too often the mantra of a 'just God' is uttered without explaining why humans have to intervene in order to exercise such justice through human institutions (given the otherwise paradoxical state of an all-just and all-powerful Deity being unable to render justice through its own ministrations?). On a superficial analysis we might argue that if God were just and able then justice would be served without the need for human intervention in this regard. However, in our contragramatically constructed theology the question then is better expressed how might the existentialization of our institution better serve such theological actor/s or non-actor/s in a manner that is existentially oriented and not beholden to mere ideological preferentialism wherein our prejudices, albeit as pre-judgments, are not allowed to be properly examined
 and in the place of such treatment an a priori code of practice is substituted which runs the risk of being operated in and through a state of over-commitment (be that written in an ontological and/or epistemological form or format). So, in such a theology it would be perfectly acceptable to see both the Divine intervening in a just manner and for humans to intervene in what might objectively be though a just manner and in sympathy with that theology and in emulation of that Divine 'character' as a 'just actor'. Given the inherent mutuality of relationships it would seem necessary in a theology centered on Divine-justice to insist on a cooperative type of relationship where justice is dispensed by both by Divine actors and non-divine actors without any form of an absolute demarcation between the same (but, hopefully, dispensed in a form of critical judgment centered in an apposite and adequate overall transcendental suspension). (1356)


Can we extend this format to encompass other theological forms of intervention/emulation? I am sure theologians could and would do this in any number of traditional or non-traditional fields of application. E.g., in dealing with the compound of Divine-sight we might divide this dialectical field between the poles of 'what is seen by the Divine' and 'our seeing of the Divine' (be that through proxies, directly or indirectly, symbolically, intuitively, through emulation or ritual, etc., etc.). E.g., in dealing with the compound Divine-revelation this dialectical field of enaction could be envisaged as taking place between the poles of a (traditional) 'revelation for-us of the Divine' and (a relatively non-traditional) revelation had by the Divine (of-us)(and whose significance could be returned to us in the form of revelation revealed to us by the Divine, etc., etc.). All in all, we have in our prerequisites, and their interconnections, in a variety of potential theologies and their detailed explorations through contragrams, etc., a plethora of material for the theologian to explore and for the meta-theologian to critically evaluate as to the apparent value or work done by such theological constructs. In the process removing inconsistent formulations, putting aside all non-relevant considerations, deconstructing forms of privilege, exercising the opportune de-deferral of all processes of deferring, harmonizing dissonant constructs, rendering consistent all such enterprises, and, ensuring all manner of enaction is consequentially pre-evaluated and existentially transforming all forms of relative inauthenticity... through processes of existentialization of the relatively non-existential.... (1357)


In what manner might this analysis throw light on the topic of Divine communication and the perceived need for a theological dialogue in this regard (as indicated in the title of this ninth section) as well as our exercising a need for re-commitment through such dialogue? From a meta-theological point of view would it be right to assume that we are asking too much from a theologian given that they have not proven the existence of their field of expertise? (1358)


Earlier in this volume I discussed the apparent necessity entailed within a natural theology but also of the difficulties for the more traditional theologian to extend this to a trans-natural theology and thence to a trans-personal theology. Let me re-explore these issues and offer some suggestions how the theologian can be given the very bare minimum at least to work with in this regard, namely, the apparent existence of a natural theology (as indicated in the transcendental unity of the Life-World and its possible exemplification in this world as lived...). (1358)


Because we cannot entertain pure concepts, concepts in and of themselves, and, significance can only be drawn through polarization it follows that we cannot engage in any form with such fictions. Engagement, as an encountered-recognition, implies that no pure, non-polarized entities as intentional object(ive-states) can neither be encountered nor recognized, i.e., engaged. What are the philosophical (and theological) consequences of this understanding of the nature of our phenomenal-phenomenological engagement? (1359)


For a start, we cannot make a pure distinction between the ontological, and its encounter, and, the epistemological, and its recognition. Furthermore, we can draw no distinction between pre actuality and pure potentiality. In other words, existence concerns the relatively ontological and the relatively epistemological, and, the relatively actual and the relatively potential. With respect to the latter, given the non-existence of pure actuality a lack of change is non-existent, and, the non-existence of pure potentiality implies that something has some form of relative existence in order to be found in a state of relative existence. So, the relatively actual is a result of a relative non-privileging of phenomenal-phenomenological potentiality, and, the relatively potential is a result of a relative non-privileging of phenomenal-phenomenological actuality. Indeed, we talk of the 'phenomenal-phenomenological' by virtue of this fact that we cannot draw an absolute distinction between the ontological and the epistemological as well the necessity for it to be in some form of simulated phenomenological experience (and reiterated through retention) for us to be able to interact with the same (in the same manner as the second prerequisite stakes out this condition for a viable theology). Now, all this considered, we have to make some re-adjustments to our metaphysical appreciation of the transcendental nature involved in the constitution of intentional consciousness and its trans-intentional appreciation and judgment. In this light, we can no longer claim that what is possible is merely possible, but in some manner or other, must have some existence other than in the impossibility of a non-existent pure potentiality. So Santa Klaus exists. Yes, in a mythological sense. So, square-circles exist. Yes, as first order linguistic nominations with no second order of existence (in accordance with an ordered philosophy as discussed elsewhere). So, God exists. Yes, but in a manner theologians need to delineate and delineate in a convincing manner! (1360)


How might such a delineation be achieved? Let explore a number of strategies to see if this end can be achieved (given that a natural theology has already been described as relatively necessary even if of not much use for the traditional theologian? (1361)


Are we dealing with a dangerous idea there, namely, that whatever is thought up is then called into existence albeit in some qualified form of compromise. So, Santa Klaus exists, metaphorically. So, God exists, yes, theologically? Are we also not in danger of embracing a vicious circle? By what rules should we adopt in order to adapt this intuition or insight that the possible is never absolutely actually but is relatively realizable in some qualified form or other? To this end let me propose, collectively and provisionally, the twelve following guidelines: internal non-contradiction, external coherence, de-ontological imperative/s, pragmatic utility, hermeneutic connectedness, invested evidence, phenomenological-richness, existential-relevance, local-focalism, overall-universalism, emergent integrity and re-emergent-integrity. This set of twelve conditions is composed of two sets of six; the first set being related to our six orders, the second set being composed of three pairs, namely, phenomenological-richness versus existential-relevance, local-focalism versus overall-universalism, and, non-chaotic oriented, self-organized directedness versus chaotic oriented, self-re-organized re-directedness. The point of these twelve considerations is to act as a net to only let pass through possible ideas of identity that possess a high probability of existence in a form as screened. Let me demonstrate how this ad hoc, provisional scheme might function by looking at how this net of discernment would operate when called upon. (1362)


Theoretically, square-circles could not proceed past the first filter on our list, the first order, in our overall net, through not possessing an adequate degree of non-self-contradiction. Whatever is compounded, or integrated in some form or format
, and internally is non-self-contradictory can then proceed to the next category; in this case our second order. (1363)


The second filter in our net concerns external coherence or contextual appositeness, and, concerns logical integration through the relative absence of internal self-contradiction plus its ability and non-inability to preside in that nominated domain or field. E.g., a non-beautiful work of art should not sell well in an art market that deems that work of art to be non-artistic. The works of the painter Vincent van Gogh at first did not sell very well but now the market has completely changed. So, in this regard, we are looking at this broad concept of 'coherence' in current conditions whilst being accepting of the fact that the nature of the field could change altering our perception and appreciation of that brought before it. (1364)


The theological creation of a demonic deity whose moral character was such that they were 'perceived' as insisting that people should kill everyone else as quickly as possible should not be able to get past the de-ontological prohibitions against the non-preservation and non-conservation of our relationships unless valid exceptional circumstances could be found where such conditions can be considered de-ontologically met within a wider frame of context.
 However, in this context, the pointless elimination of most of the population would be sheer madness and hopefully would be resisted and stopped at some point in time (although the institutionalization of judicial killings on a grand scale may well be difficult to arrest given, e.g., what happened in Cambodia with the Khymer Rouge; where around a quarter of the population perished and where, perhaps, only outside military intervention in 1979 finally put an end to such a holocaust?)? Still, the point is this that a non-existential project or program usually has a shortened life-expectancy; being either self-deconstructed and/or other-deconstructed. (1365)


In our fourth order we consider pragmatic utility. What is not very useful has little utility in any form or format. What is not useful becomes effectively ignored. On the other hand, what sparks our interest, is given value or found valuable keeps our attention better focused upon the same. So, Santa Klaus may be metaphorical, but 'he' does play a part in the utilization of this complex myth. Recounting such a figure may well be used (in a department store, e.g.) to find out from children what presents they might like for Xmas. Or, as a rhetorical device to ensure children learn to behave in view of the treat that if they were not to behave they might not receive any Xmas presents that year, etc., etc. (1366)


'Hermeneutic connectedness' considers the extent the concept in question is suitable grounded in a network of genres, and, therein, through adoption and adaptation, can be exercised with significance in that hermeneutic, meta-textual nexus of connections. Now, Santa Klaus is well and truly enmeshed in a system of interconnections. On the other hand, the invoked concept of a twelve headed deity with twelve legs and twelve arms answering to the title of Mr Dozen, created by a psychotic person, is not going to find much religious resonance in a modern Australia from the point of view of both its comprehension and its future dissemination (in the creation of a new religious cult). This is not to say that it might not find traction and attraction for a religious group at some future point in time, but, that in this current religious climate it would be more laughed at even by people who would consider themselves to be religiously tolerated and enlightened (and thereby diminishing its chances of going viral in the manner envisaged by its psychotic progenitor
). In a close examination of possibility, we also examine its probability of actuality, i.e., the high probability that such actuality can be evidentially ascertained by some socially acceptable means or other. This leads me to examine our next (and last ordered) filter of invested evidence. (1367)


'Invested evidence' could be read as a compound 'invested-evidence' consisting of two near equal terms, namely, as evidence as apparently presented, and, the apparent weight of evidence that appears to be firmly associated with that 'evidence'; i.e., as found invested. All theological constructs (like any theoretical construct) perform a certain degree of work (above and beyond its mere construction). The manner and degree that that work 'works' is its 'investment' hence its differentiation of that work. In terms of apparent evidence, the differentiation of that evidence is its apparent degree and manner of investment. As noted, this excess of value, however, needs to be properly examined in comparative terms of reference in order to appreciate the relative work in and through its relatively systematic presentation. Thence in this sense it is also integrated, expressing the manner and degree of integration as found presented in our examination of that presented evidence in its field of contextualization. E.g., Julius Caesar, as a fact in history, has a weight of history behind it, whereas, in comparison, unicorns, e.g., have no weight of history behind them (other than the history of their mythical or speculative treatment). Again, let me examine this integrated and differentiated approach. Facts are not mere facts but facts considered to be more than merely possible and highly probable states of affairs enmeshed in historical circumstances with phenomenal-phenomenological identities with spatial, temporal and causal attributes, etc., and, interpreted through reconstructions of their nominated contexts, etc. Thus, e.g., Julius Caesar is a fact in Roman History (which itself is a set of facts in a set of interpretations).  So, taking their associated contexts into consideration implies that, therefore, that not all facts are equal (or could ever be equal given their different contexts). A 'truly' apparent fact must present itself with an apparent weight of contextually derived evidence. In this meta-theological treatment of the topic of theology in general, e.g., I have discussed the concept of theological work and its differentiation in the form of theological investment, i.e., respectively, as theological 'value' and the 'value of that value'; with the latter as the apparent and comparatively evaluated work done by such work in which proponents of that field have invested in so to speak.  In this regard I have linked, in this sixth order, these two concepts together to note both the differentiation and integration (as a reflection of their basis in judgment which, in turn, has its basis in the dynamic balance central to the overall transcendental suspension) at work in this combination that notes both its differentiation (in which the 'work of work' is relatively rated) and how this is re-integrated in an overall concept of invested-evidence given that evidence is arrived at more through a non-vicious hermeneutic circle of comprehension (as we cannot avoid such productive circularity in the performance and evaluation of value formation). In this regard, treating all systems as complex metaphors, we can proffer a charitable interpretation to the extent that all metaphors image the world with some degree of a surplus value, just, that the value of such value is the more deserving form of appreciation that should be entered into (in regards to our need for discrimination as to how factual our treatment of a fact is or a set of facts are, etc.). Given this degree of integration is also present our concept might be better represented with a hyphen as in invested-evidence. We should also note that in a transcendental phenomenology 'reality' is not determined through some form of an impossible empirical representationalism but though determination to what degree the richness of our modal expectations are duly being met (in the immediacy of our current anticipations).  (1368)


Spiritual 'realities', theological 'entities', and any other form of 'identity', etc., must be able to survive our six orders in order to get a running in any scrutinized theological race or co-associated field of discourse, and, then need to be able to be demonstrated therein as relevant and viable for the suggested fields of manifestations associated with their ideation. Hence the six following filters will weed out those strains of identity unable to adjust to the pressures brought to bear in these six further fields of discrimination, namely, phenomenological-richness, existential-relevance, local-focalism, overall-universalism, (non-chaotic) emergent integrity and (chaotic) re-emergent-integrity. (1369)


Here, we first ask, in the apparent form of our current inquiry (along general and/or particular and/or specific lines of approach), as to the apparent phenomenological-richness to be found or not to be found in its co-associated field/s of discourse. Phenomenological richness elsewhere has been analyzed under a number of headings, e.g., modal density, intensity of that range of expressions, thematic propensity for iteration of relevant tropes, consilience, salience, etc. The 'perceived' and/or 'received' apparent reality of an entity or entities being dependent upon such non-intuitive perception and/or intuitive
 apperception. Richness also needs to be in apparent conformity with co-associated expectations. A dream apple, e.g., might be very tasty (in a dream experience) but does not assist us in the amelioration of our physiological hunger (outside a dream state). (1370)


The next filter to be noted is existential-relevance. To what extent does this topic currently to hand actually contribute to my existential relevance as a person in the world both with respect to myself and to others and to whatever else might be included in such a list considered to be apposite in such investigations? Or, we might write this type of reflection in the opposite manner: what difference does it make, to myself, e.g., if I were not to hold and invest in this concept under investigative exploration? (1371)


A theology, e.g., should also be able to be found relevant under local conditions hence this examination of its apparent local-focalism; i.e., the degree to which this conceptual-practice has a locally oriented degree of apparent relevance or appeal? The cosmos, e.g., may be a wonderfully beautiful place to contemplate but does it or can it (1372)


A theology, e.g., should also be able to be found relevant under non-local, universalized conditions hence this examination of its apparent overall-universalism; i.e., the degree to which this conceptual-practice has a universally oriented degree of apparent relevance or appeal? A local divinity, e.g., cannot be treated as a universal point of focus in any broadly oriented theological life-world. (1372)


From the existential impact a certain degree of emergent integrity arises in non-chaotic terms of reference. In effect, a semblance of ‘presence’ (as an ‘existential excess’ or ‘existential surplus of e/valuational formation’) that cannot be reduced to its imputed materiality of phenomenological being given this apparent element of a self-organized directedness... (1373)


From the existential impact a certain degree of emergent integrity also arises in chaotic terms of reference. In effect a semblance of presence that cannot be reduced to its imputed materiality of phenomenological being given this apparent element of self-re-organized re-directedness... to the extent our presentations, representations and re-presentations have a collective life of their own.... (1374)


Ideally, our grid should not absolutely rule out everything included the existence of our own sense/s of self. On the other hand, this concept of the non-absolute treatment of potentiality as an actual-possibility with a certain degree of probability to exist should not rule in, in an unqualified manner, all manner of entities. Not all facts as facts are equal. Indeed, in ideal terms, we could say that no fact is equal to any other even though some facts might seem to have an equal weighting in our view/s of this world as lived. Hence our discrimination between green noises, white noises, entities with malevolent aspirations, useful facts, hermeneutically enriched vistas that might be realizable, facts treated as real and realized at some point or period in time, etc., phenomenological presentations that are rich in met expectations, possess a meaningfulness or existential semblance of relevance, have a local sense of engagement, can be universalized (across time, space, person, persons, organizations, cultures, etc.), and, an emergent integrity that is passive self-directed and actively self- re-directed (in some form of valued discursive engagement, etc.). (1375)


In what manner does this set of twelve filters grade a potential theology without deconstructing it? Assist in its construction without demolishing the same? (1376)


Elsewhere, I have argued,
 in line with my second prerequisite, that a process theology is a possible contender (and perhaps the only possible contender) for probable-possibility (if not some form of actualized-actuality?)? Let me explore this candidate in the light of this twelve-fold scheme. (1377)


We can envisage two sorts of reasons for theological constructions, namely, deep psychological reasons that appear to fulfill certain needs for people and communities of a certain type that possess a religious tradition (or the need for one) and are religiously inclined to be sympathetic towards that type of theological live-world (along with its religious specialists, non-specialists, architecture, rituals, ceremonies, religious literature, etc.), and, for experiential-evidential reasons of belief that the world as lived cannot be reduced to a non-theological vista. The former is of interest to sociologists, anthropologists, historians, politicians, phenomenologists, etc., but, in these current investigations this aspect is not going to be directly examined. Given that half the population on this planet subscribes to this religious type of life-world it is necessary to understand both its constructions and the relative cogency of the same. It is in this latter province of examination that our inquiry is primarily based in so far as we look at the cogency of such objects of theological belief and the nature of the experiential-evidence being evinced or could be evinced for the same. People do subscribe to impossible beliefs, wittingly or unwittingly, and it is the duty of the critical philosopher, when invited, to assist people who entertain such belief-systems to regularize the same in the hope of entertaining something with a greater degree of cogency. This is done for a number of reasons. Impossibilia do not make for good, reliable religious grounds in order to base a life lived in the authenticity of an existential religious attitude (although contradictory elements can make for a richer, symbolic life if effectively resolved… which reinforces this same point). Again, religious injunctions cannot be properly and appropriately served without some form of an integrated religious basis. Then, dissemination of a religious philosophy also cannot be properly and appropriately organized without this aspect of rectification or dialectical harmonization, etc. Moreover, better understanding between the religious and secular worlds is also fostered when religious sentiments, beliefs, practices, performances, etc., are also regularized and expressed in a form that appears to possess an integrity of sense and significance, etc., in and through these expressions of value formation. Not that we can ask of any system of thought that it arises and be presented in an absolutely integrated logical edifice without the merest hint of contradictions, inconsistencies, conundrums, oversights, deficiencies, paradoxes, aporias, etc. The power of the system in question effectively is in the degree and detail of resolution proffered in dealing with and resolving this long list of imperfections whose harmonization will turn a creaking edifice into an inhabitable structure so to speak….
 (1378)


Given that the objects of a discourse are intimately bound with the field of that discourse let us more consider the totality of the field, in this instance the totality of the theological field rather than a theological object/s per se. In this light, let us compare the discursive literature of a number of such fields. E.g., we have, in general terms, theological literature, and, such texts could be sold in a religious shop either interested in spirituality in general or disseminating a specific religious point of view. Then, we could have literature centered in the theme of science fiction, perhaps finding such texts sold in a bookstore selling science fiction. Or, travel literature sold in a shop specializing in travel. Or, books on scientific subjects sold in a shop attached to a museum, e.g. Or, if we went to a general bookstore, we would most likely be able to find a novel to read. Obviously, these different forms of literature are of interest to the general public given that they are sold and assume a readership interested in acquiring examples of these different forms of literature. Should we treat all these different forms of literature the same? Yes, and, no. Because the public are interested in reading these different forms of literature, created in different genres, we can assume these different genres are all valued. The dissemination of such texts all conforms to a similar genre of dissemination, namely, being able to be sold in a shop, or, even if just given away, still these genres themselves are read quite differently. If you wanted to read on certain topic in a scientific field you would not normally seek to find that topic in a book of science fiction, and v.v. Or, if interested in reading a theological topic you would not normally seek out a novel? Although all these texts conform to the genre of being literature, still, different types of literature are usually approached in different ways. We could be unkind and say that a novel, e.g., is nothing more than confection of lies. A novel usually talks about people that don’t exist in settings that may or may not exist with or without varying degrees of poetic license. In effect, a fabrication full of lies. And such a criticism was levelled at novels a couple of hundred years ago. A more modern-day search for artistic truth in those days might more be laughed at given that ‘novels’ were not far from the allied concept of ‘novelties’. But, then, what would the modern person most likely think when confronted by a religious text? Would they think there was that much difference and distance between say myth and metaphor? Metaphors should not be mistreated literally. To what extent is a myth to be treated literally when they are often designed around a dialectical aporia such as, e.g., the living or being alive of a dead person (as in the figure of the Christ post crucifixion), or, a virgin giving birth to a son (Jesus), or, the Buddhist Tantric retreatment of the image of the Buddha or bodhisattva in sexual congress with their yogini, etc. The power of the myth setting up and invoking modes of resolution that might be officially treated as satisfactory but, unofficially, may leave a lot to be desired if closely re-analyzed. But, then, the power of the metaphor is also centered on a conjunctive suspension in so as ‘like is both like and not-like (as noted by Paul Ricoeur, e.g.). The dissonant nature of such imagery, be it mythological or metaphorical, being resolved and brought back into the fold so to speak. This type of approach being more systematically represented in the concerted efforts of a negative theology. E.g., in the Buddhist Heart Sutra every core Buddhist doctrine is negated, and, yet, in the overall dialectical movement each one is re-instated in a document that effectively suspends itself, and, then, suspends that suspension…. (1379)


Given the implicit critique that a theology might be no better in truth telling than say a work of science fiction or a novel, how might the theologian respond in order to claim their discipline is, say, more like a science… as a textual prospect that attempts to engage the truthful, the real, reality itself? (1380)


On an ad hoc basis, let us provisionally establish a set of criteria that might allow the theologian to make this claim to some extent or other. Obvious, a science is a science, but, theology is not a science. In the light of what might constitute this difference and yet still allow us to engage the verified and verifiable appearance of reality itself let me propose the following six conditions (for a potentially viable theology?). In this pursuit for conditions let me treat our six prerequisites as pre-conditional factors, and, our twelve aspects or filters as post-conditional in orientation. To this end let me propose these six hypothetical conditional headings, namely, embodiment, emergent, exultedness, existential, engaging, and emulative. Let me detail what is meant here. (1381)


Embodiment recognizes the second prerequisite that the Divine needs to have some form of direct or indirect presence in the phenomenal world and be directly or indirectly engaged and able to be engaged, therefore, in our world of phenomenological experience be this entertained wittingly and/or unwittingly. However although the world can be metaphorically treated as the body of the Divine this in no way implies that the Divine can even remotely be reduced to the merely physical (and whatever that might mean)(and its very low level of relative epistemological organization [in contrast to that as found in the appearance of mind, e.g.]). (1382)

By emergent is meant the fact that the divinity of the Divine is realized through its (exalted) emergence through and beyond this basis in embodiment. A metaphysical explanation ofr emergence might argue that emergence parallels the progressive realization of consciousness, e.g., in and through a human body, and, that this arises through entry on to a higher level of epistemological organization, its thematization of the polar contrasts to be experienced therein (be those polar contrasts defined, e.g., in bi-polar, tri-polar or hexa-polar terms of reference (etc.), their dynamically balanced suspension and, then, its projected entry through this point and center of the overall suspension or its corollary, to repeat this same form of a progression, etc. (1383)

Therefore, through emergence beyond the level of epistemological organization associated with a conscious individual or group of person, etc., we arrive at a relatively exalted state (relative exultedness) (with, perhaps, enough theoretical room for a hierarchy of divinity/divinities in that regard?). Such an exalted state, then, arrived at through emergence, therefore, cannot be reduced to some form of material embodiment, etc. Such an ‘exalted’ state being exalted vis-à-vis the epistemological organization of an individual, etc. Furthermore, given that this even this world as lived cannot be reduced to a mere concatenation of atoms and their constituents, etc., it follows that epistemological structures already present would be the basis for that emergence to higher levels in epistemological expression.  (1384)


We could imagine a spaceship reduced to the size of a neutrino travelling through the human body would only see a vista like that seen in cosmological space so would it not be impossible for this cosmos itself to act as a body in that regard given that we would have little evidence that it was organized in such a manner other than the presence of a fractal symmetry suggestive of a state of ongoing re-self-organization with a certain degree of integrity displayed therein through such self-organization. Of course, what is being suggested here is a metaphor and it is for the theologian to do with it whatever they might wish in this regard. Hence our hypothetical treatment of this topic (and its exposition remaining under such an overall suspension in that regard). (1385)

The hallmarks of such re-self-organization, as developed in this progressive realization of epistemological organization, is existential in character, i.e., imbibing and imbued in the progressive thematization of existential epithets such as empathy, love, compassion, care, concern, insight, etc., given (to be expected) the increasing personalization  associated with such progressive epistemological organization. (1386)


This envisaged increasing existentialization of the Divine also taking place in an active sense and not just in a passive sense. Hence engagement. Thence the ability, through moments of chaotic bifurcation to intervene in and through processes of self-organization and re-self-organization hence this concept of the ‘engaging’. The concept being read in both active and passive senses of an interventionalism and the ability to be engaged (given our first prerequisite that relationships are two-way between the parties and that relationship within the ambit of that relationship in its embeddedness, etc.). Again, how the theologian might interpret these two senses of ‘engaging’ is to be left to them. But, by such means, we already have the theoretical grounds for erecting a more traditional theology beyond a natural theology given its extension through a trans-natural (a-personal) theology to a transcendental (personal) theology?? (1387)

This series of progressions realizes a state that deserves to be emulated to that extent that this is reasonable in the life of the individual and for the individual to take their place in an organization, in the community, in their nation… in the world, etc. hence this concept of the emulative (and its close relationship through contrast to the fourth prerequisite of a (desire for a negative) relationship with an apparent phenomenal instance of relative evilness. This ‘negative relationship’ being engineered through processes of avoidance, neutralization, resolution and/or positive replacement, etc. Emulation can also be re-read as occurring in a theology of devotionalism. (1388)


Such a theology reflecting and being instrumental in processes of transformation through re-self-organization and, therein and thereby, overseeing a beneficial engineering of social change, etc.
 Although, it could also be argued that as individuals, as free agents, that such transformations could well be merely be brought into existence through the auspices of human agency itself? Again, it is for the theologian to unpack this conundrum and demonstrate why their reading is to be more preferred in this regard?
 (1389)


As already noted, the theological topic comes with its own type of general discourse and that that discourse is situated in its own theological life-world. Just as each general type of discourse is situated in its own life-world. In this regard, with respect to the scientific discourse, e.g., we can say that the objects of science can only be adequately understood from within their respective life-world/s… and that that fact is often overlooked. Without some degree of prior scientific appreciation scientific objects, e.g., facts, interpretations, explanations, etc., cannot be effectively understood; i.e., properly, appropriately and validly or significantly engaged.
 In comparison, just as it would be unfair to critically examine and appreciate scientific objects through the lens of some other mode of discourse then, likewise, it would be unfair to view theological objects in, say, a scientific discourse, e.g. On The other hand, if one wanted to find some form of commensurability between different discourses then one would have to erect some form of accommodation at the level of the discourses themselves (although the profitability of such a manoeuvre remains to be seen). (1390)


In the formation of the theological discourse the theologian et al have innumerable paradoxes, conundrums, potential contradictions, etc., to deal with, treat and proffer a number of modes of resolution. The topology of traditional theology could be mapped by noting these bumps or holes or ‘road-blocks’ on the theological landscape and the modes of resolution adopted and adapted in specific traditions w.r.t. same. (1391)


Problems can also arise in relations proposed between points of interest or poles when there is a considerable difference or set/s of differences are noted in matters of scale, distance, time, identity, etc. Hence the problem I would like to title the theological gap (or Divine gap) in which, e.g., a theologian or devotee, etc., might wish to cross in a process of engaging and/or being engaged by the Divine (as defined in that specific discourse) given the exalted nature of the Divine as defined in that specific context in question. Many years ago I have also proposed a cognitive rift between competing theological (or philosophical) positions in which one position has induced a general need or problematic condition in our reinterpretation of that other position which would seem to be better filled by the position that has already confronted such problematic issues. E.g., the general induction of guilt in the Christian Tradition in recognition of our existence as ‘sinful’ is a classic example of this phenomenon. Or, in the Buddhist Tradition we have a parallel to the induction of a sense of ignorance (avidya). Having induced this disconcerting state and a simulated a recognition of the same then the host tradition or position that induced that sense of need is often the better placed to deal with the same (hence the advantage a so-called higher religion might have in respect of a tradition less theological thought out in that same regard). A cognitive rift correctly instills some form and degree of an accommodation of that cognitive dissonance that, initially, can only partially bridge this gulf… be that through adopting the original solution in that other context, attempting to reject both the existence of a rift and the solution proposed by that other tradition, or, more correctly, in actual fact, some amalgam of both acceptance and rejection interpreted through the lens of the borrowing tradition or position. Induction of such deficits can occur both within the tradition in question and outside. A perceived inability to cross this gulf between the Divine and their devotee, e.g., being met through a number of classical and/or non-classical responses. The all too apparent inability to cross an over-defined and over-exulted gap compounds this theological gap. The inability for a tradition to immediately and successfully appropriate concepts from another tradition compounds a cognitive rift. Only in and through the goodness of time, after much reflection by intellectuals and leaders in the parent tradition, are individuals and communities going to absorb new ideas in a more consistent and harmonized fashion. Traditions and positions cannot be suddenly transplanted and need to be grafted and critically reflected upon in order to re-direct that type of process. At best, this can only be existentially addressed in an authentic style of discursive response and in following through in the sense of re-direction arrived at through the transformative re-fashioning of that parent discourse. In a process that cannot be finalized and perfected (except in the apparent death of that tradition, or position, under such review). Relishing the prospect of finding a suitable existential excess in value formation can partially offset any sense of a deficit induced between competing systems examined in either their idealized ideality and/or their apparent reality. (1393)

Various responses to the perception of a theological gap can include the use of minimization (of that gap), proxies (that bridge that gap) and/or an amplification of the status of the devotee (through spiritual exercises and/or forms of grace, etc.) in order to reduce that semblance of psychic distance…. (1394)

What types of problem beset theological discourses and, effectively, drive their ongoing processes of resolution, thematization, dissemination, critical appreciation, appropriation and re-direction, etc? We have already noted theological gaps (although ‘chasms’ or ‘discontinuities’ might be a better expression to impart the dimensions of difference being defined here?) and cognitive rifts (between competing traditions/positions, etc., often with inequalities in status). Let me list and then detail a number of other types of difficulties that theologians, etc., may well also have to confront in order to manage the exposition of their theological positions. On this list I would include conundrums (through the direct use of interrogatives); the impossible literalization of suitable metaphors (and v.v?); the application of inadvisable metaphors (with a pronounced tendency to deconstruct); entertaining parallels with (inflected/non-inflected) grammatical cases;  articulating a difference between the nominative and vocative (in order to go from a natural or trans-natural theology to a trans-personal theology); conflating different types and styles of theology, etc., etc… (1395)
Conundrums arrived at through questions… and their response in the form of an answer or reply forms the backbone behind theological narratives that impart their various theological flavours to a theological discourse. Primary questions (indented) and secondary questions (double indented):



1.a.
What (as introduced in a natural theology and conducted in a trans-natural theology)?

1.b.
Who (as conducted in a trans-personal theology)?

1.c.
Whom (or what is in a relationship with the Divine, divinities, etc?)?
2.
Which (theological proxy e.g., etc., is referred to, privileged/de-privileged, etc.)?

3.a.
How (through which chaotic process of re-self-organization is that to be achieved)?

3.b.
Why (through which existential processes can explanations be arrived at)?

4.a.
When (is there this apparent alignment between or within the sacred and secular, etc?)?

4.b.
Where (is there this apparent alignment between or within the sacred and secular, etc?)?
5.a.
Thence (in formation of a temporal alignment and resolution?)? 
5b.
Whence (in the formation of a spatial alignment and resolution?)?
5.c.
Hence (in the logical formation of a connection through resolution?)? (1396)

Now, theological narratives address these conundrums of enquestioning… E.g., what or who is the Divine? But, then, how can a definitive answer be arrived at, e.g., through analogies when the literal is expected or demanded, or, how can a literal reply be best proffered when a analogies are being used, etc? (1397)


Ideally, all these questions should be taken up in the systematic-like exposition of the topic in question as framed by that parent theology, i.e., the theology in question (rather than widening our inquiries to include other theological strands and strains incorporated within the same from a non-parent tradition, etc.). (1398)


What is entailed in a theological narrative attempting to resolve a conundrum posed by the insertion of a number of interrogatives? (1399)

Because the narrative is attempting to impossibly minimize, bridge, cross and/or de-define a theological gap or set of gaps the prime suspect to be demonstrated in this quest can be none other than myth (whether defined as such or otherwise). The style of resolution adopted and adapted no doubt also demonstrating an iteration of thematic tropes (given that communicative dissemination demands such iteration, especially given the tenuous nature of such responses in the light of their impending deconstruction when subjected to expectations beyond the terms of their enunciation). And if not myths then metaphors… or tentative analogies or suggestions (and we must question under what circumstances a metaphorical structure can be literalized, i.e., validly found in a process of confirmed identification?
)? (1400)

Theological narratives are often the result of asking questions and seeking adequate patterns of resolution. As a rule of thumb (e.g., in looking at the work of any loquacious philosopher) excess textualization is the result of an oversight of the central aporia or aporias driving that whirlpool in textual generation.
 In a rhetorical treatment of a certain problematic process of enquestioning metaphors are supplied in reply and linked together in various sequential forms though the adoption and adaptation of a genre that seem apposite for such treatment. By looking for these types of questions and noting the iterative manner of their resolution a critical appreciation of that textual formation would reveal the style of its author or authors. We can ask these questions ourselves to see if the text in question is setting out in the same direction or in some other rhetorical direction. Hence our rhetorical scheme or, in effect, rhetorical screen. (1401)

In the same manner as this scheme of questions can be applied, we can also ask to what extent looking through a lens of grammatical cases a similar rhetorical pattern can be either discerned or not discerned? Let me detail this linguistic scheme or linguistic screen (noting that we can also run a similar project by noting to what extent first person, second person and/or third person approaches, in either singular, plural [or dual] degrees, are also being utilized
). Our cases are (using the order found in Sanskrit grammar) as:

1.
Nominative
2.
Accusative 

3.
Instrumental
4.
Dative
5.
Ablative
6.
Genitive
7.
Locative

8.
Vocative (1402)

We will also treat the vocative as an eighth category (given this claim of mine that in attempting to move from a nominative to a vocative is a key problematic question for the traditional theologian wanting to establish a trans-personal (style of) theological platform. (1403)

In detailing a nominative mode, we answer the question centered in what or who or which. When a string of names are appended to the same imputed theological state how they stand with respect to each other can also be important (given that in an absolute philosophy they are usually treated as equals, so, e.g., The Divine is One, Good and True, etc. [almost as if value is enhanced through such iteration from a variety of intersecting directions]). (1404)


In an accusative mode we have the problem of treating the Divine as if it were an object or a point of focus. How that is treated is informative, and, how in what manner we are asked to discriminate in that regard is equally informative. A theologian might instruct their congregation to pray to (their vision of) the Divine but not to curse the (name of the) same. (1405)


An instrumental approach can be interesting in how it approaches the topic of theological alignment, i.e., just how does the devotee find some form of an alignment with their version or vision of the Divine, and, how, if at all, the Divine might assist the same or re-align with that devotee, etc. Some theologians would argue that alignment can be enacted through ritual, aesthetically enhance, etc., or, through prayer, hymns, good works, meditation, contemplation, etc. Those approaches chosen to facilitate this type of operation, as a theological technology or praxis or method,
 etc., however it might be defined, in all events informing us more about the theological aspirations of the theologian, their congregation/s, the institutionalized nature of all such technologies, etc., given that all practice is formed through the adoption and adaptation of genres thought proper, appropriate and valid (or significant) for that type of task. (1406)

After the problem of the nominative-vocative transformation the question of the role of the dative is probably the next overt theological problem of consequence. For what purpose is the Divine; for what purpose has the divine for us; does being religious have a purpose; how could purpose be found in the exalted nature of the Divine; how can a sense of purpose be engaged if we can neither encounter nor recognize this semblance of the Divine, etc., etc? Indeed, can purpose be found at all given the exalted terms of reference possessed by a theologian’s imputation of the Divine, etc. (1407)

In an ablative reading we might be able to find room for various visions or versions of a creation or emanation or some other formation of the world as lived. ‘From’ the Divine being the flipside of the Dative ‘for’ or ‘to’. The implicit or explicit dative asking how can the devotee be for the Divine for in what manner would the exalted nature of the Divine stand in any form of need let alone be found subscribing to the fiction that they might need something from us? Again, how the theologian et al might square the circle in these regards probably tells us more about ourselves rather than the near impossible to describe nature of the Divine itself… (1408)

We have already touched on the genitive in our examination of the objective and subject readings of the expression ‘the love of God’ (as illustrative of the reciprocated nature of real relational interaction), and, how difference is either navigated or negotiated as we move through this World-of-Life. That the existence or facticity of a relationship is realized through ongoing resolution of interactive dissonance in the progressive constitution of that relationship in question. Questions of possession and non-possession could also be asked, etc. (1409)

The locative case wants to articulate specific features of a relationship as inhering within a certain point of focus. However, given a priority should be applied to the Divine in our mapping of our theological life-world, then, to what extent, should such relativity of privilege be preserved given the central role of the overall transcendental suspension. Then, if that be the case, how might we envisage this central role of this suspension given such prioritization and dimensional discontinuity, etc? Or, again, in the careless use of our metaphors, how can we say we are in the Divine when the same is said to surround us? Or, as lowly as we are how could we even be figured or placed within the so-called mind of the Divine given our non-exulted status? Surely, a gardener is interested in having worms working away in their garden but why would they, the Divine, even bother to know their names let alone intervene in re-directing the course of their daily existences? (1410)

As already signaled, we have a problem in determining a vocative through the transformation of a nominative. Address a table and the table merely stands there. Address a book and you might find it speaking to you through the ‘voice’ of its author. Other than running a Turing test of some description how is the theologian to determine in what sense a vocative transformation is a possibility in their theoretical construction of a viable theological enterprise?? (1411)

A person might be said to have a vocation, a certain calling, a desire to perform a certain series of tasks in some discursive field or fields. Now, how might the devotee or non-devotee know that they had a certain theological calling? Well, the theologian might address such intuitions by noting that in a state of greater alignment such intuitions might be introduced and become better clarified? Indeed, through the auspices of the overall transcendental suspension itself we might be able to engineer such alignment by invoking this (mystical) idea that the center of the relationship is found through such a suspension, and the center of the relationship of all relationships is in and through this same sense of a center… That by such alignment the world can find a greater degree of theological harmony… and, perhaps along such lines or similar this type of an argument might be able to be run… if only as an analogy? But let us run this argument and examine the same from a meta-theological perspective. (1412)

In what sense does a relationship mirror the world (and not mirror the world?)? I have argued that the relationship comes into existence through ongoing resolution; be that in either or both epistemological or ontological terms of reference. This is the facticity of that relationship. I.e., its existential excess in value formation. This surplus spilling over or bubbling up into and on higher levels of emergence. The effective power of an object-state is in its modal richness and this is reflected in its epistemological presentation, representation, and re-presentation. Furthermore, each and every discriminated relationship is embedded in the transcendental totality of all relational possibilities albeit from its current semblance and degree of actuality, where it is at this moment in time and space. This modal richness arises through the resolution of the differences or dissonances experience in the field in question, and, the same dynamics are present in an act of judgment (enacted from an epistemological point of view). Then it follows that to some extent our representation of a relationship must mirror these same ontological dynamics albeit from an ontological perspective (which arguably is not a point of view).Through epistemological organization ontological perspectives and epistemological points of view can be said to intersect in an isomorphic centrality of the overall relationship. Moreover, if given that the same applies to the relationship between relationships, to that degree they are self-discriminated and/or other-discriminated, then it follows that as the overall transcendental suspension is central to the relationship or set of relationships in question then in the relational interaction of that relationship or set of relationships that the same sense or semblance of a center would, more or less, coincide. This dynamic center in such alignment must also express both the essential nature of the relationship/s in question but also the nature of that relationship with all other relationships. A theologian could define the relationship of all relationships as to be, in essence, none other than the Divine in all its epistemological organization, etc. (1413)

Now, even if this were to be accepted from a meta-theological perspective, we should ask to what extent a person is ever able to recognize little more than what they are already able to recognize, and, thus, to that extent, cannot be said to meaningfully engage this exulted sense of the Divine given their inability to engage the same (because the nature of ‘engagement’ is defined as a ‘recognized-encounter’
 and, so, without a recognition of this encounter with the Divine (in its non-absolutist/Absolute reading). However, be that the case a relative sense or semblance of the Divine is not ruled out. Thence our possible intimation, in part, of the Divine through such relative access. Qualified engagement, therefore, cannot be ruled out. (1414)


Examined in this theoretical light, given the role of the existential is to promote an existential surplus in value formation, it follows that the role of the existential can be given a religious reading (as many existentialists have done before, albeit, without ruling out of court non-religious forms of existential philosophy). Given these two styles of reading, how might the meta-philosopher account for their difference, and, in what manner is either a theological difference being overlooked or being read into a certain topic for examination? (1415)


The world, being the summation of all that is there to be found, it follows that the same cannot be reduced to its constituents given that those constituents are defined in and through the emergent synthetic organization found in such relative totalities. Hence there is this irreducible existential difference (since to reduce it would be to de-define its relative existence). On each level of epistemological organization, a surplus, therefore, can be found. The net surplus of surpluses being defined as a theological difference albeit in a natural theology. In this frame of reference what permits the theologian to address this surplus as a mirror of the Divine despite the lack of such an approach being adopted and adapted in a non-theological frame of reference. Then, the ‘essence of an essence’ is ‘no essence’ or ‘non-essence’ or ‘not-essence’ or its ‘relative emptiness’.  However, the ‘essence of essence’ is also its ‘meta-essence’.  Therefore, the holistic imprint of the world is present in every relationship and in the relationship of all relationship there is some degree of coincidence between the same. Thence its under-reading in the sense that with an adequate ability to appreciate these finer senses of the essential in each relational aspect on each exercised level of in epistemological organization it follows that our appreciation is limited. Whereas, on the other hand, given this degree of appreciation, this surplus can also be read as a theological difference if only in natural terms of reference (to the extent that our world as lived is also experienced as a unified world to some degree or other). (1416)


Now, such limitations and qualifications accepted, how might the theologian extend their argument to co-opt a trans-natural theology, and, thence, through some form of extension, to enunciate a trans-personal theology (perhaps along more traditional lines?)? (1417)


In other words, how might the theologian co-opt a vocative reading of the nominative situation of a natural or trans-natural theological perspective, as well as being able to invoke all our other cases in order to supply, among other things, perhaps, an interventionalistic reading (through the instrumental), giving guidance to the devotee (from an ablative reading) along with an exuberance of existential significance that cements a rich construction in theological possibilities (through a dative reading) all in the mutuality of a loving reciprocity (as might be demonstrated through a genitive reading, etc.)??  (1418)


Given the relegation of first principles
 in such constructivism the theologian might find themselves better placed to construct first their vision or version of a theology and then proceed to argue for the same rather than its more traditional erection from so-called first principles. Thence the co-opting of a theology of existential engagement along with theologies of overall responsibility, freedom, communicative significance, devotionalism, of mutual enrichment and relishment. In effect, forms of dialogue engaged through an invocation of existentially oriented practice…? (1419)


But such a complex argument, as merely outlined above, is more an analogy rather that some technical proof given that we can dialectically argue both sides of the coin in any situation through correlativity of our concepts, etc.(?).
 In this light, therefore, we might charitably state that a religious or theological reading or set of readings of the Life-World, whose transcendental potentiality is expressed in and through this world as lived, is more likely over-read and over-written rather than under-read or (poorly) under-written in and through a non-religious or non-theological reading or set of readings. The meta-theologian or meta-philosopher giving with one hand and finding, perhaps, the same being taken away by the secular hand of some metaphorical other able to play the devil’s advocate in this regard. (1420)


In the light of the above, can the religious person live with their vision and version of the theological treated and accepted more as an analogy or illustration of possibilities? Why not?! Given that the existential is operated through such bracketed neutrality then it follows that religious practice should be conducted in and through the same, i.e., through the apposite and adequate exercise of the overall transcendental suspension! That a similar recommendation should be followed by the non-religious person as well, despite the non-religious reading of their world. That acceptance of this insight gives both the religious person and the secular person grounds for a productive dialogue in so far as how existentialization might better proceed be that in general, particular and specific terms of reference…. (1421)


As noted earlier in this extended essay, a theological difference is proposed by a theologian by arguing that their vision of the Life-World, as fleshed out in this world as lived, also has a theological complexion. This ‘theological difference’ being ‘that residue that is left when a secular vision of the world is subtracted from a religious theological vision of the world’. In arguing against dialectical equivalence, that all tenable views are equally tenable, the theologian et al needs to be able to argue that a theological difference does make a difference, and, that that it is reasonable, or not unreasonable, to propose that such a difference in lived experience does or can make a difference? I.e., that the actualized-possibility would or should arise that there are situations when dialectical readings are not equivalent and that a theological reading of theological difference could be argued for (beyond its counter-proposal?)? Of course, the theologian would need to be able to argue this relative superiority in this regard (or accept that either there is only a dialectical equivalence or that the theological position is actually inferior to a secular form of appreciation)?
 How might the theologian (hypothetically) argue that a theological difference does exist and that their possession of a theological difference does make a difference for the theologically inclined in this world as lived in that regard? Well, in theory, this would be a task for the theologian (or meta-theologian et al) to show that a theologian has thought through the ramifications of their deliberations in that regard. Let me explore this possibility for dialectical inequivalence. (1422)


In the surveying the realm of philosophy there seems to be notable types of prejudice at work, namely, a focalized realism with an emphasis on detail and a globalized idealism with an emphasis on a semblance of systematization. Aristotle versus Plato. Locke versus Berkeley. Hume versus (perhaps) Kant, etc., etc. Exponents of a transcendental phenomenology (and/or a transcendental hermeneutics and/or a transcendental existentialism, etc.) would and should argue for the adequate exercise of an apposite, ongoing, overall transcendental suspension where both ‘realisms’ and ‘idealisms’ are all equally put out of action through the use of that epoche. So, if the theologian were to operate from a transcendental approach, we would expect them to put both extremes out of action in order to preserve the purity and balance of that overall transcendental suspension. However, things are not quite so simple. Let me explain. (1423)


Absolute reductions are impossible to achieve, whereas, in contrast, absolute acts of synthesis can never be arrived at. The former writes itself out of existence whereas the latter merely struggles to go even further. A bit like trying to find the ultimate building blocks of the sub-atomic world versus trying to accelerate matter to the speed of light. The former will never be found and each level in reduction reduces the significance of the same as a satisfactory explanation for things with a greater degree of epistemological (or ontological) organization. Whereas, in attempting to accelerate matter to the speed of light we would need an infinite amount of energy to achieve this goal which is something we can never do since we do not have access to an infinite economy of energy. However, the speed of light can be very nearly approached just never absolutely reached. In excessive realism we are left with barely any detail whereas in a form of excessive idealism we are left with a sense of a totality that will express its essential nature and which, through critical appreciation, should be able to demonstrate a surplus of value formation over that merely invested within the same. In other words, an excessive idealism is not so destructive of significance as an equally excessive realism. Let me exemplify this sense or semblance of an existential excess in value formation. (1424)


A master painter paints a wonderful picture in oil paint which when sent to a charity auction, a few months later, is sold for over a million dollars. A parent visits the same shop where the previous artist gets their painting materials. They encourage their seven-year old child to paint a picture on the same type of canvass as used by that master painter. The child duly does so, stating that they love painting pictures. They put this child’s latest picture in oil paint up for auction at this same charity event and it fetches $100. These parents look at the master painter’s picture and find it breathtaking in its untrammeled richness in detail and expression, etc. At this charity auction these parents then look at their child’s picture standing on a similar easel beside that masterwork and find themselves amazed that it even reached $100 at this same charity auction. Then they look at the master work on another easel beside their child’s work and find its audacity of detail and expression truly amazing regardless of the fact that they know it reached $1,000,000 at that same auction. Now, in the reception afterwards, taking place in another room, an overlooked child having pocketed a table knife imagines they are using a palate knife to scrape away the paint, first, at this masterwork, and, then, imagines working away on this other picture also painted by a child. Security guards a few minutes later notice this creative activity on the security cameras and rush to the scene of this act of creative vandalism. Fortunately, very little damage is done to either painting. If this child had scraped away the entire surfaces of both pictures their damage would now render them, effectively, to be equal in value, i.e., worthless. Same paint, same dusty scrapings, now worth even less than what that same paint would have cost when bought from that same shop... (1425)

And the moral of this anecdote? That in reducing a painted work of art to its mere basis, namely, paint, we have rendered it as near to worthless to be worthless (at least the canvass could be re-used). On the other hand, putting the paint to the surface of the canvass has created a work of art that emerges above and beyond the worth of mere paint placed upon that same canvass. An excessive realism ‘overlooks’ the emergent dimension wherein value finds itself simulated. In contrast, only through emergence does value arise and where we can perhaps evaluate the value of such value? That between these two paintings, both done in oil paint, there was a world of difference and an appreciation that one of those works of art was truly a masterwork well worth that price paid of just over one million dollars; given that other works by this famous artist have sold for a lot more…. (1426)

In the overall suspension both tendencies need to be balanced, but, at the end of the day, value arises through emergence but is progressively lost overall through excessive acts of reduction. Although the overall picture is advanced through a focus on its detail, still, it is only through the synthesis of such detail that the overall picture can be allowed to emerge before the mind’s eye. Even though, the overall suspension needs to put both tendencies out of action in a state of ongoing, dynamic balance, still, only through synthesis will value be correctly allowed to re-arise from such provisional degrees of reduction. (1427)


Our appreciation of detail is fed back into our comprehension of the overall picture whilst it is our thematization of the overall picture that allows us to constitute it semblance of significance overall. The overall suspension balances such polarities, yet, despite that fact only through re-emergence does value re-arise through the suspension of the suspension. Indeed, it the reason why the suspension of the suspension is productive of value formation and its appreciation especially if engendered in existentially oriented terms of reference. (1428)


Non-absolute, appreciative realism has a role to play, however, the synthesis of significance is arrived at through emergence which cannot be reductively reduced to the merely worthless except through the performance of such mindless realism. A deeper appreciation of these two roles that are played by the contrast of this intentional juxtaposition of realism and idealism would help us to realize that both are necessary, but, that, value arises and is critically appreciated only through its idealistic restoration although not apart from its scoped, realistically focused inputs…. (1429)


Should this restoration of overall significance, recovered in synthesis and in the suspension of the suspension, be seen giving a preference, however slight, to this moment of the synthetic… and, by extension, to the ideal?? Or, may be this should be looked at another way? Not far back I noted (in paragraph 1412): ‘In what sense does a relationship mirror the world (and not mirror the world?)?’’ We could assume a theological position and in the assumption that the Life-World, and, therein, this world as lived, has a theological complexion ask: ‘In what sense does a relationship mirror the Divine (and not mirror the Divine?)?’ Given a holistic reading of relationships, in so far as their phenomenological essence permeates the totality of that relationship equally, from every point, within the experiential ambit of the relationships, we could well ask this revised question. Then, noting a previous hypothetical definition of the ‘relatively Divine’ as ‘that with a degree of epistemological organization considerably in advance of our own’ we could easily make the inference that those textual aspects of our world as lived that demonstrate a greater degree of epistemological organization as being more reflective of this organized aspect of the Divine. What texts, in this regard, would better reflect this vision of the Divine if this were to apply? Aesthetic texts, well constructed buildings, good actions, compassionate and loving instances of behaviour, sincere forms of exhibited truth telling, dialectically modified processes of relational interaction conducted and centered in the course of appositely and adequately conducted overall transcendental suspensions…! (1430)


This idea is not new. Plotinus’ criticism of various Gnostic schools was that although the world was not perfect what perfection it had reflected that of the Divine. In this regard the world was not an instance of the merely material and the product possibly of an evil creator. Christian criticism of this style of philosophy was conducted from a similar direction albeit within a creationist perspective rather than one of emanation. However, what I am suggesting is different in the sense that a greater degree of intentional resolution, in an hierarchically enstructured epistemological field will only 'reflect' this semblance of the Divine, more as a metaphor or representation of the same given that our understanding of higher levels of epistemological organization will be quite beyond us except in a metaphorical sense. Still, the actual Divine would still be essentially present in each and every discerned and differentiated, and re-integrated, relationship, but, more present, or rather, less obscured, in forms of intentional expression that are relatively well-integrated in epistemological terms of reference such as exemplified in well-formed and well-resolved ordered instances of the relatively aesthetical, ethical, ontical… in essence gestated in a relatively existentially oriented set of intentional acts, etc. How would or should a theologian (and meta-theologian) deal with such an issue… with such considerations? Is this insight a gift for the theologian or an endless curse since how do you find or create the right hermeneutic lens that would allow us to see or intuit this Divine complexion associated with the Life-World, and thence this world as lived… without it also finding an equal non-theological interpretation from a more dialectical point of view of equivalence? (1431)


Let me closely (re-)examine this argument from essential imprinting, namely, the fact that the essential nature of a relationship is imprinted on the ambit of that relationship equally from every point in that ambit albeit from the point of view of that relational point within that relational ambit. (1432)


The ‘essential’ that is in question here is that ‘phenomenological experience of the relative invariance that characterize the uniqueness of that relationship’. I am arguing here that every relationship leaves an imprint on the fabric of its relational space, i.e., ambit. We have the analogy of salt added to water – once we realize it is brackish to the taste then we have an essential understanding of that solution, and, adding more salt to that solution merely reinforces what is already determined in that regard. When we look at a tree, we can also see its genetic distinctiveness imprinted in a holistic fashion from a single leaf to the entire tree. We could argue in that regard that given the tree is the result of the dialectical resolution of all the forces that impinged upon it, both internally and externally, that it is as the result and resultant of such resolution. That such an ongoing resultant imprints upon the same an essential imprint of those collective processes of resolution, which, in that instance, is the embedded fractal symmetry of that tree. So, an oak leaf looks like an oak tree and a poplar leaf looks like a poplar, etc. However, what is imprinted is also active or dynamic and not merely passive. Reflecting moments of non-chaotic incremental redirection, ensuing moments of chaotic re-direction; that the deposition of a relationship will reflect to some extent the nature and manner of both redirection and re-direction. If a tree, e.g., were to suffer some form of rust or fungal infection then the leaves from that same tree will show, more or less, that same infection to some extent. So, the core invariance of this relational essence, able to be represented, etc., in phenomenal-phenomenological experience must be relatively invariant to the extent that processes of re-direction can alter less essential features of the same… (1433)

Now, such an existential appreciation of the dynamic nature of relationships is not without a number of potential objections, etc. For a start, the discernment of a relationship may well be merely an intentional artifact of our own discrimination with little correspondence in the world as lived vis-à-vis this world as lived. The discernment of a relationship is an artifact of our intentional lives when, in fact, from the open potentiality of the Life-World itself there are an infinity of relational possibilities (with varying degrees of possible-actuality). But, be that as it may, there is also this truth that not all possibilities are equal or even obtainable, and, so, some relational possibilities will stand out. E.g., walking through a grove of trees we need to know where those trees are on our route so that we do not bump into them. Such a need is important and gives us a hierarchy of intentionally directed interest in that regard. So, trees there will figure prominently in our lived engagement with this world as lived. Similarly, if I am going through a crowd of people and I see a friend it is expected of me that I will recognize them in some way (unless the nature of my engagement there should call upon me to do otherwise, and/or v.v., for them
). So, in this regard, not all things are equal (indeed, we could even argue that things, perhaps, are not even equally coincident with themselves given a difference in sense, etc, in order to entertain such an imputation, juxtaposition and/or co-imposition?
)? Now, we live in a number of minor life-worlds, entertain a variety of major and minor discourses and need to both navigate and negotiate this same semblance of a world lived with others and so it stands to reason that we will coincide, more often than not, in our opinions about this same semblance of a world. Relationships are not mere relationships but relationships both for us and/or relationships for others. Or, if we were to enter a room and knew what a book was then we would see a book or a set of books if the same were in that room and prominently displayed. If we were interested in books we might even look to see what titles they had if, to us, they looked interesting. Then again, for a person with no interest in reading they might not even see those same books in that room. In effect, what is there for us is highly dependent upon how we stand in this world with others, with our own sense/s of self. Different people will see different things but never in an absolute of pure difference. That same room was entered by both the book lover and the person who had no interest in books. That by such commonality the book lover can tell the non-book lover what they saw, and v.v. There is no pure relativism here. We engage with what we engage with, engaging more with that which we would rather prefer to engage with (and/or engage less with that which we would rather not engage with or find, by default, that which we merely overlook). So, through such non-absolute selection we relatively isolate those relational threads that are there for us in that relational situation. On the other hand, in its actual-potentiality everything there remains for us to be in a potential-actuality of engagement. I may not see the books, but they remain there to be seen if I should I find myself seeing them. Significant relationships are noted within this background with varying degrees for-me in potential significance. Furthermore, as noted in our embracement (embracements and re-embracements) we are embodied, embedded (in a sea of thematized relationships) and embanked in a world that have varying degrees of value for myself (and myself for it). This is the complexity of engagement; intentionally appreciated forms of encountered-recognitions/recognized-encounters, is all essentially registered. Therefore, if a theologian makes the claim that the Divine exists and is there for-us it follows that this aspect in the complexion of the world as lived must implicate in some fashion this essential imprint of the Divine too. But a hermeneutic problem now arises. In order to interpret this aspect in experience, should it exist, we need to be able to develop the correct hermeneutic tools for discerning this theological strand already in our experience even if not currently recognized. As already noted, we might better approach such ‘insight’ by looking for this state of affairs generated on relatively higher levels of epistemological functioning. To this end the meta-theologian has staked a general claim in this regard and it behooves the theologian to take up this challenge and supply the necessary insights in order to construct a hermeneutic frame of reference that might allow them to appositely and adequately demonstrate the nature and manner of this version and vision of the Divine. Of course, the objection of dialectical equivalence would also need to be confronted in order to demonstrate that this theological vision or version does indeed proffer a satisfactory degree of work above and beyond its mere counterpart/s. (1434)


Thus, the world reflected in a grain of sand… imprinted with the imputed presence of the Divine… should such reality be the case…? (1435)


Let me restate this argument, note its potential objections and counter-objections, along with the ramifications of this sense of positioning. (1436)


In bare bones the argument proceeds along these lines: an ongoing relationship comes into existence through ongoing resolution of relational dissonance. This process of resolution establishes that relationship in question and establishes our phenomenal-phenomenological experience of the essential nature of that relationship in question. Given a viable theology insists on the Divine having a phenomenological sense of presence or interaction in some form or other it follows that Divine interaction within the world as lived will leave this essential sense of ‘presence’ imprinted on the relationship/s in question. Now, given the Divine has a relationship with the world as lived per se it follows that an essential imprint to that effect must be imprinted upon the same. Or, given that the relationship of all possible relationships in question is the province of the Divine it follows that this holistic vision of the Divine will be imprinted upon all forms of phenomenological experience. It just behooves the theologian et al to hermeneutically delineate those distinctive aspects of relational experience that are found to represent this Divine complexion so that in those frames of reference the Divine contribution, through that theological difference, can be critically differentiated within our theological appreciation of that phenomenological experience currently to hand… (1437)


But, so much for theory. Given that the entire world as lived would be irradiated with the Divine presence how are we to differentiate the same (from the relatively non-Divine) when there is no (absolute/non-relative) differentiation in place? Or, how do we even separate the relational input of one relationship from another given that all relationships would be irradiated by all relationships in this world of relationships, etc? But, given that we must be able to differentiate one relationship from some other it follows that this type of task can be accomplished! So, the question is: how do we differentiate one relationship from another? (1438)


In a relationship we can experience the phenomenological essence of that relational ambit of that relationship from any point in that relationship. In this regard such essential information is holistically present (and hence phenomenologically essential by nature) but that each point still maintains its own point of view superimposed upon the essential expression of the same. In the same sort of manner, the Divine, whilst maintaining an essential characteristic upon current forms of existence, will also superimpose its own terms of reference, i.e., its own point/s of view… (1439)


But, obviously, a number of problems remain that will need obviation. How can one achieve this new level in insight when we need a theological frame of reference to do this for us (if it were to be the case that such an approach could hermeneutically isolate such inputs; such contributions to the formation of a hermeneutic frame of reference that would allow us to differentiate such inputs from relatively non-Divine contributions?)? In other words, granted this imputation of the Divine, a careful reading of the complex nature of our world as lived should reveal, hopefully, the establishment of this same imputation in a non-vicious hermeneutic circle of value formation through the demonstration of this theological difference. It then remains for the theologian to demonstrate that this theological difference makes a difference; i.e., namely, that a theological difference makes a theological difference in the life of the religious person as to how they should lead their life in the light of that theology in question. By such a process elevating a theological life-style… although the problem of dialectical equivalence (or non-dialectical inequivalence) remains to be appositely and adequately addressed? (1440)


In noting such difficulties let us systematically attempt to address the same. Namely, the problem of essential-relational (non-)differentiation; the problem of thematizing a satisfactory theological frame/s of reference; the problem of dialectical equivalence (or non non-equivalence or non-inequivalence where multiple counter-readings are treated as potentially equal in existential weight). Addressing, overall, in a fourth problem, in apposite and adequate terms of reference, the important question that asks to what extent the attested imputation of a theological difference makes a satisfactory theological difference both in the world of that devotee and in our world as lived where people hold a spectrum of theological views or non-views (with its imputation/s and ramifications for a continuous/discontinuous spectrum between a natural theology, and/or, a trans-natural theology, and/or, a trans-personal theology???)? (1441)


Now, with some thought we should be able to re(-)view these four problems just noted as 

two sets of two (and that the same can then be further collapsed into one overall problem of theological integration, namely, an integrated differentiation of theological differentiation; i.e., finding a semblance of theological difference [between the theist and the non-theist] that makes a positive difference in the life of the theist and their community/communities). Let me nominate these four problems with a simple one-word name, respectively, as non-differentiation, framing, equivalence and differentiation. (where all four concepts are meant to operate in a rhetorical mode of enquestioning). First let me re-state these theological problems. Second, let me collapse the same, respectively, into two sets. Third, let me then collapse these two sets into one set (under the problem of theological integration). Last, let me examine the ramifications of this complex approach, i.e., present implications and future consequences (as outlined under our ongoing, tentative and provisional resolution of this overall problem of theological integration). (1442)


‘Non-differentiation’ is the problem (for the philosophical theist) where the essential nature of the putative theological complexion of the Life-World is so closely overlaid upon the nature of the world as lived that it is perceived as not able to be disentangled from the latter (especially without an apposite frame of reference for doing this). (1443)


‘Framing’ is the problem (for the philosophical theist) where the essential nature of the putative theological complexion of the Life-World is so closely overlaid upon the nature of the world as lived that it needs and can only be ‘perceived’ in and through an apposite frame of reference. So, the question now becomes how do we define a frame of reference that actually helps the theist to make that form of discrimination? (1444)


‘Equivalence’ is the problem (for the philosophical theist) where the essential nature of the putative theological complexion of the Life-World, at face value, could be read in either a theistic or a non-theistic frame of reference with no good reason as to why one or other style of interpretation should be chosen (except as a matter of personal preference, linguistic habit and/or cultural education). (1445)


‘Differentiation’ is the problem that for a theology to be truly viable it should demonstrate that ability for it to both work and work in such a fashion so as to successfully differentiate itself from a non-theistic interpretation in such a manner so as to add a positive surplus in value formation for that practicing theist. In other words, the treatment of a putative theological difference can be seen to make a positive theological difference in the life of the devotee (through noting the ramifications of this double differentiation). (1446)

‘Integration’ is the recognition that through forms of existential dialogue a theological difference can be both positively demonstrated and lived. But, first let me outline how this conclusion can be argued for, practically reached and critically appreciated. (1447)

Now, keeping this ‘mapping’ on the same page let me note how these problems collapse into two sets of two and then one overall set with its named form of resolution. (1448)


Non-differentiation and framing become ‘hermeneutic non-differentiation’ with a resolution through ‘de-non-differentiation’.  (1449)

Equivalence and differentiation (through a re-stated theological difference) become ‘existential differentiation’ with a resolution through ‘re-differentiation’. (1450)


Then, our two sets of problems can be jointly resolved by examining how integration through ongoing re-integration can be achieved. In this instance, carving out a theological space where hermeneutic de-non-differentiation and existential re-differentiation can be connected through phenomenological re-integration in and through the auspices of the appositely and adequately enacted ongoing overall transcendental suspension. However, to get there let me amble through these various problems and their proposed solution in order to arrive at this final semblance of resolution through re-integration and its utilization of a sense of an integrated dialogue in order to make sense of a theological approach to how the theist might wish to engage with others in and through such an open frame of reference in this world as lived where we must live together in a form of harmonic cooperation (in a form already outlined through the apparent implicit cooperation of minor life-world as previously noted elsewhere
). (1451)


Now, just let us have some fun as we wander over this landscape thematizing problems and articulating possible forms of resolution. Hopefully, my reader can take some delight in examining and working though these challenges as outlined before us… (1452)


The problem of non-differentiation is just how could we determine the putuative input/s of a theological dimension/the theological dimension/s given that the essential nature of this contribution to essential phenomenological experience so indiscriminately overlays all forms of relational interaction from the objective to the inter-objective, from the subjective to the inter-subjective, from the communal to the trans-national, from the atomic to the cosmological, from the local to the global, from the particular to the universal, etc., etc? A hermeneutic problem compounded by the fact that through what frame or frames of reference do we have to hand, i.e., meta-textual genres of discernment, that might allow us to perform and appreciate this degree of differentiation (between the relatively theological and the relatively non-theological in orientation)? (1453)


Without an apposite genre of discernment such discernment cannot proceed. Without such intentional object(ive)s to discern in and through intentional consciousness there can be no formation of a genre to discern the same. So, we might say, metaphorically, given this putative possibility, that the hands and feet of the Divine leave an imprint everywhere (on this so-called creation), then, we must ask, how do we see the same ‘if we do not have eyes to see and ears to hear?’ Just how do we discern such an imprint if we do not have the requisite genre/s for discerning the same, and, just how could we appreciate such genres of discernment if such objects of discernment are not already in phenomenological discernment for us to discern, etc? (1454)


A critical meta-philosopher/meta-theologian must insist that for a theology to be viable (and not merely speculative and without practical import) the Divine must interact with this world as lived, and v.v., be this interaction on our part enacted wittingly and/or unwittingly by either the devotee or non-devotee (subjectively or inter-subjectively).  This putative supposition must be adhered to (either neutrally as an agnostic or positively as a theist) (without impugning either the Divine or the devotee). So, hypothetically, the Divine exists, the Divine interacts with this world as lived, and v.v. Such interaction must leave a trace, be experienced as an entracement when experientially engaged, which is experientially appreciated as an essential phenomenon or phenomena in phenomenological experience. But given we are embraced in this Life-World in and through this world as lived, in and through our embodiment/s, embeddedness/es and embankment/s it follows that in our appreciation of relational experience we have a sea of entracements. So, it follows, that in order to discern theological input/s we need to be able to differentiate this sea of essential phenomenological experience hence the hermeneutic problem of phenomenological non-differentiation. Then, hermeneutically, without the requisite means, namely apposite genres of theological discernment, we would be unable to make this differentiation even if this theological material were to hand. And, so the problem is compounded..! (1455)


Genres are not plucked out of the air. They are formed through engagement and thematized through reflection/s upon the same over time. Genres already to hand are thematized and subjected, in process of transformation, to either analytical distinctions or synthetically hybridized with some other or others, or, re-directed in processes of re-adaptation. Still, they evolve(d) from what is already found to hand in that regard. So, a theological genre of relational discernment would have a similar prehistory/history. In this regard, we might find already to hand a genre that might assist the theist in such a process of speculative re-assessment. On the other hand, it is obvious that current theological genres are not going to help us much in that same regard.  Yet, again, we cannot begin from absolute scratch. So, we must appropriate those genres, already to hand, that we think might assist us in this process of adoption and adaptation. Thus, in this regard, what should we look out for? (1456)


But, we need not be at a complete loss here! A theologian would define the relatively Divine as that possessing a considerable degree of epistemological organization considerably in advance of that needed for the performance of intentional consciousness/trans-intentional appreciation of judgment); i.e., by putative definition as super-intentional/super-trans-intentional. How might human intentional/trans-intentional consciousness interact with the same? – through an engagement with such theological entracements! How might that be organized? Through being open to all (trans-intentional) judgments that appear to exhibit a high degree of existential enrichment, etc. I.e., by attending to our reflections on all patterns of existentially oriented engagement in and through a critically enacted process of ordered appreciation. I.e., by attending to the apparently real (in first ordered terms of reference as both internally non-contradictory and externally coherent and subjected to an overall semblance of integration [through re-aligned re-integration]), aesthetically transformed, ethically channeled through processes of de-ontological receptivity, stamped as pragmatically responsible,  hermeneutically enriched and ontically enabled in activated engagement, etc., etc. In essence, moving to the existentially amplified end of the spectrum in value formation both exercised in and through an ongoing overall transcendental suspension and reflected upon in a similar manner. Such engagement, in turn, through recurring patterns of existential re-engagement; both noting such preservation and conservation of that to hand as being currently exercised through such critically enacted reflections (simultaneously engaged in both passive and active terms of reference [in a manner in keeping with the current terms of reference]). (1457)


In other words, heading to that existential end of the spectrum in value formation that seems to operate from a relative pro-relational stance, i.e., a receptivity to the relationship/s being embraced in that act of reciprocated interactivity? In this the theologian or theist might say, more or less to this effect, that the Divine is reflected through such an existential orientation (although must also reveal itself, albeit with more difficulty, through such perception/apperception, when found in the midst of the relatively non-existential or the relatively evil…)… (1458)


Of course, in the problem of dialectical equivalence all (relatively integrated) interpretations, at face value, have an equal possibility ‘to be real’ in reality even though both interpretations cannot co-exist (without some form of dialectical-intermediation). E.g., this last sentence above could have been written whilst I was either in Sydney or outside the city of Sydney. If I were to claim that it was written in both places, I would have to explain myself. Perhaps the sentence was started in Sydney and then completed outside the city in a later period of time, or v.v. The net effect being, that the principle of non-dialectical equivalence holds in actuality, whereas, in possibility, all possible possibilities need to be entertained (albeit with different degrees of probability if such general ascertainment were a possibility for the person open [actively and/or passively] to its spectrum of possibilities that could be enacted). (1459)


In effect, let the theologian or theist argue that the imputed imprint of the relatively (more) Divine would or should be more evident, hypothetically, at an existentially oriented end of the existential spectrum in value formation. That this approach can be exercised through an ordered subdivision and/or a systematic level of embracement, etc., enacted through the apposite and adequate utilization of an open, ongoing, overall transcendental suspension, etc. (1460)


Let us now look at the problem of dialectical equivalence. In essence all visions or versions of reality, that are apparently viable, have an equality of actualization at face value. Currently, the writer of the above is ‘either in Sydney or outside Sydney (or, in a tri-modal logic of possibility, is either at place A or place B or elsewhere, etc.)?’ This assumes internal non-contradiction, external coherence in contextual terms of reference and a suitable integration of both pre-conditions. However, in reality, in the reality of phenomenal-phenomenological experience and reflection, reality is not non-dialectically equivalent. Myself, e.g., the author of this sentence, is either in Sydney or not in Sydney; being in the course of actually writing this sentence falling into one of those two mutually exclusive and co-defined options in geographical location. Indeed, we don’t even need to know which option is correct to know that it can only be in one of those geographical regions. Of course, such boundaries are assumed to be sharply drawn. (1461)

The problem of dialectical equivalence for the theologian et al is the fact that at face value both a theistic interpretation and a non-theistic interpretation of this world as lived are equally possible and equally viable (assuming the formulation/s of either are ‘relatively’ internally non-contradictory, externally coherent contextually, etc.). But, in reality, only one version can be correct (without arguing for some form of dialectical intermediation in that regard
). Quite simply, either the Divine exists or does not exit, or, either the Divine orientation exists or does not exist?! Co-possible possibilities are dialectically equivalent, but, in the reality of phenomenological engagement their specification is non-dialectically non-equivalent! (1462)

But, things are never engaged at mere face value. We are immersed in a world as lived and the possibilities of the Life-World are never mere possibilities, and, probabilities are never in a state of mere equality of a cashed out equilibrium of sheer equality (appreciated, determined, enacted, reflected upon… instance by instance… on an absolutely non-equal dialectical basis). The probability that the closest party in an entangled pair of electrons is either positive or negative, or, polarized this way or that way may well be 50%:50%, but, in the reality of the dis-entanglement, will be either one way or the other. So, the theologian needs to attempt to operate at non-face value and establish the probability that a theistic position can be relatively grounded in the reality of lived experience more successfully that a non-theistic vision of reality, etc. In this regard the theologian needs to propose what would count as theologically evident or self-evident. In effect, proffer what might be counted, but not successfully countered, as theological evidence?? Is such a strategy possible? (1463)


As already noted, the theologian could point out that the cosmos appears to possess a certain degree of fractal symmetry indicative that it is integrated to some degree, to some extent, through ongoing processes of (re-)self-organization, e.g., etc. In the process arguing that such a perspective (that establishes the relative integrity of the world as lived, etc.) is a viable candidate in that regard. The theologian could also argue from the fact that we cannot engage any form of pure identity and, therefore, the pure absence of a divine presence would be equally untenable… still, much work would need to be covered to proceed within such parameters… and, again, at best perhaps only hypothetically…?
 (1464)


However, there is another fact about the nature of reality that is defiant in the face of the hypothetical equivalence of dialectical positions, namely, that nature prefers a preference.  So… more boys are born; women live longer; more people with a straight, non-homosexual identity are in evidence; more males are colour blind; the universe appears to preference matter and not anti-matter at least in this visible part of the universe, etc., etc. Thus, it would be quite natural to speculate in the light of such a biased universe that it be perceived as either theologically differentiated (with a theological difference) or that it possesses no real theological difference whatsoever. But, can the latter be truly entertained given that we appear to live in one world and that the unity of this world as lived is and must be a testament to its possession of a natural theological difference if only to some very minimal degree of integrity!? (1465). 


At least the theologian can be rest assured that the world is a biased place to live and that, one way or the other, it either has a theological difference or does not have a theological difference, but, that the world appears to have a relative degree of unity that, to that extent, some form and degree of a theological difference must be assumed (although not at this stage in any traditional form of theological deployment). (1466)


The fourth basic problem was to establish, in and through existentially oriented  engagement, that a theological difference could and would and should make a difference in the life of the individual, and their communities, be they theistically or non-theistically inclined and inspired, or, non-inclined and non-inspired? Indeed, just how might such existential re-differentiation be engineered in the face of dialectical equivalence and minimal theological ‘evidence’? (1467)


A solution to this puzzle may well lie in the fact that value formation is existentially derived and not something that can be reduced to first principles, etc. Consequently, the value of theological difference may well reside in the overall quality of our relationships rather than in the overall stance arrived at through some form of a net integration in overall value. There is merit to this perspective given that value is engaged at the coalface of engagement and only those forms of engagement that implicate some form of personal involvement would elicit some form of value amplification. In other words, value for us is realized through an engagement with the world, and, an enrichment in this value formation is arrived at though the same direction. Thus, a theological difference can only have meaning for us through our ability to find value through our engagement with this world as lived. Let me look carefully at the ramifications of this preservation of the ‘personal’ in intentionally based subjective value formation if it were to contribute to some net surplus in our experience of value (that might be deemed to be theologically oriented and pertaining to a theological difference). (1468)


In a classic formulation of a theological difference it would have been stated that this difference is the difference between the world as lived plus its theological complexion minus this world as lived in its mere non-theological sense. However, value implies a certain degree of epistemological organization in which a subject or a set of subjects can experience value in its value formation. Therefore, our experience of a theological difference should be recast in a formula that takes intentional subjectivity into account. So, we could do this on an individual by individual basis or through the abstract treatment of a community of individuals, etc. (1469)

What right have we to claim that theological difference needs to be experienced in order for it to make a difference (in the life of the theist) (through existential re-differentiation and phenomenological re-integration)? Because that which does not enter into phenomenal-phenomenological experience is not there for us as we, equally, cannot be there for it! (1470)

But the putative nature of theological ‘inputs’ appears to indiscriminately overlay all phenomenological experience. But the world demonstrates a minimal degree of natural theological evidence (through phenomenal-phenomenological integrity, fractal symmetry, e.g., etc.) and the bias of non-dialectical non-equality being what it is it’s more than likely, therefore, that that bias is amplified. Furthermore, through hermeneutic de-non-differentiation we become culturally more mature and find ourselves invoking patterns of value formation more in sympathy with an existential outlook, an ordered orientation and/or in a closer proximity to an overall semblance of or orientation towards that characterized with a greater degree of epistemological organization.… all best approached through an apparent alignment with the same in and through an ongoing, open overall transcendental suspension! Let me run this more complex segment of this argument in closer detail in order to demonstrate just how useful to a theologian or meta-theologian, philosopher or meta-philosopher, theist and even a non-theist… the range and ramifications that this complex argument-form may well appear to possess…? (1471)


First, let us note how our two problems of equivalence and differentiation are, more correctly, two ends of the same stick so to speak metaphorically. At face value, all possibilities and counter-possibilities are equal (given that ‘counter-possibilities’ could be treated as ‘possibilities’ and ‘possibilities’ as ‘counter-possibilities’; all being interposable in this regard). However, in reality ‘reality’ must make a choice demonstrating a certain absolute degree of non-dialectical non-equivalence.
 Then, linked in with this, is the realization that theological difference either is the case or not the case, and, that to demonstrate its possibility and actual instantiation to some degree or other, in some manner or other, we need to note that if its possibility were to be established then it would follow that it must exist in some form or other to some extent or other. That, that being the case it follows that theological differentiation is already operating in and through language, human experience, etc. (and only needs to be educed or drawn out and rendered as intuitively palpable so to speak).  In other words, in a theological difference being used to enunciate a difference then that difference, in being differentiated, must be able to be drawn and re-drawn through re-differentiation. I.e., in being re-differentiated it must imply through non-dialectical non-identity, or through such differential bias, that it cannot be merely speculative. That, in effect, in language, such differentiation, through re-differentiation, is already a possibility albeit overlaying, what may seem at first to be indiscriminately conjoined, non-theologically oriented inputs. So, the question then becomes this, namely, how are we to differentiate, albeit non-absolutely, such theologically oriented inputs from non-theological oriented inputs?
 The resolution of this set of correlative problems, of existential-differentiation, being arrived at through existential re-differentiation; i.e., just how through existential re-differentiation do we arrive at a closer consideration of both the existential fact of a theological difference (in experience) and how we can experience the difference that a recognized theological difference can make for the theist, etc., in the course of their existence as they make their passage through this World-of-Life, as enacted in this world as lived, etc? So how should we address, or re-address, such considerations? (1472)


As noted, equivalence and differentiation (through a re-stated theological difference) become ‘existential differentiation’ with a resolution through ‘re-differentiation’. I.e., the problem of dialectical equality is met and resolved through the bias of non-dialectical non-quality in practice. Whereas the problem of the need for theological difference to make a difference is met through re-differentiation, i.e., an experiential re-e/valuation of theological practice in practice. Namely, that through the promotion of the process of existentialization theological significance is existentially advanced. (1473)


Our four problems and our two sets of problematic simplifications are further simplified in the form of one problem and its resolution. I.e., in what manner does our overall problem of (phenomenological) integration become resolved through a process of (phenomenological) re-integration? (1474)


Analysis is appreciated through a process of synthesis (through re-synthesis). In contrast, synthesis is appreciated through a process of analysis (through re-analysis). As argued elsewhere, such transformation(al treatment/retreatment, etc.) can only be conducted in, through and beyond the critically exercised overall transcendental suspension. We are indirectly alerted to this by noting that our (double) ‘hermeneutic’ problem and our (double) ‘existential’ problem have been collapsed into our (current) ‘phenomenological’ problem. An overall transcendental suspension being operated through an ongoing equilibrium between phenomenological, hermeneutical, and existential polarities. And this allusion should not be lost sight of. (1475)


Just what is entailed in integration and re-integration? (1476)


By re-framing theological difference in and through an experiential lens we have been led to see how a putative theological overlay (in all its overt and/or covert strands) is ever normally mixed in with a non-putative, non-theological overlay (and all of its covert and/or overt strands), but, can be differentiated by a series of strategies that promote the existentialization of the existential; i.e., through the relative existentialization of the relatively non-existential. Hence our ordered forms of treatment (including the aesthetics of ritual, ethical propriety, pragmatic appropriateness, e.g., etc.); comparison to comparatively more integrated states of affairs, i.e., those intentional states that attempt to better represent more epistemologically organized states of intentional/trans-intentional consciousness; and/or, represent direct processes of enacted existentialization (through appositely and adequately enacted processes of insightfulness). By observing the limits of polarities, dialectical moments are treated as comparative rather than as non-comparative or superlative. Hence this general observation that the relatively theological is more inclined to observe the relatively existential in orientation along with its relative enrichment, progressive removal of both internal contradictions and external (or contextual) states of incoherence, etc., etc. In the process, a clearing of metaphorical ground is achieved into which relatively more integrated ‘realities’ can be better assessed and reflected upon, etc. (1477)


‘Integration’ is achieved through ongoing processes of resolution. As an ongoing process it is exercised through re-iteration thence its realization through ongoing re-integration. (1478)


Our newly found non-secular emphasis upon the existentialization of experience and the uncovering/recovering/re-covering of correlations, alignments, transformations, etc., now gives us a way of religiously treating secular forms of treatment. However, with either mode (of the secular and/or non-secular) conducted in and through the critical auspices of the open, ongoing overall transcendental suspension… we are now given a way of conducting a religious discourse that need not take some form of an extremist ideological orientation, indeed, can remain relatively neutral regardless as to whether it is being conducted in and through a secular or non-secular/religious mode of addressment. What are the philosophical ramifications of this return to a collective transcendental phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential treatment of those topics we find and feel stand in need of such critical redressment, re-assessment, etc? (1479)


Four problems in theological engagement are collapsed into one problem of ‘integration’? How is this complex problem to be managed and resolved (if that were possible?)? We admit great difficulty in discerning that essential (set of) theological aspect(s) that should be experienced overlaying non-theologically oriented phenomenological experience. We seek to re-differentiate such non-differentiation through de-non-differentiation, etc. To do that we need to re-define and refine a set of genres that are both apposite and adequate to this type of hermeneutic discernment. Then, we have dialectical equivalence, on one hand, and, non-dialectical non-equivalence, on the other, and we need to know how to engage both sides of this coin existentially? Furthermore, in seeking to experientially engage this putative fact of a theological difference we need to know how to both encounter and recognize this relatively non-apparent orientation in human experience. In juggling all these problematic balls in the air… concerning non-differentiation, de-non-differentiation, re-differentiation, differentiating differentiation, etc., etc., we have only one court of appeal where all such claims could be heard more or less simultaneously – the overall transcendental suspension! By such means we can integrate these various problems and their associated processes of resolution within this one, overall problem that seeks theologically oriented value formation in our passage through this world as lived. Hence their integration through the open, ongoing, overall transcendental suspension. (1480)


The quality of this process of transcendental integration is refined (and re-defined
) through the ongoing application of this heuristic device. Hence our resolution through ongoing, continually re-iterated processes of ‘re-integration’… through those means that are apposite and adequately enacted. (1481)


Is this hitherto secular utilization of, and appreciation arranged through, the overall transcendental suspension a religious device (too)? Obviously… for the religious person (be they a theist or a non-theist). However, let it be said that the device per se is agnostic; that from the transcendental perspective there is no real difference between sacred and secular oriented patterns of performance. Moreover, that outside the immediacy of the overall suspension we have the means for a meaningful dialogue that could be orchestrated between and among all concerned parties be they religious or secular, theist or non-theist, etc. Be that as it may, what potential religious points of interest could be found by the religious person (be they addressed metaphorically, rhetorically, or literally?)? (1482)


On one hand we could argue for being a non-integrated religious program and an integrated religious program as well as a very successful secular device for the creation, transmission, reception, appreciation, re-appreciation of our experience/s of reality… through the careful simulation of insightful patterns of engaged comprehension. (1483)

In a non-integrated format we have concepts, practices and critiques that could be based on the idea of the pro-relational stance simulated by this suspension, also known as the overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension, etc. Or the sense and semblance of centering simulated by the ‘circular’ nature of this suspension, etc. Or, the same being seen as our ticket to entering into the relational… and thence the existential Or, as the way to center oneself within the center of the center given that all relationships are embedded within the transcendental unity of the Life-World (as reflected in and through and beyond this world as lived for-us, by-us…  and that the overall transcendental suspension is our one entry and exit ‘point’ from such a dimension [in such expanded, expansive intentional/trans-intentional consciousness]). Then, the nature of existentially oriented experience has certain hallmarks that can also lend themselves to a religious interpretation, such as, e.g., immediacy, transcendence of time and space, overcoming of personal limitations through coming to know the other, resolution of difference, etc. The religious division between religious and non-religious existentialists demonstrating the same division even though this same device also proffers a powerful key for dialogue between the religious and secular domains of this world as lived… (1484)

Then, the integrated approach can be read as a relatively integrated approach through the integration and integrity of this heuristic device of the overall transcendental suspension. Furthermore, this entailed feature of the existentialization of the relatively non-existential can also be read as the primary means for the ‘coming closer’ to the domain of the relatively Divine given this ability to integrate and re-integrate all work, as a work in progress, as we course through this world as lived. In effect, giving the religious person a method for critically exploring our world to hand in a manner that is not doctrinaire, overly judgmental, ideologically extreme, non-insightful, non-critical, etc. But let me examine in closer detail the religious ramification superimposed on this process of judgment (as a way of life to be entered into in this world with-others). Indeed, it would be more appropriate to examine later, in greater detail, how this device can be given a religious co-option in this regard (be that either non-systematically or systematically exercised). (1485)


So, the key to solving this theological problem of discerning a meaningful theological difference in experiential engagement with the world as lived is to utilize this secular heuristic device of the overall transcendental suspension (also known as the hermeneutic circle of comprehension) and by such means integrate these associated problematic considerations of non-differentiation, framing, etc. What are the ramifications for a religious adoption and adaptation of this device (albeit in a critical/self-critical frame of reference?)? (1486)

Let me conduct this examination of the ramifications of integration/re-integration under a number of headings, namely, a pro-relational stance, holism, unification of microcosms and macrocosms, multiple readings, correlation/s, alignment/s, transformation/s, theologies, relational enrichment, existential enactment, re-creation(ism), dialogues/multiple forms of engagement, reversion… (1487)

We engage the world through relationships. In all relational involvement there must be a central core aspect of the relationship in question that is pro-relationally oriented even if considerably overlaid by relatively non-existential counter-relational attitudes and practices. In a process of existential engagement, we re-center our attention along with our intentional projects and programs in and through a process of re-alignment with this phenomenological sense of a center. In such alignment we can clarify relevant correlations in an insightful manner and through this clarification of this pro-relational stance identify with the dynamic nature of those relationships and through such identification exercise processes of transformational enaction that both preserve and conserve the being and value of those relationships. (1488)

A pro-relational stance is an attitude that is existentially oriented; where personal ambitions and desires are bracketed and an identification with the relationship in question is sought in and through our embracement with the same; i.e., in terms of our embodiment/s, embeddedness/es and embankment/s (as noted elsewhere). This identification is a mix of active and passive processes of co-opting such identification. Active in the sense that we actively bracket our various relevant senses of self, and, passive in the sense that we find ourselves directed/re-directed to this semblance of identification and the advantages to be gained through such selfless expansion. Such non-positioning is also re-positioning through the insightfulness that arises through this widening of horizons (and, thence, further re-positioning through such ongoing insightfulness, etc.). (1489)


In such pro-relational identification, we should find ourselves in a better position to appreciate the holism essentially central to all relationships and their net interaction. I have argued that through ongoing resolution the relationship has its existence renewed. That the facticity of a relationship is a direct expression of this degree of integration observed through such ongoing resolution and equals the extent that that relationship is in relational existence above and beyond its mere materiality of embodiment. I.e., has a net surplus of non-reductive value formation, i.e., an existential surplus as an existential excess (of value output/s over value input/s). Furthermore, this excess value characterizes the essential nature of that relationship and is resident in the entire ambit of that relationship both ontologically (as a distinctive force in the world) and epistemologically (experientially). Hence our consideration of this semblance of holism given that the nature of relationship is like a four dimensional holograph where any section of it (in this ambit) expresses the net essential nature of that relationship albeit from the point of view or perspective of that point or points under review. As noted, a theologian could argue that a theological complexion should also be present in this overall semblance of relational identity. Interestingly, we could also argue that there is an intimate link between the microcosmic and the macrocosmic. That a close examination of any point in that relational ambit should be able to give us an essential appreciation of the net relationship. Interestingly, we have here a basis for a model for explaining astrological insights into personal dispositions albeit when conducted in an evidence-based research program.
 (1490)

I would argue that this holistic account of relational space and time, and all therein, is effectively entangle to some degree, and, that this is the natural state or condition of a relationship. In examining a relationship from a pro-relational stance, we need to observe this ‘inverse way of seeing things’. Communication in such a scheme is spontaneous and present at each point in that relationship equally albeit from the perspective of that specific point in question. Such features as signals, codes, interpretations of information, etc., more being seen to arise in a non-pro-relational stance along with the relative non-existential orientation attendant upon materialistic way of seeing things. That through whatever relational process the relationship comes into relational being the nature of that process as a process of ongoing resolution will be stamped on the essential nature of that relationship. In the same light we need to appreciate transformations and the nature of our examination of the same in treatment-retreatment stance. ((1491)

What is the significance of integration (through re-integration?)? By ‘significance we mean phenomenal-phenomenological sense (expressed through text), hermeneutic meaning (expressed through meta-text and con-text), existential meaningfulness (expressed through non-text), as well both religious and secular associations. In this we invoke correlations, accommodations, and processes of transformation (with alignments within and between the same). The primary form of transformation being that of resolution wherein processes of integration arise through the ongoing re-establishment of the relationship/s in question. Elsewhere I have argued that correlations are established through elements introduced, defined and co-defined in objective, inter-objective, subjective, and inter-subjective dimensions (the theologian perhaps wishing to argue for a fifth dimension of the theological). In such a scheme integration arises through greater degrees of alignment (where a greater density of co-relationships can be forged). In a holistically perspective this scheme would argue that consilience is an important aspect of integration given a need, implicit and/or explicit, for greater degrees of interconnections between genres and frames of reference. (1492)


Correlations (of those elements defined in the field/s in question) are already in a state of alignment. Alignment proper is between sets of correlations. Increased ‘density’ of alignment implies the direct correlation with the degree of integration currently present in that set/those sets of representations in question. This density, effectively, is the relative product of the extent preservation and conservation, as previously defined, is currently in operation. Now, integration can be looked at on the level of the ambit or remit of the relationship in question,
 at the nature of its embeddedness (given that it is constituted in intentional consciousness), and, the relationship between the same. In a sense, integration is a process given the need for ongoing resolution in the ongoing formation of that relationship in its embeddedness. Thence its ‘re-integration’ as an ongoing ‘reintegration of integration’. When this product takes a relatively negative value, at that level of comparison, it can be assumed to be undergoing a relatively non-existential orientation in re-integration, indeed, reduced integration overall. Hence a definition of the existential in this regard, and, a determination of its existential orientation (as either negative through de-existentialization or positive through re-existentialization). (1493)


At this point a theologian can enter the fray by arguing that existentialization is an indication of the relatively Divine to the extent they have a narrative to support that type of interpretation. As a transcendental theologian they would need to operate within the auspices of the overall transcendental suspension. As long as such (a dynamic) transcendental balance is maintained it could be argued that there is no or little difference between the transcendental reading/s of a secularist or a theologian in this regard. On the other hand, a theologian might argue that a theological difference is being allowed to be thematized and demarcated (hopefully in relevant terms of reference). The difference being in the terms of the narrative being brought to bear or not being brought to bear on the current topic to hand (and not the apparent ‘evidence’ per se given that its evidential nature is determined by that narrative (in its associated genre/s of behaviour or, i.e., genres of explication). An appreciation of the richness of the narratives in question determining to what degree qualified ‘evidence’ has been brought to bear on our appreciation of that same topic (albeit in terms of its narrated basis). By observing these distinctions grounds are left open for a dialogue between the secularist and the theologian and all interested parties in between. On the other hand, in an a priori treatment of the narrative, in its legislation as historical fact, experiential reality, etc., such an attitude then closes off the ability of its proponents to enter into a dialogue within their own traditions and outside those traditions and with those that have no religious sense of tradition. (1494)

Why might the theologian insist that a greater degree of integration, through resolution and closer alignment, be treated in a religious manner? (1495)


It has been argued, by myself, that the ‘relatively Divine’ could be defined as ‘that which is relatively better organized epistemologically’.  Now, with that definition in mind, we could argue, hypothetically, that through ongoing resolution an epistemological state with an amplified epistemological status might be considered to be ‘closer’ to this sense of the relatively Divine. That through such closer ‘proximity’ we would be in a better position to be more responsive to enacting, through transcendental reservation, whatever is more responsible in overseeing the preservation and conservation of the implicated relationships in question (or under question). Again, a critic might question whether an enacted theological difference has been brought into play and it would be for the theologian to argue that such a claim could be made or needs to be made or might not need to be made (on the grounds that there is no real difference between a positive existential reading and a positive existential-theological reading?)? (1496)


Transformations are usually interpreted within the same frame of reference but through accommodation of frames we can also envisage transformations taking place between the same (as well as correlations and alignments, etc.).  In this regard, given that existential reality supports an infinite number of interpretations, it is up to those who exercise such hermeneutic constructs to demonstrate the relative worth of the same.  Given, as already noted, that all frames have a value in excess of that invested within the same it especially behooves the constructor of such constructs to demonstrate the relative phenomenal-phenomenological richness of the same were such a frame or frames to be utilized and engaged.  Similarly, in working within a particular or specific theology or between theologies similar rules would need to be observed. (1497)


In this extended essay I have merely introduced a small set of theologies (without taking into account feminist theologies, gay theologies, democratic theologies, nationalistic/trans-nationalistic theologies, etc.), namely, theology of freedom (1345); overall responsibility (1349); mutual enrichment and relishment (1349); existential engagement (1354); communicative-significance (1355-1356); devotionalism (with intervention and emulation). In supporting a plethora of theologies rather than a theoretically unified doctrinal set of propositions the theologian, etc., can work through various issues that seem to confront them or might confront them in a more creative and receptive fashion. ‘Receptive’ in the sense that they need to be more open to what reality could serve up to them ‘if we had eyes to see and ears to hear’… given, metaphorically, that there are more things in heaven than on Earth (or, dialectically, we have an infinity of frames to view each and every topic). Hence our recognition of the fact that there is a dialectical plethora of such options even though, at the end of the day, most of those options would not be able to fly… might, perhaps, be able to tentatively walk although some constructions might merely be able to crawl, so to speak… to that extent both value formation and identity formation find their characteristic or essential level of full expression through associated degrees of relevant enrichment or relative non-enrichment..? (1498)


A traditional theologian might as what is the point of having a set of theologies to work with rather than a definitive framework in order to exclude heretics? Because in such openness there can be no heresy. Demonstrate, by all means, that a constructed framework is deficient and/or defective… and if that cannot be achieved then, defer to such an edifice or, at least in respectfulness, to the proponents of the same. At the same time, we need to be mindful that all knowledge has limits and no construction can be dialectically free of inconsistencies, contradictions, aporias, incoherencies, etc. However, with less authenticity such a construction is more vulnerable ‘to be leant on’ and consequently ‘more prone’ to be deconstructed if not already self-deconstructing/deconstructed. Effectively, the construction of a theology or a set of theologies is to deal with some problematic objective pertaining to a theological topic, discourse, critique, etc., e.g., the putative nature of the Divine, our putative relation to the same, related questions of qualified perfection (and possible, qualified self-perfecting of the existential nature and meaningful significance of human existence in the immediacy of the here and now, etc.). (1499)

Can the meta-theologian be theologically proactive vis-à-vis a theologian, etc? To what extent could the former set the course of the ensuing discourse or should they merely respond to addressing what is theoretically already present be that in general terms, particular terms (of type/typology) or specific terms? The answer to these questions depends on the objectives of the meta-theologian; i.e., as to whether they wish to merely proffer a critique of an already existing theology or set of theologies from either within or without, or, to actually set the stage for formulating a more profitable form of a theology albeit from a critical meta-theological or hypothetical theological point of view, etc. E.g., determining what types of theology are viable and setting out to utilize such insights in addressing theological issues raised or could or should be raised by a theologian and their congregation/s, etc. In this regard we can note some of our findings, explored in these hypothetical theological or meta-theological investigations, namely, that a theology should attend to certain prerequisites as already noted in the context of a process theology that notes the role of the existential, hermeneutical and phenomenological aspects along with the role of the overall transcendental suspension, the nature of the intentional and trans-intentional (judgment), the nature of value formation and identity formation, the role of resolution, the associated need for the promotion of our overall epistemological organization, sense of integration through re-integration, etc., etc. (1500)

An important consideration in the formation, reformation and/or re-formation of a discourse is the question of value amplification (through augmentation and/or enhancement) and the ensuing nature and degree of ensuing relational enrichment; i.e., in the instigation of the existential (without necessarily drawing a distinction between a non-systematic sense or a systematic sense).  Again, it behooves the theologian to ask “in what manner and to what degree do the constructions put forward by myself actually enrich the individual who wishes to engage in and through this theological frame of reference/theological set of references?” By ‘actually’ is not meant in an a priori fashion as defined by that reference frame (e.g., eternal salvation, or some other claim promoted by that frame, etc.), and, through simulation should be able to be quantified in some sense or other. Hence resolving that question of inquiring in what sense a ‘dative’ (of purpose) is operative? Or, in what sense can a vocative reading could be invoked that might add to this semblance of enrichment? Finally, assisting the theologian in thematizing in what sense a theological difference there might ‘actually’ make a difference? Of course such a theology/set of theologies implies various forms of enaction in order to establish enriched forms of active and passive value amplification… thence an ‘actual’ existential determination of reality through noting these differentials and integrations in relative enrichment (as parallel the existentialists’ claims that existentialization is through the existentialization of the relatively non-existential, etc.). (1501)


In what sense is the theological program of a theologian, theological practitioner, etc., is or could be a program in enaction (both passive and active in orientation)? In my opinion, given that all relationships are two way
 (and multiform in enframing
) such a question might be best answered under the heading of a dialogical interaction; i.e., in a process of existential engagement (in and through the suspension of an egotistical sense of self, etc.)? First, let me continue with a number of other topics that need to be addressed first. (1502)


Although I have argued that the theologian needs to be able to argue for a meta-theological difference, i.e., that a theological difference should make a difference in the life of the theist, still it may well be the case that from a transcendental perspective, to the extent such can be envisaged, that there is no real difference between a secular vision of the world and a non-secular vision of the world when engaged from a transcendental-existential perspective? That, in effect, there is only a difference in non-transcendental, natural terms of reference. In this form of such reconsiderations this non-difference between sacred and secular from a transcendental perspective would need to be seriously entertained. On the other hand, such a difference can be still observed and argued for from a non-secular point of view! (1503)


As noted, a number of loose threads need to be addressed before drawing this section of this extended essay towards a provisional sense of an ending. Without any order in mind let me address the following topics: the exclusivity of a process theology, a critique of creationism and its replacement with re-creationism, the implications of reversion, transformational and dialogical implications. (1504)


In Volume I I stressed the importance of a process theology for putting a theology back into the realms of the possible. In Volume II this possibility was further explored through a chaotic lens (as well through a number of other lenses, e.g., an existential lens, etc.) Without taking a chaotic complexion on board it is my opinion that a theology in any other form would be completely unviable. Hence the exclusivity of this type of positioning. Given the prerequisites of phenomenal-phenomenological interaction and relational reciprocity, e.g., etc., no other form of relational interaction could be achieved without taking this type of position into account. However, how the theologian might work in that direction is for them to determine. From a meta-theological perspective, the general rules of the ‘game’ would seem to have circumscribed the possibility of a relevant theology within such parameters. Then, a pro-relational stance would add to this recipe an existential flavour, etc. (1505)


A number of traditional theologies have associated with them traditional forms of creation myth-making. I would like to argue that in a process theology that such a concept be existentially interpreted along the lines of a re-creationism, i.e., as chaotic, continual, without temporal boundaries, etc. Certainly, such an attitude is more open to existentially oriented inputs (be they theoretical or hypothetical, practical and/or critical in orientation). Traditional creation myths have a habit of being ritually interpreted along existential lines as empowering the individual through re-living the creation in the here and now. In this sense of re-positioning we take this idea one step further to invoke an ongoing vision of the creation as occurring in the eternal moment, moment by moment, and, by identifying with the same the person can religiously re-identify with an associated sense of the Divine. Such a theology could then argue for Divine intervention through moments of bifurcation, that all patterns of enaction are chaotic and directed and/or re-directed, along with the religious impact sympathetic processes of emulation might possess… but none of that is the direct province of the meta-theologian (other than to propose its possibility and/or to assess the apparent viability in the apparent ‘work’ of such a project or program, etc.). In this light the creation is seen as ongoing, the province of all interactions between relatively the Divine and the relatively non-Divine, the site of enactive intervention or transcendental reservation, etc., be such processes treated as Divine or non-Divine in origin, etc. The creation can also then be seen as the ‘play’ or ‘recreation’ of Divine forces through such ongoing chaotic re-creation (and its viewing/re-viewing through an existential lens, etc.). Or, in reverse, we could view the imputed semblance of the Divine as emerging through the same, i.e., as arising out of this ‘creation’ through re-creation and not so much the other way round…? (1506)


Let me now look more closely at this concept of ‘reversion’ in order to understand what might be implied. I have this concept initially from a Yogacara context where we have allusions to a turning around (of conceptual proliferation, etc.). The concept does not seem to have been consistently taken up there but did seem to resonate with a metaphor that suggested ‘that by what we fall by that we can rise’. In other words, if the problem of the proliferation of conceptualization was a problem that by reversing the problem we have a solution or resolution to this problem of conceptual proliferation and its ensnaring the person in the mesh of the everyday (samsara). I.e., insight or enlightenment (e.g., nirvana) could be realized by turning around the way things have created such an obstruction to this potential to experience such insight. (1507)


In incorporating a similar concept, albeit from a hypothetical or meta-philosophical or meta-theological perspective, I have allied it with two concepts developed in a set of essays titled

Transformation through Re-Self-Organization, namely, ‘insurance’ and ‘assurance’. Implicitly this has also been allied with the idea of the overall transcendental suspension suggesting that ‘reversion’ is a process that, effectively, is enacted through a double reversion, i.e., the ongoing suspension of the suspension, etc. Given that texts are formed in frames controlled by meta-textual genres and these genres have the rules for sequential construction of the elements in these fields of textual production then if we were to go astray in the formation of the content in a textual field then all we would need to do, hypothetically, is reverse this process of sequentialization and once we have arrived at a point where we are happy that we are now back on track we can then reverse this reversal and then take a more correct path by more carefully attending to such re-sequentialization. The process of reversal can be called ‘insurance’ and the reversal of such de-sequentialization and its carefully monitored re-sequentialization can be called ‘assurance’. Insurance in the sense that we can always reverse a process of sequentialization if only hypothetically. ‘Assurance’ in the sense that we can reverse our processes of sequentialization in order to arrive at a point that is not considered to be not incorrect, i.e., being judged to be valid. From such a point of validity we can then become more assured, through critical appreciation, that this reversal of our reversal is more on track, etc. Hence these two complimentary trajectories that assist us in the clarification and verification of our alignment in the world as lived (as thematized in and through forms of textual treatment). In essence, we can never be absolutely wrong given that our engagement with the world must have some reality, and, that a clarification of the same might actually assist us in this process of rectification and its re-ordering of insight, etc. thence this reversal of sequentialization to a point not considered invalid, and, a reversal of this reversal through the exercise of a greater care in that regard. (1508)


What would be achieved by such a double reversal? The very simulation of the overall transcendental suspension and its ability to rectify and self-rectify anomalous situations created by our own non-even handedness, etc. Perhaps, e.g., we are in the midst of a making a certain judgment, say, “is that my friend there in the distance?” The claim is made. It is questioned by reversing it. “Perhaps that is not my friend?” Running both together has created a suspension (of a dis-conjunctive nature, i.e., controlled by an ‘either/or’. If we now find it to be the case that on closer scrutiny we can discern whether this person in the distance is our friend or not then we find our process of insurance comes to our rescue (to the extent that a reversal of a process of sequentialization is possible) and in being able to successful reverse that reversal then we should hopefully find ourselves in a position where we can evidentially decide one way or the other. So, effectively, reversion is a double process of reversal conducted within the auspices of the overall transcendental suspension. Thence our treatment of reversion to parallel this double reversal through the ongoing suspension of the suspension… (1509)


How might such a concept of reversion be given a practical edge? Essentially, arguing that the putting in place and maintaining an overall transcendental suspension is setting up a double reversal, etc. Thus, whatever promotes the existential promotes this process of reversion along with its associated processes of insight formation… and a collective insightfulness! (1510)


Should reversion and/or the overall transcendental suspension be viewed in a religious light? If a religionist should wish to do that then why not? The better questions to ask, however, would be to enquire in and through what format or genre? To what end or purpose? With what value formation in mind, i.e., to what extent is value realized through that specific type of manoeuvre? (1511)


However, at the end of the day, our recent insight that from the transcendental perspective there is and can be no theological difference puts secular and non-secular visions of reality on an equal footing and it can then only be in natural terms of reference that a theology can then gain its true currency so to speak. How might we argue for this conclusion, namely, there can be no theological difference and no meta-theological difference from a transcendental perspective, but, that from the natural, non-transcendental point of view this avenue is open to us and has a certain determinable value when closely examined and quantified (albeit in comparative terms of reference)?  (1512)


At the end of a recent essay
 I noted the concluding comment: ‘But, alas, rectifying this mismatch between ‘ideal’ and ‘real’ is another story..!!’ I would argue that from the transcendental perspective (not a point of view for the empirical subject but for the hypothetical transcendental subject more imputed rather than directly engaged by this imputed semblance of the transcendental subject
). In a similar fashion, equally, we cannot countenance the empirical subject directly engaging its own self as an empirical subject. But, in contrast, as informative correlatives we can get a transcendental perspective on the non-transcendental or empirical subjectivity, and v.v. That accepted, the implication to be drawn is that the transcendental reality of transcendental reality just cannot be appreciated in exactly the same fashion that the non-transcendental reality of the non-transcendental reality likewise cannot be engaged! Similarly, transcendental ideality cannot appreciate transcendental ideality in exactly the same manner transcendental reality cannot appreciate transcendental reality. Or, non-transcendental reality cannot appreciate non-transcendental identity, etc. Or, transcendental ideality could appreciate transcendental reality, and v.v. But, in and through an informative correlative contrast this mutual form of co-appreciation can be engineered, so, transcendental ideality could appreciate non-transcendental reality, and v.v., just as transcendental reality could appreciate non-transcendental ideality, and v.v. In all of this, we should be critically careful to ensure that our appreciation of reality or ideality, from either transcendental or non-transcendental perspectives is re-presentative
 and not merely representative (as impossibly ‘defined’ in a correspondence vision of truth determination between so-called ‘ideal’ and ‘real’, conducted in an absolutistic mode of envisagement, etc. Just as existentialization is of the relatively non-existential, and v.v., so, too, we can appreciate the non-transcendental from the transcendental perspective, and v.v. Thus with this insight to hand, we are now in a position to show that between the secular and the non-secular there can be no real difference given both positions are constituted in intentional consciousness and equally constituted no more and no less in such terms of reference! (1513)


But, surely, a theological perspective can never be equal to a non-theological vista? However, we engage phenomenal-phenomenological reality in intentional terms of reference be that intentional qua intentional, or, intentional qua trans-intentional, or, intentional qua pre-intentional, but, never the intentional qua the non-intentional or not intentional! All else is both putative and speculative and not the apposite domain for a critical philosopher or critical theologian! So, although we can attempt to envisage a putative and/or speculative difference between a theological domain and a non-theological domain…effectively we cannot perform such a task given that our only lenses (and genres) upon this world as lived are intentionally constituted in phenomenal-phenomenological experience (be that in pre-intentional terms, intentional or trans-intentional terms of reference). (1514)


Acceptance of this non-difference gives both the secularists and religionists more than ample grounds for productive forms of dialogue. Furthermore, meaningful comparatives entail the contrast between apposite contrasts, whereas, without apposite contrast there can be made no meaningful comparisons. Hence the transcendental appreciation of both reality and ideality or anything else be it theological or non-theological in orientation cannot be made in non-polar terms of reference! So, just as ideality and reality cannot be co-appreciated purely in transcendental terms of reference, etc., so it follows that the theological dimension and the non-theological dimensions cannot be simultaneously co-evaluated in mono-thematic terms of reference, and, thus to this extent, their equality (to the extent neither can be appreciated without some viable form of a contrast, etc.)! Hence the ‘equality’ from the transcendental perspective or the non-transcendental perspective, etc., etc. (1515)


How, then, should the theologian present their vision of the theological difference, and, more importantly, the importance of the meta-theological difference?? I.e., in what manner can and should such differences make a difference? (1516)


From a transcendental perspective in the existentialization of the relatively no-transcendental, and, from a non-transcendental perspective in a recognition of the possibility of the non-existentialization of transcendentally oriented experience and the ensuing need, therefore, for a de-non-existentialization of the relatively existential, i.e., its re-existentialization. Just how could a process of existentialization demonstrate the need for a theological difference and the difference such a difference could and can make in the lives of ourselves as we stand before-others, with-others (within a natural, relatively non-transcendental context)? (1517)


In essence, theologians would need to claim that a theological difference is found in the world as lived in and through a sense of difference that is lived?! Given that the auspices of the transcendental is through the suspension this would seem to make sense, and, that any semblance of difference can only arise through the suspension of the same. In this regard an authenticity is realized through the enaction of an existential orientation in a manner apposite and adequate to our embracement/s (i.e., the collective impact of embodiment/s, embeddedness/es and embankment/s). (1518)


How might the theologian configure/re-configure the construction of their theology? Given that only an emergent process theology is acceptable to the critical meta-theologian or meta-philosopher then it follows that any semblance of Divine agency, in this phenomenal-phenomenological world, must be referred through these four dimensions of the objective, inter-objective, subjective and inter-subjective. Consequently, given that this is the same world as our world as lived it follows that the Divine (whose existence is granted for this hypothetical argument and all others) must confront the same world as the world we confront and are confronted by in all our engagements (as subsumed under embracements). Hence this concept of the confrontational equality of engagement (with confrontation being read in both active and passive orientations). However, given the superior epistemological organization that defines the sense and semblance of the Divine it would follow that their must also be an appreciative inequality in engagement/engaged confrontation. Again, confrontational in the sense that enaction is arrived at through the resolution of intentionally re-directed intent as realized through the ongoing suspension of the overall transcendental suspension. Taking a lead from the examination of such concepts will mean that we will need to rethink our previous concepts of preservation and conservation (of the value resident in a relationship/set of relationships). Let me explain. (1519)


Some theologians might argue that the human constitution takes on a Divine like sense of integrity when 'we act like angels', i.e., behave in an existential like manner and in such appreciation set out to do the right thing in accordance with any semblance of de-ontological necessity, etc. E.g., we have the classic example of human goodness as noted by Mencius with our automatic, responsible rescuing a small child about to drown itself or similar. We do not deliberate as to whether we should prevent the child from falling in or, worse, attempt to immediately rescue them should they have already fallen in. Our previous analysis of preservation and conservation of value only works with established relationships and/or all relationships in more of general, theoretical sense. We do not have a working relationship with a child not an immediate member of our own family. Similarly, we just do not have working relationships with the infinity of possible relationships with which we are in no relevant semblance of interaction. In order to take this relational background into account and fleeting incidences of interaction therein, when and where they should occur, we will need to widen our overall terms of reference. In this regard I would like to introduce a new concept of the investing and divesting of our ‘interest’. To rescue our child in imminent danger of drowning we suddenly invest our interest in that relationship. Some might even argue that our interest is automatically invested and that to do so, in an existentially oriented manner, would be to act in a more Divine like manner. I.e., our relational appreciation has been intuitively provoked, promoted and enacted in a manner befitting such existentially intuitive appreciation. The word 'interest' is deliberately ambiguous and refers to previous existential 'profit' or value, our current attention to the apparent existential priority of the apparent task called to hand, and also, any future sense of profit (excess value that might be realized in some form or other). In our example – either preventing this child from drowning or rescuing them should they be about to drown or in the process of actually drowning. Or, in another example, having learnt a language it would make sense to 'profit' from using the same. Hence our 'interest' in the use of that language is realized upon this ground of 'interest' already accumulated in that regard. Obviously, once we have 'rescued' this child we need to find those who should be (better) caring for the same. Once these duties have been discharged, we can proceed on our way so to speak through this 'investment and divestment of interest'. In being existentially attuned to those existential priorities that are currently calling us, and with which we should be aware, in an appreciative exercise of our overall responsibility (in our being with others and own sense/s of self [and how we perceive our ‘standing’ before some version or vision of the Divine]) we intervene with these patterns of investment and divestment on a situational basis. Ideas of preservation and conservation, as already noted, more apply to either our more important relationships or all relationships in a general theoretical sense. This idea of investment and divestment better capturing this need to be better aware of our current existential situatedness, moment by moment, period by period. So, in this regard, how do these previous ideas of preservation and conservation apply to these fluctuations in overall situational responsibleness? As occurring in this more open framework of evanescent responsibility. i.e., accepting those relationships that come to hand and demand forms of intervention engaged on the basis of some form of transcendental reservation (wherein we act on the behalf of that temporarily engaged relationship in order to preserve its current existence and, when and where possible and relevant, amplify the value therein already 'reserved' so to speak for such enaction?). (1520)


This ability to not only preserve and conserve our regular relationships but also those that irregularly call upon us from time to time being subsumed within this wider concept of the investing and divesting of our interest (as found to be existentially enacted in an apposite and adequate manner through this exercise of our open transcendental reservation). Thence our ability to move 'closer' to the appreciative awareness of an imputed sense of Divine agency whether that be construed, perhaps, as our acting on its behalf or it acting on our behalf as we make our passage through Life-World of all transcendental possibilities as fleshed out for-us and by-us in this world as lived.... (1521)


Should the theist wish to give this concept of transcendental reservation a religious flavour then it must be done so in non-transcendental terms of reference! (1522)


Given this dialectical-like need for the potential observance of all relationships within the range of all possibilities of engagement how does the person ever arise to this challenge, hopefully, of being intuitively aware, appropriate, apposite and validly aligned in their receptive patterns of ongoing enaction? Through an awareness of need through concern when and where relevant. Through habit (in the thematization, exercise and critical reflection on the utilization of our genres of behaviour). Through being called upon to decisively enact responsible patterns of responsiveness in keeping with this need to preserve and conserve not only our regular relationships but also all so called irregular relationships as they evanescently arise on our current horizon/s of intentional awareness and receptive appreciation. In this the practice of consequential analysis will also be an essential ingredient in this process of receptive responsiveness. Feedback through forms of value re-e/valuation validating or invalidating certain pathways of enaction, etc. In essence, developing and applying those enacted patterns of enactive performances that assist in this preservation and conservation of both regular and irregular relationships as we make our engaged way through this world as lived... subjected to these various forms of vocation that demand of us and that we demand find forms of ongoing resolution in both our confrontation with this world and its confrontation with us.... as we navigate and negotiate our way through this world defined through objectivity, inter-objectivity, subjectivity and inter-subjectivity....(in the light of a theological complexion if that be in alignment with our religious persuasion)…. (1523)


Given this need for the theologian to express and celebrate their vision of a meta-theological difference let us ask how they might go about this type of conceptual thematization and practical dissemination? As noted, rather than interminably presenting proofs for the existence of the Divine, etc., and seeing their recurrent deconstructions, they might prefer instead to address various problematic consideration about how the Divine and its interaction in the world might be (better) envisaged?  In effect, we could perceive their use of their formulation of this meta-difference as more of a guiding principle for directing/re-directing the performance of an existentially oriented set of practices informing a set of genres of behaviour within their vision of the theological mode of life. In this regard, they would and must begin with meta-textual patterns of behaviour already present in the configuration of their participation in this theological mode of life (albeit more essentially characterized by the invocation of continual patterns of deferment).  This particular (type of a) mode of life in never being able to directly embrace the central topic of their discipline must enter into practices of continual deferment (or cease to operate in that mode of life in question). (1524)

Now, let us entertain the possibility that either a(n essential) topic (of a discipline)can be embraced or cannot be embraced? If the nature of the topic is primarily metaphorical it can never be embraced literally. On the other hand, this talk about God is not usually treated in a metaphorical sense. Still, as the central topic in the discourse of a discipline no one in that mode of life can or could directly embrace the same. Basically, descriptions cannot be ‘embraced’ but the object described can be. We could be on a quest, e.g., to meet a famous living author hoping that they would allow us to visit them. The topic of that quest could be encountered. But, then, such an encounter is not discursive but merely introduced though the same. Signposts are not confused with the sites pointed to. In what sense then can the Divine be other than a set of descriptions entailed in the central topic of a theological discourse? In other words, as long as our engagement is discursive, we cannot directly encounter the object/s of that specific discourse. So, the question can now be re-formulated: in what manner could the theological topic of a theological discourse be directly encountered should that possibility be accepted as a possibility if only in hypothetical terms of reference? Obviously, the discourse introduces that object or set of objects or subject or set of subjects (or institution of some form or other) through some manner and mode of a direct practical encounter. Our engagement with the same being entertained as a recognized encounter (in our definition of engagement as an interconnection between epistemological recognition and ontological encounter). The discursive nature of our theological discourse has now been put into practice, into a field of practical engagement (and not merely as an ideal engagement in some form of virtual visualization, etc.). Otherwise, obviously, left as a topic in a discourse then our ideal engagement with the same is indirect, continually deferred and virtual in orientation. However, regardless of this possibility for a directly engaged, non-ideal, non-discursive objective, as long as we remain within the confines of such a discourse then we can either defer to such circulation or exit the same through some form of progression that lets us directly engage that topic (should that topic be able to be engaged in practical terms of reference). So, it is clear, for the theologian et al to demonstrate this meta-theological difference they would need to do just that, namely, demonstrate in and through practice the virtue of their form of discursive dissemination. To do so they would merely need to invoke genres of behaviour already at work in their theological mode(l) of life in question! Let me explore the existential ramifications of this type of proposition. (1525)


For the theologian, especially the traditional variety, this search for a practicalization of their theological discourse is not problematic to the extent they merely need to look around in their specific theological mode of life to see how this type of claim is already being put into practice. However, the difficulties come into existence for them and for us once they wish to re-formulate and re-direct such patterns of practice. However, there is a certain necessity in such re-direction given the existential imperative to re-direct such behaviour in such a manner so as to existentialize such an endeavor. Processes of rectification and self-rectification needing to be put in place, or, at least, having the preconditions for such re-directed processes to arise in the midst of that theological mode of life in question so that such processes, effectively, are both substantiated and self-substantiated, or, better, instantiated and self-instantiated from within the relational space of that theological mode of life in regards to the associated discourse/s currently in question. (1527)


What is entailed in such re-directed existentialization of that discourse? (1528)


If a certain economy produces a certain ordinary type of car and another economy produces a much flasher, more up to date version of a car with a large number of certain exciting innovations and special features, etc., it is obvious, to car enthusiasts at least, that the economy of choice is the latter. It is the desire of the theologian to impress upon others the superiority of their discourse and they would want that reflected in the excellence of their associated practice. The building and running of hospitals in third world countries by religious organizations, e.g., is not purely to perform their medical services even though this aspect of dissemination is more often downplayed or overlooked. Through institutionalization, other forces, a desire not to offend members of other faiths, etc., often combine to present an institution that is non-denominational in all but name. Still, a ‘superior’ discourse should be able to naturally demonstrate its superior basis. So, how else might this type of ambition be enacted? Through the presentation of richer texts, existential attitudes of openness and non-exclusivity, multi-ordered dialogues resonating with a wider sense of the personal psyche and interpersonal sense of a collective cultural (or national) psyche, etc. E.g., performances that are qualitatively enhanced (as noted above) and, thereby, enriched. In multi-ordered forays into a variety of order behaviour we would get a desire to remove or resolve or circumvent dissonance, paradoxes, contradictions, etc. (as one might expect in a first ordered approach). An emphasis upon coherence of a project or program as well as its aesthetic enhancement (as long as aesthetic preoccupations are not devalued and disvalued in current religious thinking and practice). A re-emphasis upon during our duty, doing what is ‘right’, the promotion of self-sacrifice (through asking of its religious workforce, e.g., that they toil for their beliefs when and where necessary). Pragmatic innovation when it assists the projects put forward, wittingly or unwittingly, as an indication of a superior religious discourse and its allied practical discourses, etc. In a hermeneutic field we would expect a surfeit of dissemination being put forward highlighting such a difference (between this denomination and other denomination, this religious brand and other brands of religious practice, and being religious versus the secular world at large. In a factual realm we would expect an emphasis upon the perceived factualness of their world view and the realized establishment of practice demonstrating such discursive advantage/s, etc. All of the above being better promoted through the existentialization of ‘religious’ practice that promotes forms of rectification and self-rectification in practice (although the weight of traditional practice may not be able to be overcome, on some occasions, in the performance/s of such promotions?). (1529) 


Demonstration of this meta-theological difference, wittingly and/or unwittingly, is best exemplified in and through the lives of the members of that denomination in question given that the theologian, it would appear, at least before the thoughts of many, that they have no other way of demonstrating the difference of this theological difference (should such an idea be ever thematized)? But we would be overlooking practices of a more overtly religious nature. (1530)


Later religious ideologies, more organized forms of religious dissemination, so called ‘higher’ religions, etc., have a variety of strategies for disseminating the ‘apparent’ importance of their religious vision, etc. A theological discourse is a different way of seeing the world when compared to a non-religious discourse say of a secular nature or of a political mode of social re-organization or of a scientific orientation, etc., etc. Obviously, such modes of dissemination have traditionally been very effective for a variety of reasons. How can we account for this tenacious ongoing reperformance of such discursive practices… sometimes through large number of people cooperating to such an end often with august institutions established to assist and disseminate such ideas and practices? Through the creation of various forms of a cognitive rift and then supplying the ideal means for an amelioration and resolution of the same. Let me explain. (1531)


The persistence of motivation necessitates the iteration of suitable forms of intentional practice to ensure the preservation and conservation of such endeavours. To create a need we sometimes create another to fuel the former. Such organized religions, in the sense of having a desire to disseminate their vision of the world, often, if not always, instill a sense of a deficit that needs to be suitably filled by prescriptions supplied by the same religion that first was able to instill such a sense of self-deficit. The ‘sinner’, e.g., perceives themselves as ‘sinning’ and ‘paying’ for the consequences of their ‘sin’ by either suffering for the same or finding suitable expiation in some form or other. Of course, the very tradition that instil that sense of a self-deficit has a set of methods to hand to address such a deficit. Happily, for that tradition, or unhappily for the sufferer of such self-perceived deficits, help is at hand through a variety of religious techniques, e.g., confession, prayer, expressing contrition, doing good works, looking after those in need, assuming a religious calling to some degree or other (as a professional or a semi-professional), meditation, prayer, contemplation, theological study, reading religious tracts, finding other forms of expiation (like self-flagellation or other-flagellation), etc., etc. Of course, such a program as adopted is never able to fully expiate the ‘offense’, the offensive deficit, and so motivation is forever circulated and re-cycled until death or de-conversion or conversion to some other ideology. (1532)


The model of ‘sin’ is not the only model available. Another fine candidate is that of ‘ignorance’ and its condemnation of the doomed individual to a life of insightless suffering… a prospect made more awful through its continuation into future lives (along with the accumulation karma realized in past lives and current lives and needing to be worked through in this life as well as those to follow). Or, the stick and carrot of heavens and hells. Or, the ‘knowledge’ that we could be struck down by the ‘weight’ of our misdeeds in the immanent immediacy of the very here and now, etc. With the instillation and installation of such a scheme the impact of a theological difference can have quite an impact on the lives of the devotee. Such subjects being either brought up in such traditions and treating such traditions as if they were a major discourse in their way of the seeing the world, or, converting to that world view through some form of conversion (where it might well be argued that the same sorts of processes that keep adherents brought up in such traditions being made to apply to the newly converted and those that have been successfully converted for a some lengthy period of time. (1533)


Here we have a large array of very successful mechanisms for living this (theological) difference and promoting the difference of such a (meta-theological) difference (often through distinctive forms of religious practice, in dress, observances, etc.). But should we criticize the means over ends or merely the apparent ends of such practical performances. In what sense is value to be realized through such efforts and how might we evaluate the same through an existential lens? (1534)


The theist might argue, seen as more important by themselves, there is also an array of spiritual techniques that assist in the fostering of ‘spiritual’ motivation, etc. Certain practices of which might well be considered to be integrating of the psyche of the individual and, in and of themselves, suitable candidates for directly promoting processes of existentialization. But, the non-religionist might argue that such ‘practices’ merely reinforce that mode of life whether it be perceived to be beneficial or not (and, perhaps more often than not, being more of the latter evaluation). However, it is not our part to judge such practices in general other than to note that such discourses can and should be rectified and self-rectified through processes of existentialization. (1535)


Obviously, and mentioned with some trepidation lest I stand too incautiously on the toes of religionists, this meta-theological difference is well and truly lived in and through the tenor of the associated religious mode of life and the modes of practices associated with the same. The question to be now posed is this: is it possible to existentialize a form of practice that might be considered in and of its nature to be beyond redemption? Or, the problem might be put in a converse manner: how do you address objectionable practices deemed to be religious and demonstrate their inconsistency with existentially oriented religious practice (that should demand such ideas should be displaced and discredited?). Witness the burning of witches and the boiling of heretical students in oil (as occurred in Rome), or, the decapitation or burning alive of hostages or the hijacking of planes as missiles, etc? Yes, through either desisting from the error of such ways or, turning them around and transforming them into forms of positive value amplification.  The same applying to their congregations… noting and knowing that the existential implies a balance of means and ends wherein value is positively preserved and conserved through such investing (and apposite divesting) of our interest (to see the realization of such relative authenticity realized through existentialization). (1536)


A neutral observer might argue that such authenticity has two (or three) audiences (if not a fourth audience for the person who is an existentialist, religionist and/or theist). Let me explain. The first ‘audience’ is that of oneself. Ideally, it is there that the ‘existentialist’ should find an insightful appreciation of their current endeavours. Second, a considerable proportion of identity formation is realized through the impact of others. That audience might be considered to be either one’s own co-religionists or just the immediate world at large. A third audience might well be considered to be posterity itself to the extent that a consequential analysis is to be performed by people after such events looking retrospectively at such patterns of enaction. A process the theist and their immediate co-religionists can visualize in virtual terms of reference. Hopefully with some insightful success. A fourth audience, for the theist at least, is that of the Divine itself and it is one’s hope, for their sake and our sake, that such a topic is well thought out and well thought through in terms of its implied practice…? (1537)


Obviously, the theological difference and its meta-theological difference, or impact, are theoretical issues that travel well beyond their hypothetical dimensions of initial deployment. It is something, more often than not, that is directly thought about except by those religious individuals that think through such thoughts for themselves or assisted by those who have already done so. A topic barely noted by many theologians but central to the theological topic?! (1538)


In a transcendental phenomenology our prejudices, as prejudgments, are seen as a starting point for suspension. Without such positionings we could not get started. In a similar manner it is necessary for people to find themselves starting somewhere in processes of identification and self-identification. Indeed, without making some form of a stand we would be presented by a mere relativist when in reality in order to understand the nature of our interactions we already see ourselves as taking a set of positions. I am here, seeing my friend, it is getting near meal time, perhaps we could have a meal together, but my friend is a vegetarian so we would have to go to that place we went last time, where the food was very nice and the service was very good, etc., etc. Positioning is a making a value statement and in parallel to such formation we a parallel process in identity formation. So, I know where I am at this moment in time, this is my friend, I am hungry, even though I am not a vegetarian I like good vegetarian food, etc. etc. Similarly, in the field of religious identification. It would be better to recognize where you stand and authentically claim that identity before you seek some process of transformational existentialization. Such identification need not preclude meaningful interaction with others of a different persuasion or no religious persuasion. Authenticity in this regard is a balance between taking a stand and making room for an understanding of the other without compromising any form of a compromise entered into. In other words, entering into a pro-relational stance as the person who you have found yourself to be without a prioritizing such privileging. (1539)


In the same manner a theologian can formulate their vision of a theological difference, formulate how that difference might make a difference in the life of their congregation, etc., and enter into process where this difference is lived albeit in an existential manner. I.e., in and through ongoing transcendental suspension with ongoing suspensions of the same. (1540)


In general terms a theist is either a theist through upbringing and/or conviction. They might or might not belong to a particular tradition, and, they might or might not belong to a specific denomination. Furthermore, adherence to such an orientation could be engaged in either a passive mode of acceptance and/or an active mode of identificational reconstitution through a reconstruction of their stance in such matters. (1541)


As already intimated, in this day and age, in the advent of this Contemporary era we find others, and ourselves, taking a polyvalent approach to such issue when attempting to actively reconstitution our own religious or cultural profile; adopting a poly-political pluralism in a multi-dimensional cross-cultural project or program of non-eclectic, progressively integrated, cultural/trans-cultural patterns of appropriation. Obviously, this platform is enacted in a more open environment of appropriation. So, e.g., an individual who believes they have some aboriginal descent, however remote, might wish to identify as a person of aboriginal descent (even though that could be more problematic for those who have a more obvious indigenous sense of connectedness. It is even possible, in this Contemporary era, for some individuals to make that form of an overt identification, to some degree or other, without any proven ancestral connection. Or, in a less overt form, to make a sense of local connection through entertaining element of aboriginal lore, artistic practice, etc. (1542)


‘Evidence’, as already noted, is completely bound up with its associated discourse as entertained in its associated mode of life. In this regard how could the dissemination of so-called ‘theological truth’ be contemplated outside those terms of reference. Let me propose one avenue in whose direction this might be able to be entertained albeit with much qualification. Ordered truth determination is ‘the relative contextual confirmation of that ordered state of affairs in question’. However, we have a form of truth determination that rises above some form of mere ordered configuration and confirmation, namely, an existential form of truth determination; in the form and format of an existential truth as lived. Let me explain. (1542)


In the scientific life-world, there is the establishment of scientific truth. Apparently, the scientific truth of the phenomenon of global warming for some people does not have the status of a lived truth. For others it is no longer a mere scientific truth but an existential truth that needs to be lived, seriously taken into account, and thence their openness to the establishment of forms of re-direction in a negative form that insist and assist in the creation of a lower carbon footprint and in a positive form that set out to adapt to such a potential impact through adopting forms of resilience such as better house insulation, establishing appropriate vegetation, creating cooler cities landscapes, etc. The order responsible for scientific truth determination is essential the first order (dealing with syntax, some simple semantic definitions, equations, data, etc.). Could the theist adopt this model and move truth determination from a mere discursive mode of life to a more general arena of an existential truth as determined and lived in our passage through this world as lived? Under what conditions would this form of a transformational-accommodation be allowed? (1543)


We could note, to begin with, that no mode of life is lived in isolation from other modes of life, indeed, this overall world as lived. That a shift in emphasis form a mode of life to life as lived, in general, on careful reflection, should reveal what aspects are held in common; i.e., what general phenomenal-phenomenological features pertain to any, if not all, modes of life. Furthermore, from either intuition or an existential-philosophical understanding (either formally arrived at through theory or informally approached through metaphor and the existential wisdom of wise sayings, etc.) the individual or a group of individuals could come to a certain understanding as to the propriety, appropriateness and validity of that in question. I.e., through forms of apposite insight arrive at an appreciation that, essentially, is valid in both ordered and trans-ordered terms of reference. However, it would be for the theologian or thoughtful theist to establish the appositeness of such treatment and re-consideration. At the end of the day needing to demonstrate that the ramification of the ensuing sense or semblance of a re-positioning is able to be critiqued without notable or essential deconstruction. That such truths can be lived and appositely acted upon in an ongoing existential manner of engagement (being derived in and through an existentially entertained pattern of engagement in the first place). (1544)

What are the ramifications of this widening of truth determination beyond a mere ordered frame of reference (or a mere set of such frames), i.e., in whatever orders are found applicable to such ordered truth determination can and should we entertain some integrated trans-ordered form and format in this regard? By ‘format’ is implied the adoption and adaptation of a corresponding genre of behaviour (albeit in a more complex form that a genre that merely determines the form of a specific order or a mere, non-integrated set of specific orders). The classic instance of trans-ordered or inter-ordered accommodation and cooperation is in the classic example of the brief of an architect hired to build a bridge that both ‘does not fall down’ and ‘is achieved within the range of a reasonable budget’. But this inter-ordered cooperation between the de-ontological third order and the pragmatical fourth order is already established in building codes, etc., designed for just that type of purpose. Could the theologian adopt and adapt this type of precedent in order to argue for theological forms of truth that can be demonstrated in trans-ordered terms of reference? And, even if they were able to do this, would the results of such manoeuvres be fruitful whilst neither subscribing to either an absolutist or relativist or a priori-ist camp of short sightedness? Without subscribing or de-subscribing to such a possibility let me examine what might be implied in this theory of truth determination that co-opts a more trans-ordered form and format? (1545)


Usually, in our passage through this World-of-Life, as fleshed out in this world as lived, we behave as a person whose identity assumes a certain degree of self-integration and personal integrity. Even the most evil or sinister person operates as a person with certain hierarchy of intentional objectives that are both thematizable and could be enacted; forms of ensuing behavior re-directed through patterns of resolution (in so far as fields and associated points of focus are brought into apposite and adequate degrees of alignment along with the envisagement of all relevant patterns of realizable behaviour). In such a hierarchical, tri-partite scheme, processes of resolution both establish intentional objectivity but also forms of integrated intentional subjectivity in the form of an active intentional agent, etc. A process of self-identification further assisted through trans-intentional terms of appreciation, etc. Thus in terms of the qualified integration and integrity of human personality we could argue that all modes of life are resident within our one world as lived and thus the possibility of trans-ordered terms of reference is a natural state of affairs in that regard. The integrity of human personality being an indication that such a state of affairs must exist along with the implication that genres of behaviour are simple or complex and integrated within the operations of the psyche qua person. Just as the architect of the bridge utilizes complex meta-genres for accommodating and resolving complex forms of ordered determination in the same fashion the person is hierarchy of genres, meta-genres, meta-meta-genres, etc.; patterns of behaviour that assist the person to skilfully and comfortably both navigate and negotiate the complexities of this world as lived, indeed, establishes this integrated domain as a place where we can both live and live with others. (1546)


For some the overall life-world, entailed in this world as lived, is a life-world with a theological overlay or complexion. For such people, for such theists, as religionists, their vision of the world is a religious one and that ‘truth’ for-them is an existentially lived truth… lived out in varying degrees of existentialness and truthfulness. A religious person need not be one who is truly ‘religious’ in an existential sense… of being open to the existential nature of our relationships, taking a pro-relational stance, enacting acts of self-sacrifice when and where called for,  along with a refusal to merely judge things in an a priori manner, etc. Or, one could be ‘too religious, in being over-committed to the same, and, in seeing the Divine everywhere, be too paralyzed to act as the situation would otherwise call for it, etc. ‘Truthfulness’ calling for forms of alignment that transcend the mere formulation of values and out blind conformity to the same. The existential reach of truth taking wider terms of reference… (1547)


A theological life world, in effect, is the lived enactment of a minor theological discourse that in that culture may or may not be a major discourse. In a community of like-minded religionists, possessing the same faith, that minor discourse is relatively the major one in that cultural setting. The lived enactment of a discourse is enabled through (the construction of) a genre or set of genres. A genre of behaviour not only passively interprets but also actively constructs through processes of iterative reconstruction and chaotic processes of re-construction. Constructing and being a construction for re(-)construction. In essence, ‘constructioning’. Such a process is open-ended, interoperable. In any genre determined discursive field more information is always able to be extracted but the price of such extraction, itself, may be open-ended (like moving matter ‘towards’ the speed of light). On the other hand, the dividend of such a manoeuvre will outweigh the price of extraction, however, as an excess in value formation may not as greatly exceed this input cost of investment. Hence the comparative ‘value of value formation’ in terms of its relative ratio of output to input (be that determined in an intuitive sense, in terms of time or effort, training, money, aesthetic pleasure, interactive richness, etc., etc.).
 (1548)


It would be true to say that a theist has constructed a theologically oriented world for themselves to live within. How, can we ask, is it possible for a theist to live in such a world if it were the case that there is no theological presence or that a type of theological presence would be arrived at but in some other form to the one adopted and adapted by that theist in question? Just how could a process of alignment be arrived at if at all should this central and crucial element of the Divine be completely absence from this world as lived? A bit like asking a wealthy tycoon, when they lie in their bed between silk sheets, do they feel guilty for amassing such a fortune arrived at through their hard work or otherwise. I am sure the general response would be “not at all”. If they were to feel truly guilty then they would be doing something else and that money would no longer be an encumbrance upon them. Every true theist is also a true skeptic. How else can a thorough overall transcendental suspension be put on play if one were not able to suspend one’s own beliefs, suspend the suspension of our disbelief (given that even the suspension itself is also a suspending of both our belief and disbelief…? (1549)


Let us argue that overall alignment is not merely enacted in a six ordered format and/or form (i.e., in mere conformity with an actual-factual dimension). In a sense, lived-truth(fulness) is a trans-ordered state of affairs (state of mind) and entails a certain discriminating-indiscriminate openness to the entire world of lived-experience (arrived at through the overall transcendental suspension). Moreover, it is quite conceivable that in a certain system it could find itself transformed in a certain direction, towards and into a second or third system, etc., with the loss of certain features given an incommensurability in that regard between those two systems. So, e.g., we do not normally find the Divine in a scientific life-world and nor do we find a theologian doing science in a theological life-world. And, yet, if both professionals, the scientist and the theologian, are going to discuss this same vision of a world, albeit from their respective point/s of view, then such scoped incommensurability is to be expected. In many ways, without careful qualifications, we do not normally expect a scientist to speak about God whilst still inhabiting an unqualified scientific life-world. Nor do we expect a theologian to be doing pure science. On the other hand, a religious scientist who is a theist and a scientifically minded theologian is not as unusual as it might seem. We, as humans, are continually attempting to integrate our various visions and versions of this world as lived as lived by us, by-us… realizing, hopefully, that this task is absolutely impossible and only relatively possible through some degree of effort. In the same light we can examine the concept of phenomenological evidence. I.e., that evidence always occurs in a certain pre-hermeneutically defined frame of reference as an interpretative context sited within its associated mode of life. That this world for us is constructed and so is the evidence that relatively confirms or disconfirms those modes of life we choose to inhabit and co-inhabit in the sense of creating greater connections between these genres/modes of life/discursive fields of intentional enaction, etc. (1550)


Given this re-siting of this problematic of phenomenological evidence just how is evidence and alignment to be found in a theological frame of reference? A close reading of the texts of any discourse will reveal the anxieties generated in that type of discourse and to what extent they can be leant on in order to more effectively deconstruct and reveal, therein and thereafter, more clearly such anxieties, such concerns, doubts, inauthenticities, etc. (1551)


We could argue that it is in such infelicites, such seemingly non-aligned states of affairs, that we find a more reality based vision and version of this world as lived albeit still sited in that frame of reference invoked for it in the first place (unless that frame of reference itself is headed in a new direction, etc.). (1552)


It might be said, that contradictions have to be lived with and that non-contradictions are equally overlooked. E.g., telling children the myth of Father Xmas as if it were a fact is an interesting case in point (especially when carried over to be conducted as an analogical counter-argument for the open-minded theist although the limits of all analogies/analogical arguments should always be accepted even if not exactly recognized as to where such a distinction should be made). Obviously, this myth has value otherwise as a meme it would not find itself re-iterated through time and across cultures. In this regard we could make a distinction between its core existential essentiality and its non-existential non-essentiality (where this meme is an out and out cultural lie set out to deceive the very gullible minds of children). On one hand it separates gift-giving from the expectations of a specific gift-giver. Getting children to sit on the knees of an elderly gentleman (hopefully) dressed up as Father Xmas is one way for parents to divine what their children might like for Xmas. And, as well, I am sure, it serves a whole host of other purposes central to the enaction of this specific festivity. Now parents know they are deceiving their children some of whom will know the true state of affairs (that there is no real Santa Klaus) but the more knowing will also be drawn in and made complicit with this deception and take a further delight in its being retold and this charade being re-enacted. The constructor and disseminator of such a myth knows they are telling a sequence of untruths. The child who has guessed or knows realizes the contradictions involved; such as a different Santa in a different department store; his inability to deliver the volume of gifts to all the children in the world; the fact that few if any gifts come from Santa ‘directly’ and if they should then why is it that they are similar to gifts given to them by their parents, close relatives and friends and how, usually, you do not get the same gift twice, etc., why should Santa deliver gifts given by the children’s parents; be able to come down chimneys or enter locked houses; and, one hundred and one other anomalies? Such anomalies are lived with and more often than not not recognized. At the same time certain understood non-contradictions are also just overlooked. Father Xmas, a.k.a. Santa Klaus, is a very busy, elderly, white male with an over exuberant white beard and a red coat who talks to children and delivers gifts. Or, why invoke a third party when gifts, birthday presents, e.g., are given by the parents of children, etc? The uncommonplace and commonplace both being more usually overlooked (unless seriously being called into question for some reason or other). (1553)


The analogy has been drawn (with the myth of Father Xmas) and we should ask how a theist might answer the implicit criticism of their theological mode of life: what evidence is there for the (sixth order) actual-factual existence of some apparent semblance of the Divine? Just how might the theist counter this type of argument; be it made implicitly or explicitly? (1554)


 A religious person might counter by silence. Like a joke, you either get it or you don’t get it. If you don’t perceive the humour of the joke then either you do not understand the context well enough, perhaps the genre of humour involved, or, you are too concrete in intellectual orientation and just don’t have the ability to understand properly most forms of humour. And this applies to anything else. Perhaps you are colour blind and you come to appreciate that you do not see certain colours or colour like most other people. I am short-sighted and could not see the numbers on the buses until they were almost upon me or the avocados in the trees above... So, I got my eyes tested and then, with glasses, found I could see the numbers on the buses and the avocados in the branches… and the birds singing in the foliage. Can we draw an analogy here to the phenomenon of religious conversion, say, for a person with no real faith who then becomes a person with a growing sense of faith? Perhaps, but all analogies should be treated with caution given that all such comparisons are not absolutely isomorphic (except with themselves… given the same context, perspective and genres for interpretation, etc.). A point already stressed. An act of silence is most likely going to be misinterpreted and would need to be properly set up (as in a Biblical context, e.g., that when a question is met with silence the questioner and their audience then automatically assume that the answer is in the positive form of an assented assertion despite being expressed through this implicit format). Then, going further, a reply could either negatively attack the credibility of the question (and, sometimes, improperly, the integrity of the questioner), and/or, in a more positive mode, give reasons as to why the conclusions of the criticism need not apply, should be circumvented, transcended, or should now be properly re-addressed, etc. Some engaged responses will be a mix of the above. E.g., that evidence is bound by context, and only found therein, i.e., only in and through that type of context; that evidence can only be engaged when we are in a position to both encounter and recognize, i.e., engage and appreciate, the true status of this central topic (in this type of discourse); that a verification of insight will follow only after certain possible pre-conditions are met; that the Divine will reveal itself or themselves only to those who are chosen for such an encounter, etc., etc. So, in this sketch of possible types of reply, the theist might insist on our ‘entering’ this theological mode of life in order to definitively divine the status of this topic.  Or, the theist might further insist that we would need to practice certain stages and/or states of being that would set us up to being even more receptive in this regard… by adhering to such patterns of religious enaction (such as, e.g., prayer, mindfulness, meditation, contemplation, devotion, etc.). Or, an assortment of religious techniques might be adopted and adapted in pursuit of this (near impossible) end. Or, a set of criteria might need to be spelt out in order to ensure enough people can recognize the characteristics of this theologically oriented state of religious being as thought to be found expressed in this world as lived by them. (1555)


We can also, moreover, point out where this analogy is not isomorphic (and that the question, therefore, is inappropriate to ask even though the apparent lack of evidence for a theological topic or topics is one in which the religionist or theist would need to overcome. Father Xmas is deceptively disseminated to small children, whereas, in contrast, a theology has it doors open and opened in and through the depths of debate… between adults. Then, even though the dissemination of ‘Father Xmas’ is conducted in the richness of the Xmas tradition/s, still, a religious mode of life is infinitely richer. That the productivity of the religious mode, specifically the theological mode, is illustrative of its greater generative powers in that regard, etc. Or, they might somewhat partially concede that the theological cannot be demonstrated through arguments and proofs, but, can only be engaged as a living existential truth that needs to be sympathetically engaged in order to existentially appreciate the same. Especially given the fact, on being informed or reminded, that existential truth is only engaged in a trans-ordered mode of receptivity that cannot, per se, be reductively treated to mere expressions confirmed in a sixth order alone! What are we to make of such subtlety? Normally, a non-religious person concedes the argument that the religious person is entitled to their vision and version of reality as long as they keep their desire to disseminate their ‘lived-truths’ among those who are happy to receive such ‘reports’ and so-called ‘reporting’…. (1556)


Although other arguments can be run, as more illustrative rather than as demonstrations of a correctly verified form of truth determination, what both the religionist and the non-religionist cannot argue is for an absolute form of incommensurability between either spheres in value formation. The person without humour knows or should know, upon some modicum of reflection, that they have no sense of humour. The colour blind person can have their deficit shown if not to themselves (through the lack of such an admission) at least to others who can see such a deficit with well chosen and apposite forms of testing. The short-sighted person upon wearing glasses for the first time can see just what they previously missed and would miss again without their new glasses. Can a parallel be drawn here in this regard, to this extent, that a theological vision… that a theological context can be disseminated in an abstract format or form… and that for naturally religionist and theist it all just makes sense once all he pre-conditions for a theological mode of life are not only ‘in place’ but appositely taken up..? Of course, such a reply gives no comfort for the non-religionist and, perhaps, only some comfort to a questioning religionist and theist…? (1557)


Continuing this theme of an implicit demonstration through illustrative analogies, how might the philosopher or theologian disseminate such possible implicit arguments that might pass the scrutiny of the meta-philosopher or meta-theologian? I would like to tentatively suggest some candidates, some possible avenues, as long as the reader is aware that such ‘possibilities’ can never find any form of an absolute verification… just like the interpretation of any text or set of texts can never be granted an absolutely definitive form of verification although it can be granted that verification in a non-absolute format can be extended qualified and provisional forms of a verified instantiation when he so-called ‘evidence’ to-hand can be positively read in such an assertive and confirmed light. (1558)


A number of illustrative arguments have been outlined in the defense of a ‘natural theology’. That ‘the world of experience and the experience of world’ appears to have some form of transcendental unity in its constitution that cannot be merely imparted through conscious intentionality alone, etc. Or, the apparent re-occurring fractal nature or symmetry of deep space is also indicative of some degree of some form of trans-cosmic relational resolution that implies the universe is integrated (but not absolutely integrated). Or, that the inclusion of mind in this organization of the world is also ‘indicative’ of an organization, through emergence, that cannot be reduced to the mere summation of its parts, etc. Or, from the mere suggestion of some degree of possibility that the Divine might exist then that existence cannot be absolutely reduced to mere possibility along, which cannot be engaged, i.e., can be neither encountered nor recognized! Therefore, through the absolute absence of pure potentiality in our world as lived it implies the mere possibility of the Divine cannot be countenanced and, thus, the Divine must exist with some form of actuality that cannot be written out of existence given the existence of such possibility and that its cannot be written off as a pure possibility. Of course the problem, then, is how is this possibility to be read in and through some form of an apposite evidential context in whatever manner, hermeneutically, that that is to be addressed through the adoption and adaptation of relevant genres? Let me closely scrutinize this last analogical illustration or argument by analogy. (1559)


Can we extend this comparison? Now, if absolute potentiality cannot be engaged, i.e., neither encountered nor recognized; i.e., cannot be thought, then it follows that relative potentiality implies the existence in some format and/or form
 of that envisaged given the pre-condition that the same can be entertained (in and past a first order of objective internal non-contradiction
)? The central aspects of the concept of Father Xmas, exempting his wholesale delivery of presents, is relatively non-contradictory, namely, the unsuccessful specification of ‘a unique elderly male with an abundant white beard dressed in a red coat’ is possible to mentally entertain but certainly considered unobtainable outside a mythological context. Therefore, its verified existence is only in those limited terms of reference, i.e., as mythological entity only. On the other hand, the theologian et al will consider the central topic in their theological mode of life to be a certain version of the Divine. As long as that vision is not rendered in and through a non-viable version then such an entity must have an existence in this world as lived in some format or form. Some versions of the Divine, in popular Western traditions, are portrayed as ‘an elderly gentleman with an abundant white beard’ (admittedly a bit like Father Xmas one might say, but, adding that such an image is more a depiction for children. Still, even in that concrete form implies that that genre is viable… and that a deconstruction/re-construction of such a childish theology has at least much room to move and grow within this sphere of the possible). Even the Divine depicted, literally or symbolically, as ‘an elderly male with a beard’ can be envisage, albeit making for a rather impoverished theology as it would stand if it were to merely reside in such childish imagery. No doubt, it then would be beholden of the theologian to render their theology in a more sophisticated manner that both works (addressing issues like identity formation, value formation, and, a meeting of its apparent raison d’être as to why it has an envisaged existence, etc.) and leaves itself in a viable format and form (where it functions as both a viable meta-textual genre and is able to be thematized in the form of a form through its particularization and, perhaps, unique specification and, by extension, renders such fifth order ‘speculation’ in a state of sixth order confirmation in terms of what might count as theological evidence for such considerations). But the comparison still holds: if Father Xmas is merely mythological in a certain cultural context, then, are we to assume, therefore, that all ‘portrayals’ of the Divine are not much better in that regard? I.e., that the unique reference(s) of either set of descriptions can only be mythologically obtainable? Of course, such a suggestion would be vigorously contested by a committed theologian et al. How might they contest such criticism, i.e., demonstrate that a theological difference can make a difference (in meta-theological terms of reference)? (1560)


Any serious theologian would not dispute the fact that any depiction of the Divine merely in a human or human like form is to render their theology as mythological or as a form of idolatry or misplaced hero worship or similar. They can point to the richness of the theological mode of life as ‘evidence’ that there is a difference between themselves and say the relatively poverty stricken discursive ‘richness’ of the Father Xmas meme in comparison to the theological meme (be that in general, particular and/or specific terms of reference). How might such relative ‘richness’ be ‘evidence’ for this ‘meta-difference’? Because in our passage through this World-of-Life, as thematized for us in this world as lived, the existential richness of lived-truth counts much for the reality of our being than the intellectual realization of a fact or set of facts to be an actual fact or an actual set of facts (with a sixth order status). Indeed, even a non-actual fact as recognized in the adult understanding of Father Xmas as Santa Klaus does not discredit the relative richness of that non-factual (fifth order) fact. That, at the end of the day, in the context of looking for significance in our existences, existential-truths weigh more heavily upon the soul than any set of facts. So, the question would then need to be asked, given this relative richness of the theological meme, in what way does this theological mode of life contribute to value formation and identity formation in an existential manner (given that a theology may well, more than likely, diverge from a factual dimension, from a sixth order world of facts, to a trans-ordered dimension of existential truths)? Or, if that position were adopted, should theology then be merely dismissed by its critics as a ‘fruitful fiction’? (1561)


What is entailed in value formation and in what way is such formed value connected with identity formation? (1562)


Only in terms of a contextually determined, multi-perspectival existential validity can both value and identity be intimately and firmly linked. Given that an existential reading of a certain situation is ever open to supplementary forms of value amplification it follows that all reading should be open (and not merely closed in a set of nominated and denominated or described genres of behaviour and interpretation
). Intrinsic meaning has no existence for-us through no form of engagement, and, likewise, a pure contextual reading, again, has no existence for-us through no form of engagement. Only in the relationship between contextual field and points of focus realized, therein, can any situation whatsoever be read. Moreover, all situations can be read given that to be there for us already implies we have a genre of appropriation able to do that task of intentional apprehending to that same extent. Identity formation determining both what it is that we are focusing on and who (and what) we are for being able to focus upon the same. Furthermore, an existentially oriented act of intentional reflection existentially grounds in the immediacy of that with which we are dealing and to what extent it will or will not reflect our current set of intentional dispositions in that regard. In a theological setting we determine and are determined by the constructions we set lose in this creative world of life. So, a bus driver, e.g., is a ‘bus driver’, and, who may or may not do their job well, i.e., in an existential manner). Or, a theologian, e.g., is a theologian who may do their job well or not well, etc. Let me briefly re-explore this genesis between value and identity in the light of this claim that a theological meme can existentially contribute to both value formation and identity formation. (1563)


In intentional theory the intentional object, state, object-state, or objective also implies a parallel intentional subject co-associated with that type of objective (and a certain degree of integration within an overall sense of intentional subjectivity). So, e.g., a visual object seen implies a visual intender, etc. Already value and (self-and-other) identity/identities are being co-thematized. By treating ‘value’ in either an ordered or trans-ordered frame of reference we ensue the discernment of value and its formation accordingly in a co-process of identification and self-identification. Furthermore, by noting non-trans-cognitive concerns we find we have a wider context for such appreciation in terms of non-ordered pre-conditions, conditions and post-conditions (such as, e.g., relevant sensory information coming to hand, present implications and possible consequences). Thence the intimate connections between value and identity, trans-cognitive and non-trans-cognitive considerations (such as motor-sensory input, emotions, mood, perception, conception, genres, etc.). Indeed, this ongoing formation of identification is a set of parallels and counter-parallels with a mixing and matching, and contrasting, between forms of transformational isomorphisms and non-transformational isomorphisms. So, e.g., meta-textual genres can be adopted and adapted in their textual performance of certain parallel behaviours and their interpretations, in the realization or non-realization of interpretive processes of value and identity formation (whilst their interaction, between meta-text and text can give us a sense of the existential non-textual as a conduit for both the active and passive realization of certain ordered and trans-ordered states of affairs… in a parallel experience of both value and identity. (1564)


The production/reproduction/re-production of value, therefore, cannot escape having a parallel in the formation of identity, and v.v. The formation of religious value, therefore, is inextricably linked with the formation of religious value and the twain cannot be truly separated. Consequently, a full appreciation of religious value formation should not be conducted apart from an appreciation of the role it plays in identity formation, and v.v. In this regard we come to a deeper understanding of both theism and the theist by noting this linkage between religious value formation and religious identity formation, and, that this insight would apply to each and every mode of discourse in all minor and major life-worlds. Although the central topic in a theology is the presence (and/or absence) of some vision, and version, of the Divine nevertheless it would be true to say, quietly, perhaps very quietly, merely as a hypothetical, that the actual-factual existence of this subject/object, focus of faith, need not obtain a sixth order just as the discourse on Father Xmas, essentially, is without its reference (in other than a mythological mode). Still, absolute non-existence is also impossible to conjecture given its potential possibility and the impossibility of that possibility to not exist with some degree of actuality given that we can engage neither absolute potentiality nor absolute actuality. The theologian being left with the natural task of supplying how this no-man’s land
 between these two extreme forms of non-engagement can be engaged in a significant manner with a significant import and impact in the formation of value and identity… in the formation of both self-identity and other-identity and the various modes of interaction and integration available to us in this task of making sense of both this world and ourselves… along with our sense of place in this phenomenal-phenomenological world…. (1565)


In the light of the above let us now ask how a theist might obtain a possible form of value that is distinctively difference from either a non-theistic religionist or a non-religionist? (1566)


All engagement is a process, a dialogical-like encounter, or ‘dialogue’, where, through trial and error, we seek greater degrees of alignment in (within and between) the major features that constitute the constitution of that discourse. Can we find alignment with the central topic or topics in any minor or major discourse when our approach to such topicality, perhaps, is endlessly deferred? Or, is it possible to see that such circling is a way of centering ourselves in an understanding of this semblance of topicality… in and through our virtual encircling of the same. We do not need to climb a mountain to appreciate it? We could encircle the same? Still, climbing it is a more direct way of engaging the mountainous nature of that mountain. Moreover, there is no reason why we should not adopt both approaches, namely, encircling (through deferral) and finding an approach that allows us to more directly engage with the same given that all relationships are processes of engagement albeit in some form or other. Thence the dialectic of the dialogue – this exciting frisson between direct engagement and indirect engagement (through deferal). (1567)


By accepting this dialectic of the direct and indirect the theologian now has to hand an approach that transcends the mere objection of an endless deferral as to how a person can approach the central topic or topics in a discourse, be that in a theological discourse or any other form of discourse. Indeed, this dialectical approach operates as much between ourselves and the world, and, as between ourselves, and, even, in our relationship or relationships to our own overall sense of self…. (1568)


Now, no intentional venture/adventure will get of the ground and travel without some form of a ludic loop, i.e., some form of positive or apparently positive feedback; i.e., some form of an existential excess that to some degree appears to amplify the enjoyment and relative importance of that experience or set of experiences. Reframed in this manner the theologian might like to ask what enjoyment does the theist get from being a theist? Perhaps an unusual inquiry but one, nevertheless, that should get to the heart of theistic identity and value formation? (1569)


Or, put another way, perhaps the theologian should ask what is it that the theist is not so enamoured of? Here religion, in general, comes into its own. Religions have a habit of defining a number of sticks and carrots. E.g., defining ‘sinful’ in such a manner so as to embrace all people and induce as sense of person and inter-personal disquiet that can only be remedied when the ‘carrots’ are understood. Or, defining ‘ignorance’ as our unfortunate condition but which can be remedied through some form of insight and ensuing enlightenment is a similar strategy in this regard. Basically, we are presented with the induction of a cognitive rift with negative emotive import in the context of a set of patterns of remediation with positive self-assessment and re-self-assessment. I.e., the suggested strategies implicitly or implicitly implying that such a negative state of affairs is (pre-)self-assessed as unfortunate, to say the least, and, proffers, in association with the same forms, of re-self-assessment proclaimed in a more positive light should their evocation be taken up and exercised as a form of vocation. A vocation that could be adopted and adapted in a part-time manner or in a full-time manner, be that as a professional, semi-professional or layperson. So, the ‘sinner’, e.g., seeks to ‘overcome’ their ‘feeling’ and ‘self-image’ as a ‘sinner’, but, usually, the remedy is not effective over the long term and the imprint of induction remains or is re-impressed… in a system of iteration that often reinforces the apparent need for it’s necessity without effectively subverting such negative induction in its ensuing partial, positive, re-evaluation/re-self-evaluation.  Should such a system be looked at askance? Or, should we be looking at such a model more deeply in order to better evaluate how existentially oriented forms of value and identity formation may well overlay this simplistic reading? In what sense does religious practice engage these imputed ludic loops wherein value is realized through such iterative recycling? (1570)


The central topic of a theological discourse, and its mode of life, is its treatment of the topic of the Divine. To critically review a topic, any topic, necessitates the use of the overall transcendental suspension. To critically review the theological topic in a specific theological mode the theist associated with that mode, or any person with a reasonable understanding of its overall constitution should be able to entertain, if only hypothetically the counterfactual ‘that the Divine might not exist?’ Normally, when counterfactuals are entertained and their equality in suspension is itself suspended, we find a counterfactual asymmetry either in propositional terms of reference and/or presuppositional terms of reference indicative of a sixth ordered existence in some format or form. E.g., Does Father Xmas exist as depicted, and, does Father Xmas exist as depicted? But we know that Father Xmas only exists in a mythological form(at) and not otherwise. So, the imputed existence of Father Xmas and imputed non-existence of Father Xmas are equal in pure sixth ordered considerations, however, ‘Father Xmas’ does have a sixth ordered mythological existence in say European culture. In this regard the non-existence of Father Xmas has a less rich phenomenal-phenomenological existence by virtue of his existence in a mythological sense. Or, ‘do shoes exist or do shoes not exist?’ We find ‘shoes’ have a greater richness of existence that non-shoes, whatever they might be. Or, to be difficult, we could be standing outside the large doorway of a very famous museum and ask ourselves is the doorway to the left of myself at this moment in time or is to the right of myself?’ We know we are standing in the middle of the doorway and we could go either to the left or to the right, or, just straight forward, in order to enter this museum from that point where we standing in front of this doorway. Here we have no counterfactual asymmetry which could imply that it is tautologically true or both counterfactuals are false or just non-applicable. However, on a deeper presuppositional level to ask ‘whether this museum exists or does not exist?’ is to finally arrive at this state of counterfactual asymmetry as it is just the case that facts as facts are not counter-factually equivalent in ontical status. In the counterfactual proposition as to ‘whether x is either p or not-p?’ if it is the case that one of those facts is a fact in the world then its correct reading should leave it as asymmetrically dominant over its associated counterfactual anti-fact. Now, perhaps with some trepidation, let us ask the theist to imagine the counterfactual state of affairs that (their version or vision of) the Divine does not exist. Then run this non-existence or absence against the propositional position that states the opposite. Once entertained in parallel then let us suspend this suspension to see if some asymmetric residue may be left standing after such a process of grand hypothetical cancellation? In other words, we set about to directly entertain a proposition to the effect that asks ‘is there some format and/or form of theological difference in existence after this hypothetical act of a suspended suspension? And, if so, does this theological difference make a difference (in meta-theological terms of reference?)? If the imputation of the existence of the Divine is to have some degree of merit then such a strategy should, theoretically and hypothetically, reveal this constitutional difference appertaining to that specific theology (and its specified theological mode of life)? (1571)


An imputation of existence takes a fifth ordered format (meta-textual genre) or (textual) form into a sixth ordered state of (ontical) affairs where we deal with relatively actual-factuals rather than relatively potential-factuals. The ability to entertain this transformation in ordered status normally hinges on evidence, albeit as defined by the nature of the topic in question. The evidential determination of the mythological status of Santa Klaus, a.k.a. Father Xmas, obviously involves a mythologically oriented inquiry. In this regard the theologian would need to muster what might count for them as evidence in order to insist on the putative existence of the central topic in their specific theological discourse (that motivates and enacts the pattern of interactions and responses that thematize and detail their passage through that mode of life). Obviously, for them to do otherwise, deny the imputation of Divine existence, would be for them to disqualify themselves as ‘theologians’ (and, by doing so, either become secularists, religionist in some other format or meta-theologians [given that the imputation of the existence of the Divine is not necessary for the critical review of the textual materials that appear to devolve from a specific or particular type of theological frame of reference, or, in general terms of reference when we consider the discursive nature of discourses in general]). (1572)


This concept of the double suspension of discursive materials and the ensuing determinative appreciation of factual-counterfactual asymmetry has important ramifications for all types of discourses. Indeed, we could argue that the overall value of a discourse, in a relevant frame of reference,  is arrived at when we examine this factual-counterfactual asymmetry through the lens of the discourse in question; either through an ordered analysis or trans-ordered analysis (where we examine more the apparent semblance of the existential-truth as lived that is both announced and entertained in that discourse). Our meta-theological examination of the particular nature of a theological discourse, and its associated theological mode of life, acting as an archetypal template in more general examination of discourses in general. In this regard we can note the general formula of ‘the discursive, discursive difference and meta-discursive difference. Applied to a particular type of theological discourse we would then note the three factors of theological topic, theological difference and the difference that that difference makes, namely, as a meta-theological difference (hence, for convenience, a simplified version of this formula as ‘theological, theological difference and meta-theological difference’).  In the so-called ‘real world’ counterfactuals are not normally equivalent, or, i.e., relevant facts demand counterfactual asymmetry. Of course it would be wrong to compare discourses that are quite different, say, ‘science with theology’ or ‘literary appreciation with say baking a cake’ (although the more creative of us can use metaphors utilized in other disciplines [treating discursive treatment as complying with the associated discipline exercised through co-associated meta-textual genres, etc., as utilized in that type of discourse]). That, unwittingly or wittingly, we can view these three orientations as tri-polar aspects of the overall transcendental suspension or overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension as already discussed on numerous occasions elsewhere. In this context, we can say that the work of the theologian is or should be between these three aspects denoted by topic, difference and meta-difference (or the construction of a similar set of three polar aspects that can be seen mirroring text, meta-text and non-text, etc. That, in general terms, motivation is advanced and consolidated when ludic circles or ludic loops are set up and whose pleasurable delivery of an existential excess in value and identity formation reinforces the direction and continuation of such. Let me reiterate this type of insight archetypal to all forms of discourse. (1573) 


Given this tripartite structuring of the theological discourse, in its theological mode of life, as suggested above, how do we cross-relate this to our understanding of the overall transcendental suspension and its parallel to the overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension as examined elsewhere?
 In other words how does discursive topicality (and discursive deferral) relate to texts, phenomenological considerations, an analytical like focus in a gestalt field, etc; how does the sense of a discursive difference relate to the meta-textual dimension, hermeneutics, etc; and, how does the sense of a meta-discursive difference relate to the non-textual dimension emergence of existentially oriented value and identity formation? (1574)


Texts are read through an economy of ongoing, continual deferral, from within and between texts, between words, sentences, and paragraphs, etc. Within in a word we find the sequence of letters crucial. The word ‘dog’ is not usually mistaken for the same word spelt in a reversal of that order. Then, moreover, without continual deferral to the text, meta-text and non-text there could be no existential economy; no suspension of the same, the non-formation of judgment, an inability to engage a productive hermeneutic circle in value and identity formation. Consequently, intentional consciousness could not arise, etc! In a similar fashion the nature of the discursive topic is engaged. (1575)


As for a discursive difference, along the lines of a theological difference, we could note that genres establish that sense of difference, within and between genres, etc., by virtue of their distinctive meta-textual rulings. So, the difference, e.g., between a theological discourse and a non-theological discourse is that the former already operates on the grounds of the distinction that the overall world is envisaged with a theological complexion or overlay, etc. Hence this semblance of a differential. A non-theological discourse, say a secularist vision of the world, operating equally in a world that envisages no form of a theological contribution whatsoever. Distinctive differences in approach established through genre and re-established through the re-adoption and re-adaptation of genre conventions. (1576)


How, then, is a meta-discursive difference to be arrived at? By asking in what manner this differentiation of genre establishes a comparatively enriched existential pattern/s of identity value and identity formation. By asking ‘just what existential impact has this discursive discourse made in the course of its uptake?’.  (1577)


Thus our cross-relations between this structural understanding of the theological discourse in particular (or specifically if applied to a specific theological discourse) and discourses in general has now been established with respect to the textual dimensions of the textual etc., the tripartite treatment of the overall transcendental suspension and overall hermeneutic circle, etc.
 Working in reverse we could discover and see how these discursive aspects or dimensions are constituted in and through intentional consciousness, enaction, consequential appreciation, existential value and identity formation, etc. (1578)


Better armed with such understanding, through noting such parallels, etc., let us now address this paradox or apparent contradiction that despite continual deferral we can also be directly engaged with the reference of our topic whose closer examination, hypothetically, should be able to declare in what manner and to what degree, if at all, we can engage the putative object or set of objects entailed in that discourse in question. Let me outline what appears to be entailed in this sense of repositioning? (1579)


Let it be known that Santa Klaus does actually exist, albeit, only as an iterative meme in a mythological frame of reference (and sometimes metaphorically). In what sense could the Divine exist? Just how might this type of question be asked (if at all?)? Indeed, with what qualifications should this type of question be asked and in what type of discursive interaction? (1580)


Given that no question can be asked without its rhetorical context, and, no question could be asked outside a discursive context, to what extent then can the answering response arise above and beyond the discursive nature of its rhetorical-metaphorical basis of enquestioning? We can point out here that different contexts and different discursive contexts can overlap and that to find such isomorphic transformational invariance in passing from one such frame of reference to another is usually considered encouraging to say the least. Despite the world being represented in intentional consciousness as a simulation, albeit as an iterated simulation of a simulation (and not as a simulation of the so-called ‘pre-simulational’) we still have the brute fact of non-suspensional/post-suspensional non-dialectical non-equivalence. And the utilization of relatively close frames of reference in order to discern such relative transformational invariance is an indication that we can transcend our apparent discernment in a specific frame of reference or in a specific discourse or particular discourse type. How otherwise could the scientific life-world operate? How else could we determine, e.g., that the ‘morning star’ is the ‘evening star’ and both are the planet ‘Venus’ if we were unable to go past the contexts of the dawn and the evening, etc? (1581)


With this transcendence of context in mind we should also note that the pro-relational stance recognizes that a relationship is not so much between two or more parties as being in existence for us through our discerning a certain type of relational context and ‘seeing’, therein, in a state of interaction, in some form or other in keeping with that relational context, our discernment of the parties in question as defined and thematized in and through our representation/s of that context, etc. Just as a more sophisticated understanding of communication does not view coded-emission and de-coded receptions as the sine qua non of communication but rather the co-arising of a communicative state of alignment. In a similar fashion, a relationship is already in existence through such relational alignment, relational reciprocity, etc., and not because we bring parties to that relationship since the very relationship itself has arisen though those parties being in a state of interaction and resolution in a mutually interactive relational space that is holistically the same through the entire ambit of that relationship (and hence our static and/or dynamic appreciation/s of such relational essence in and through our phenomenal-phenomenological modes of appreciation in accordance with those modes of appreciation currently under such focus). With this understanding in mind we are now in a better position to approach this conundrum between textual deferment and relational directness given that we are dealing with the simulation of textual deferment and the simulation of relational directness… (1582)


Deferment in the textual economy is continually resolved through some degree of ongoing resolution. Resolution establishes the relationship and the establishment of the relationship in question establishes what parties can be correctly extracted and appositely imputed. That such relative discernment being able to take place only within the overall qualification that such relative isolation can only be relative and non-absolute. Thence the natural condition in a relationship is that such direct connectivity is already in place albeit in terms of that simulated relational orientation. E.g., two friends are friends by virtue of their friendship, but, at the same time, in a relationship that is able to evolve as those two friends find a co-evolution of that friendship between them. The sine qua non of the existence of a relationship being in its ongoing resolution of relational dissonance. However, if participants are simulations in the simulation of a relationship how can we account for existential aspects like an ability to enter into self-directed and other-directed processes of enaction, appreciation, responsibility, existentialization of responsiveness, etc. I.e., does such simulation and simulated unfolding of a relationship impinge on free will; an ability to direct our own relationships and not merely be directed by the same? (1583)


We are simulations but not mere simulations! Just as the suspension of the suspension reveals non-dialectical non-equivalence or, i.e., non-dialectical asymmetry, a definitive world of facts that can be accessed, encountered and recognized to some degree, i.e., engaged, so, too, will we encounter certain asymmetries in power relations in our negotiations between other subjects, communities and institutions, and, in our navigations of various object-states in the inter-objective dimension. Moreover, a practising theist would want to argue that we should add forms of theologically oriented interaction to this list of navigation and negotiation. Whether theologically oriented interaction is possible or not, and, able to be correctly apprehended as such, let us nominate theologically oriented interaction as a form of intuitive inter-mediation given the obvious difference in power relations between such Divine agency/agencies and non-Divine forms of conscious agency. ‘Inter-mediation’ being enabled through the utilization of mediation be that in and through agency, discursive frames of reference, symbolic means, etc. But, putting such issues to the side let us now address this conundrum between deferral and directness of relational interactivity. (1584).


As noted, simulations are not mere simulations.
 All the same, their putative reification should not be conducted in absolute nominal terms of reference. The pro-relational ‘ground’ being the same ‘ground’ for the thematization of all relationships and relational parties viewed therein. Relational integrity of identity and value formation finding a form of verification through comparative relational richness in terms of modal density, intensity, etc; trans-contextual transformational invariance; insurance and assurance; salience, consilence, etc. This conundrum being, essentially, an artifact of our thinking where we isolate the principles of identity and contradiction without understanding that our thinking is nominal and cannot operate in absolutistic terms of reference. That, equally, we do not fall into a world of mere relativity and relative equivalence (given non-dialectical inequivalence). The same way we resolve the puzzle of circulation and spontaneity of value formation needs also to be applied to identity formation to the same extent that ongoing resolution establishes both the relationship and the ability to discern parties and processes of circulation that establish in such relational contexts, actors and acters, situations and events in the first place. In the simulation of relational ‘space and time’, ‘identity and value’, etc., from the transcendental-relational point of view there is already direct connectivity established in such a ‘relational place’ but our understanding of this ‘place’ must also be processed through processes of intentional circulation in a deferral of texts, in a state of ongoing deferral between the textual, meta-textual and non-textual as well as the pre-textual (of the sensory-motor, impressional-mood, pre-development and thematization of ordered forms of value and identity, etc.), the overall textual process (in cognitive and trans-cognitive terms of reference) and the post-textual (in terms of textual deposition, consequential re-configuration of the world, etc.), etc. There is no dichotomy between spontaneous, direct relational connectivity and the endless deferral of thematized value and identity formation if we do not think the same, feel such sharpness attached to our dialectically generated concepts, etc! Direct connectivity is there and our minds discern its contours through the encircled circulation of endlessly cross-referenced deferment without which such constructive representations could not be thematized in the sequential linearity of intentional consciousness (that also operates non-linearly)! (1585)

However, if such representations are non-discrete ‘simulations’ what does this say on the nature of our interactive involvement with others and whether we can actually exercise any real, non-illusory degree of free will as we appear to make our passage through this overall World-of-Life and its myriad life-worlds both minor and major in orientation? (1586)


It may appear obvious to those who might know my recent work that on three separate occasions I have made a concerted effort to deal with the dichotomy between the spontaneity of value (and identity) formation and the circulation of that value (and identity formation).
 Here we have a similar sort of logic again, but, this time, between the direct connectedness of interaction and the continual deferral of representations of the same. ‘Direct connectedness’ parallels ‘spontaneity’ whilst ‘circulation’ parallels ‘continual deferral’. Drawing on such previous work, and relating it to this current conundrum, just how should we treat this apparent dichotomy (that must obviously only exist for the philosopher or the thinking lay-philosopher)? An immediate connection is in the relational priority of the pro-relational stance (at least in the recognition that that a relational point of view needs to be in place in order to discern identity and value, etc; along with its various correlatives like spontaneity and circulation, etc; discourses, genre, texts, etc.). Let me articulate what appears to be implied here. (1587)


With correlatives we get two or more polarities that co-define each other with neither finding an absolute, independent form of identity, i.e., in this instance ‘direct connectedness’ is not ‘absolute direct connectedness’ and ‘continual deferral’ is not ‘absolute continual deferral’. In our (previous) considerations of ‘spontaneity’ versus ‘circulation’ we could illustrate this non-absolute independence along the following lines. Circulation is in temporal time, but, when the deposition of value is re-engaged and re-utilized we then initiate a secondary ‘period’ of spontaneity in transformational e/valuation. So, e.g., someone earned or was given a five dollar note but inadvertently lost it. It was picked up and in that moment that person who found this bill, or, i.e., their estate, now possesses five dollars more (and again when that five dollars is banked or spent, and so on). Or, given spontaneity ‘occurs’ we can only perceive its occurrence to take place in a ‘moment’ of time. Given this non-absoluteness in identity differentiation it implies that ‘direct connectedness’ likewise cannot be thought completely apart from ‘continual deferral’, and v.v. How might we illustrate this? We might say continual deferral appears to circumscribe a relational sense of ‘location’, whereas, in contrast, direct connectedness appears to establish the semblance of a space over which this specific and uniquely distinctive connectedness appears to fall within this same relational sense of space (regardless of spatial and temporal restrictions/constrictions that would appear to rule out, on simple a priori grounds, such an extensive sense of ‘embrace’ [realized through its associated relational resolution of cognitively experienced dissonance in non-trans-cognitive reference {i.e., transcendental terms of reference}]). In other words a relatively short-sighted or overlooked ‘non-relational’ sense of space and time is quite different from a relationally or pro-relationally oriented sense of time and place (which given its pro-relational sense of significance we might like to refer to it, respectively, as its pro-relational semblance of timing and spacing).
 The ramification of such pro-relational treatment of the relatively material world of the relatively non-relational is a major revolution in meaning-generation. Just as communication should not be thought of as the mere ‘emission of a coded series of signals and the reception and de-encoding of the same’, but, rather, as a ‘moment of communicative alignment’, so, too, we should treat a pro-relational stance as if it were an inversed/conversed/reversed way of seeing things in comparison to that as might more usually be first approached in more natural or conventional terms of referential imputation.
 Thence the dialectical nature of correlatives… which must embrace all identity and value formation given that all things are thought in and through the polar constraints of associated gestalt fields of simulated representative interaction (as expressed through discourses and their meta-textual genres, textual depositions, non-textual expressions of value and identity formation, etc.)... (1588)


How spontaneous is spontaneity? ‘Timing’ (as a concept) suggests that a point in time is reached when a self-organized (aspect of a) state undergoes through resolution a re-self-organized change in state, that that occurs within the ambit of that relational context. Now one could imagine a huge vat of a certain dye is being heated up (or cooled down) incrementally (very slowly and in finely graduated steps) until a tipping point is reached that in one further incrementally small change a change of overall state then becomes evident in the sudden change in the colour of that vat filled with this dyed substance. From whence does this self-organized change proceed? From one locus, a set of non-connected loci, a connected set of loci, or, the entire system itself? Our answer is probably quite dialectical. Ideally, if our incremental drops could be suddenly instantiated then the latter option might well apply. However, with varying temperature gradients in that vat the process could be all of the above? Or, take an intention though. A state arises through resolution, a state persists through ongoing resolution in the same manner. But, for a thought to reach consciousness it needs to persist for a demonstrable period of time, so, retention is necessary for that to occur. The inability to separate the observer would also play its part in such observations. So, in effect, we could define the moment as a short period in temporal time when all pre-conditions for chaotic change come together in order for that transformational transition to completely manifest itself. In effect, we have something like quantum entanglement. When two or three parties or so are involved then the momentary nature of the instantiation of that transformation would most likely be more contracted in scope and, therein and thereby, defining the momentary nature of that system in question. We could argue, moreover, that self-organization is also hierarchically organized with one state overlapping another and, therein, declaring, in effect, that the entire world, if not the ‘entire’ universe is in a state of overall self-organization to some degree and to some extent.  However, in such a scheme the topic of free will can also be seriously questioned. Although this is not a problem from my perspective, it is something that will need to be addressed soon at a later point in this ongoing essay-paper. (1589)


The concepts of ‘timing and spacing’, one would suspect, are intimately inter-linked. We would expect the ambit of the spacing to be relationally characterized. Simple consideration of issues necessitating simple or complex reconsideration/s of the same. Complex considerations necessitating complex or simple reconsideration/s. Simple or complex we should note that just as epistemological processes are epistemologically organized so, too, we would find the same applies to non-epistemological considerations. Hence this observation re simplicity and complexity; since through resolution complexity can be rendered relatively simple, etc., and small incremental changes can have quite complex ramifications. However, we should also realized that the ambit of a relationship, defined in extent by this ability to be momentarily re-self-organized, is also embodied with its relative embodiment and its associated overlapping levels of organization (which might be referred to as its ontological organization; each level being self-organized in varying degrees of definitude or exactitude). The point being made here is that all relationships are linked and hierarchically self-organized and re-self-organized to some extent, and, that both these characteristics overlay its phenomenal-phenomenological presentation, etc. (1590)


Looking at the archetypal logic (or phenomenal-phenomenological description) of this pro-relational stance just what can we say about the expression of relationships within this relational matrix (of ontological and epistemological organization)? (1591)


We are mesmerized by the material world of appearances and overlook the relational world of identity and value formation. Neither world can be reduced to the other and both are dependent upon the other. Just how is this world of the relational to be approached (in and through a pro-relational stance)? As noted, this world is the relative ‘ground’ for all relationships be they embraced in and through our embodiment, our embeddedness and/or our embankment. A world that is both ontologically structured/enstructured through re-self-organization (of that which is already self-organized). In this we need to invoke a chaotic dimension almost overlooked in the world of physics. Furthermore, this world has an epistemologically overlay, aspect or dimension by virtue of our phenomenal-phenomenological involvement in this relational world and its polarization, reification and imputation in a world of the phenomenal (along with the dimensions of the objective, inter-objective, etc., and, correlations, alignments, transformations, etc.). That this world of the relational is appreciated in and through a phenomenological lens; hence our appreciation of the essential as a distinctive form of relational appreciation and an experience in orientation that is not material, but transcendental, trans-cognitive, in effect, relational in orientation. That this same understanding also applies to hermeneutical and existential understanding. Our hermeneutic understanding is of context, con-text (contextual to a text/set of texts and must be present in order for us to go about our inter-subjective reading of the same), meta-textual, genre oriented, etc. Similarly, an existential appreciation allows us to the see the non-textual, directness, spontaneity, synchronicity, simultaneity, responsiveness and responsibility, progressive alignment to be realized in our lived-engagement with that with which we are currently encountering in our recognition/recognizing in our encountering, etc; as realized through, hopefully, our existentially oriented embracement where we invest, divest, preserve, conserve… the existential richness to be found in that relationship/set of relationships presently to-hand along with its amplification through augmentation and enhancement…. (1592)

This relational orientation turns a material world inside out, upside down, back to front so to speak. We no longer can nor should read the world merely through a lens of discrete actors (as agents) and acters (as points of obstruction) to be encountered in our passage through this overall World-of-Life. As a world without a mutual need for responsiveness and responsibility. No longer as a world with our experience of value and identity mistakenly written merely in material-like terms of reference. No longer a world without aspiration; as a place that can overcome the alienation of isolation… that merely reflects a relatively non-mutual, non-existential treatment of ‘our’ relationships in this world as lived… through a (pro-relational) privileging of ‘our’ relationships (albeit in and through and from the perspective of an ongoing overall transcendental suspension)….  (1593)

With this revolution in understanding, this reversion to the true state of things as they are with themselves, we are now in a better position to assist the meta-theologian in their appreciation of the theological constructs presented for their critical scrutiny. Let me explain (and in the process address a number of philosophical objections that might arise in the course of this new way of seeing things already seen but not appositely appreciated through oversight, etc.). (1594)


Although the meta-theologian or meta-philosopher addresses issues like internal non-contradiction and consistency, and, external coherence, etc., this professional or lay-person will now address(/readdress/re-address) more relational matters like aesthetic ethos; propriety; appropriateness, pragmatics; aspects of significance; along with evidence and veracity. In effect, concentrating on the orders beyond the first (whilst including the same), albeit from an existential point of view; i.e., from a pro-relational perspective (and moving on past a mere phenomenal-phenomenological style of examination to more include the hermeneutical and the existential). Let me illustrate this type of reversal of interest, reversion to the basis as existentially lived, this re-appraisal of our world as lived. (1595)


Theologians (and philosophers) as well as religionists can be quite conservative and often more inclined to preserve traditional modes of engagement without a serious re-thinking of their phenomenal-phenomenological, hermeneutical, and existential constitution. Often over-looked, etc., is an adequate comprehension of the full ramifications of the topic/s in question along with a misappreciation of the consequences ensuing from such constitutional positioning/s along with their transformational re-positioning/s; be they initiated by ourselves or otherwise. How religious leaders continue to deal, or rather misdeal, with women, gay people, communities of other faiths and a secular world is almost invariably illustrates the point I would wish to make here, namely, that there should be an alignment in our religious constructions/re-constructions in keeping with current communal points of view, and v.v., should those views be regarded as existentially more valid. Now, it is true ‘a pregnant woman is pregnant’ and cannot be half-pregnant, but, more often than not, evidence and truth determination straddle a no man’s land between truth and non-truth, between existentially oriented and non-existentially oriented visions/versions of reality, between verifiable and non-verifiable forms of truth determination, etc. E.g., it may once have been acceptable to relatively disvalue the contributions a woman could bring to a religious discourse and practice, however, given that modern society is for gender equality (of opportunity, etc.) then any religious discourse that is committed to a counter-version, traditional or otherwise, is today causing unnecessary trouble for itself in the overall dissemination of its own discourse/s. While more traditional views might appeal to some segments of society, congregations, on balance, are being emptied by the steadfastness of traditionalists. Into this void members disenchanted with a more traditionalist view are either going to attempt to live the difference between contradictory attitudes imposed upon them from various traditional and non-traditional forces in their communities or enter or create new denominations to fill this dissonant territory between the traditional and the secular, or, side completely with a secularism. Given that a large proportion of contemporary society is not religiously oriented such traditionalistic congregations will find this type of person one of the first to move on. Interestingly, e.g., we find little statistical difference between modern countries or populations with religious professionals condemning various contraceptive practices and countries or populations where religious professionals are not concerned with such selectively over-focused upon symbolic issues of this nature. Given this general ignoring of such ‘religious’ advice one must wonder what else is being overlooked and to what extent such individual rewriting or over-writing of this type of fallow instruction has consequences beyond its mere non-acceptance and rejection. On the other hand a person who feels it to be their de-ontological duty to counter current practices should also be heard, and, in this light we must ask how do we decide what is more right or wrong on a whole host of issues both currently before us and as yet not properly approached given the fact that major discourses, regardless of whether that are existentially right or wrong, being the default position so to speak, are usually uncritically overlooked despite the ‘injury’ that may or may not be inflicted in their ongoing non-critical dissemination. Slavery was acceptable for most of the history of the Christian church but that does not make it right under any circumstances. The mindless oppression of gay persons and gay communities continued up into the present, and no doubt beyond, is another case in point. In the light of such glaring anomalies in the lives of us all how just do we test our own visions of what is right and wrong in order to existentially transform our attitudes accordingly? In our dealings and non-dealings with diversity a traditionally pre-determined position to just merely fall back on is no longer acceptable. How does the existentially aware person deal with such relative issues and non-issues (i.e., those ‘issues’ that are not yet being treated as problematic) in an existential manner? Just what questions should we ask of ourselves in order to re-determine where we should stand in this regard? Here, I believe we should translate all such potential considerations in and through a probelmatization of our current or traditional positioning/s in that regard and by doing so through an impersonal-personalization within the auspices of an overall transcendental suspension. I.e., we should ask how should one, at first, regard a certain type of behavioural response in a certain type of situation, be that relatively traditional or non-traditional in orientation. Then asking how one would prefer to be treated in such circumstances if it were to apply to us, individually and communally? Then, after such personalization, treating it to the impersonalization of the overall transcendental suspension by asking just how should we suspend that situation in the light of this overall transcendental suspension and, therein and thereafter, through the suspension of that suspension, evaluate various courses of responsiveness in terms of their existential responsibility and consequentially realized differential richness in identity and value formation (appreciated from a pro-relational perspective). Such ‘responsibility’ being assessed in terms of the richness realized or not realized through investment, divestment, preservation and conservation of the overall richness of relational value (as discussed elsewhere) (in the context of our overall embracement, etc., as noted elsewhere). Then, finally, reflecting on the ramifications of such reflections and re-directing the course of our existences accordingly as well as disseminating a point of view in keeping with such (provisional) reconsiderations. (1596)

Let me simplify this recipe under the following seven headings: treating our current positioning as a form of pre-judgment or prejudice; personalization; impersonalized suspension, suspending the suspension through de-suspension; re-evaluation through reflection; and ensuing re-direction through re-positioning along with a re-dissemination of that transformed discourse. Hopefully, by following this type of formula we will detect and adjust our current attitudes to forms of individual, communal, national and international forms of oversight, neglect and/or oppression be that state of affairs engineered wittingly or unwittingly. (1597)


How might the theologian or a member of a congregation or a non-denominational religionist or a secularist utilize this approach to realizing a general equality of responsive and responsible existential treatment in our interactions with others? By practicing this type of complex transcendental reflection and intuitively identify, therein and thereafter, what current attitudes and practices might need to be transformed, indeed, should be transformed in the light of such existential insightfulness. (1598)


Some such issues are on our radar already. Others are gliding past us as we stare obliviously into the void of non-recognition. Perhaps taken up by the next generation or the one after? Thankfully, some issues are more or less already dealt with although change is more correctly an ongoing process with a need for vigilance lest we lose, perhaps quickly, what, most likely, has been probably hard won over a long period of time. It is safe to say that a viable culture already possesses such a store of existential patterns of response and responsibility in the form of a core of insightfulness that might be deemed to have been positivized or positively self-asserted. That less essential cultural practices that should be deemed relatively non-existential in orientation in contrast could be deemed to be negativized or negatively other-asserted (since their relative hegemony in a major or minor discourse essentially detracts from our relatively more fundamental pro-relational ground that we attempt to align with through a pro-relational stance. It follows, therefore, that any theologically ‘inspired’ attempt to reinforce the existential hegemony of relatively positive discourses can be deemed to be constructive in both senses of that expression, i.e., positivized or positively self-asserted (through their own existential excess in value and identity formation, etc.)… in their being both constructed and, hopefully, constructive. On the other hand to disseminate a relatively negative theological discourse, in this sense, is to produce and reproduce a negativized theological discourse (in definitional contrast to a more traditional understanding of a negative theology and its contrast, in turn, to a positive theology). Such a negativized discourse being existentially self-negated through this semblance of a relatively non-existential negative other-assertion. By ‘other’ is meant the imposed inauthenticity of cultural hegemony be that of a major or minor orientation. (1599)


Interestingly, element of a minor discourse can be appropriated in a more general major discourse with respect to a similar topic. E.g., it is true that a traditional view of marriage not so long ago, and for many aeons, asserted that marriage could only be between a man and a woman (even though all traditions do find forms of subversion in a variety of forms [e.g., at times of festivities when the ‘normal’ or traditional status quo is subverted and turned on its head]), still, despite a sizable number of people in the gay world agreeing with this proposition and, initially, only a few people from the non-gay world questioning and expressing doubts over its exclusivity, legality, fairness, contravention of human rights, etc., only recently has gay marriage equality become part of the major discourse. Traditional conservative forces now have a minor thesis to defend against the increasing inertia of a pro-equality stance. Mind you this growing desire and/or recognition for equality is also part of a wider phenomenon that attempts to deal with the prospect of an eventual equality on a number of other fronts from female equality to racial equality to religious (and non-religious) equality to equality for the disabled, from equality for the elderly and on the behalf of the very young, etc. (1600)


How should the constructs of a theologian or philosopher, meta-theologian, or meta-philosopher et al be scrutinized? In exactly the same manner that texts emitted by oneself or by others should also be treated, e.g., through the use of the seven provisional heading as just previously noted (in paragraph 1597). (1601)


At some point, the serious theologian has to confront the topic of Divine engagement; i.e., Divine encounter and Divine recognition… asking what could be said and what might be best left unsaid… or, merely pointed to indirectly.?!  (1602)


A relationship is a form of dialogue given that it’s more full awareness is realized through the reciprocity of an ongoing dialogue in some form or other(?). Two friends know their friendship through their ongoing interaction with each other. Others know of that relationship through an observance of its apparent unfolding. Of course, these two ‘friends’ could go through the mere pretence of a friendship, for some reason or other, still, they relate to each other in and through the reciprocity of this pretence… even if others might not be aware of this dissimulation. Like a sham marriage. Still, either way, the reciprocity of a relationship is maintained; whether it be engaged authentically or inauthentically. So, the question arises, how might a Divine relationship be engaged, encountered, and recognized… if at all???
 (1603)


Obviously, this possibility implies some form of a dialogue, an ongoing dialogue where the element of a dialogue is realized through some form of a dialogical differential? Let me explore this possibility. (1604)


In this light we might find it profitable to re-introduce the conundrum of directness and deferral in a relationship by noting that we need both linearity and circularity, directness and distance in order to both simulate and appreciate the nature of an intentional through process and its processes of trans-cognitive judgement… in its simulation of the relational nature of that relationship in question…. (1605)

How might we square deferral and direct contact in a relationship other than through invoking this concept of a dialogical differential between difference and non-difference, and, an ongoing resolution between the same, etc? And what is there that is in relationship for us as brought to and into our intentional awareness? Simulations! Encirclements of presentations, representations and re-presentations in an existential economy that also simulates a state of direct-engagement… through the simulation of direct-engagement and the direct engagement of its simulation! (1606)

Even as an awareness of ourselves as a ‘simulation’, in and through a series of simulations, as a set of cross-related interactions expressed through representations… has insight emerge through such intentional presentation of represented re-presentations… i.e., the acts of reciprocity that arise between our intentions, within our intentions, between the intentional and the pre-intentional and trans-intentional, between simulations of self and others, between a retrospective semblance of the past and a prospective semblance of the future, etc, etc. The ensuing existential economy simultaneously pursuing both the spontaneous and the deferred, the linear and the circular, the simulations of self and other/s. So, let us now ask how the introduction of a concept of the Divine might alter or not alter these processes of reciprocity already in place? In what other sense could Divine reciprocity be engaged? (1607)


To more fully explore this semblance of a possibility we could first ask a number of questions whose resolution might be of assistance in this regard? How is reciprocity engaged in a pro-relational stance? How is chaotic bifurcation engaged – at a focal point, in a relationship between two or more points of potential focus or in a state or sectional aspect of a state but from a holistic perspective? Given the association of the polarity of focus with the analytical or reductive orientation and the phenomenal-phenomenological orientation, etc., then we could envisage (the metaphorical considerations of) emissions, currents and systematic-like states (based, respectively, on units, bi-polarity and multiplicity) in close association with the same? That in the spontaneous advent of processes of chaotic re-direction a transformation towards emissions, e.g., etc., could and would occur from the subtle privileging of that respective polarity through a channeling of a representative form of transformation? That associated with the same would be its accompanying semblance of the phenomenal-phenomenological, etc? Then, given the natural condition of dialectical inequivalence we might assume the opposite within the chaotic boundaries of the pro-relational state of affairs? I.e., that in the chaotic confines of the pro-relational stance a dialectical equivalence is to be considered the ‘normal state of affairs’ (just as non-dialectical inequivalence is treated as the default state in the ‘natural’ world)? Thence this chaotic characteristic of a pro-relational treatment of that state of affairs within the ambit or remit of that relationship in question? How might these connected/unconnected questions be resolved and cast a light on this problem of how the Divine might be seen to operate in non-pro-relational orientations? To this end envisage the following thought experiments: how is a chaotic complexion instigated in a glass of water; in an intentional state of affairs (through modelling); and, in a complex of cross-relationships and its parallel to the integrated semblance of a world??? (1608)


The non-chaotic world ‘floats’ as if on oil slick that ‘colours’ what is seen to be swirling beneath. But, such metaphors should not be taken too far. (1609)


How do we see this realm of the chaotic in a glass of water, say in a beaker used in a laboratory setting? By incrementally either lowering the temperature, to freezing point, or, increasing the temperature, to boiling point, until such a moment of bifurcation is arrived at that indicates a process of re-direction has taken place. This incremental transition hints at a world that is dimensionally discrete and temporally momentary (rather than absolutely continuous). (1610)


Into this can of worm we might well be staring at a solution to this type of puzzle as to how we can square the circle between ‘circulatory deferral’ and ‘spontaneous directness of interaction’. By realizing that we inhabit both the non-pro-relational natural world as lived, arrived at through de-suspension, and, the transcendental world of the pro-relational, arrived at through the suspension (i.e., the overall transcendental suspension enacted in part or in full). In this regard we can model the chaotic-non-chaotic dialectic, and dialogue, within the intentional world itself  (albeit in theoretical or hypothetical terms of reference). E.g., although it is obvious we change our minds from time to time in a chaotic-like sense of re-direction, still, on closer (mentally imaginative) examination it would appear that the natural state of the intentional complex itself is more permanently chaotic, i.e., that each and every intentional moment is arrived at through internal re-direction, and, occasionally, re-direction is initiated beyond the relative relational confines of that thought process per se. E.g., we are leaving home, shut and lock the door to suddenly realize that we left that apple we were going to eat on the kitchen table. The enaction of leaving home is relatively smooth outwardly until we suddenly realize we left that apple behind. However, our reading of the situation is now that a process of internal chaotic re-direction permits that intentional state to be either redirected in a pattern of habit through retention or to suddenly realize, as well, that we forgot to take that apple with us as we were leaving. A (series of parallel) rule(s) of thumb springs to mind here
: “as for the (relatively) intentional so to for the (relatively) non-intentional, and v.v.” Although invoking continuity between the non-pro-relational and the pro-relational dimensions we are also invoking a relatively radical discontinuity at the same time. Indeed, that the resolution of this differential is implicated in the ongoing formation of that relationship/s in question, etc. (1611)


By treating the internal realm of the intentional process (and its associated trans-conceptual appreciation through a process of transcendental judgment) as relatively pro-relational and chaotic implies that chaotic bifurcation more correctly belongs to a state or situational event in its holistic totality. True, within an emission we could envisage a chaotic change of state (as in the imputed changing of neutrino flavour in the passage of a neutrino), still, a chaotic change in state more correctly applies to the holistic totality of an event or situation. Be that the event or situation of a unit emission, an entangled event or situation, a simple event or situation or a complex event or situation.
 (1612)


In other words, the ‘natural’ world may appear to be ruled by non-dialectical inequivalence, overall, in (in a more comprehensive sense of) reality, there is a subtle balance in play between both non-dialectical inequivalence and dialectical equivalence. Indeed, the world is a vastly more chaotic complex-phenomenon (set/s of phenomena) than we would initially grant to it! To the speculative theologian this could be read as a gift… to the extent, e.g., that a trans-personal theology could be read as exerting itself at and on and through this interface between the relatively non-pro-relational and the relatively pro-relational intersection (as a form of an interface across the entire phenomenal world). As well an absolute demarcation between the non-intentional natural world and the natural world cannot be invoked as would stand to reason… being more of the same and not radically different except in degrees of epistemological organization, and, that such a continuum (albeit both continual and relatively discontinuous) could be extrapolated beyond the relative confines of the mere intentionally organized individual (through both social structures and the very constitution of the world itself). But, be that as it may or may not be the case, let the theologian argue on questions of possible specificity, and, in turn, let the meta-theologian critically examine such proposals in terms of both their conceptual and existential viability. (1613)


What, then, is the nature of this relationship between non-dialectical inequivalence and dialectical equivalence? Indeed, between the Life-World and its cashed out transcendental-possibility-actualities in a semblance of asymmetry (through the breaking of symmetries) versus the maintenance of the semblance of symmetries (in a relatively pro-relational stance)? Or, is it possible to envisage a breaking of symmetries in a form where overall symmetry is still maintained (or, v.v?)? E.g., in the emission of a unit or a set/series of units through the breaking of a (bi-modal) current and/or the disruption of a (multi-modal) state? (1614)


So, the world is such that through symmetry breaking we get, e.g., right handedness or left handedness or an unequal form of ambidextrousness, etc. Or, even if a state of near ambidextrousness were to arise, we might well envisage that different tasks would be engaged more with different hands? But, then, how would a sense of balance be arrived at if only in theoretical terms of reference… or, say, with the less common occurrence of left handedness. Equality in potential terms of reference but not in actual terms of reference? A balance of possibilities but not in actualities. Thence this relative demarcation between an equivalence in possibility and an inequivalence in ‘choices’ arrived at through a breaking of symmetry..?
 In this regard, to maintain some semblance of overall ‘balance’ we might invoke a rule that in symmetry breaking the symmetry is transformationally maintained through the invocation of a counter-parallel force, event or situation that allows such symmetry breaking to occur without an absolute disruption of overall symmetry? So, the world is matter oriented (rather than anti-matter oriented) because in this breaking of symmetry something else is postulated as counter-balancing the same? (1615)


Now, although the natural world (in its Husserlian sense) is not flat, in contrast, the pro-relational world is absolutely flat! Let me explain. (1616)

Pro-relational perspective is ‘flat’ contra natural experience. But hierarchically mapped (and realized through de-suspension). The imputation of a theological complexion cannot be found or discerned in this flat terrain. Neither, for that matter, can a non-theological complexion be found or discerned. All theologically oriented input must be taken on trust, or, for the religious person, in faith, in good faith. Here, in the pro-relational stance, there can be no discernment of a theological difference, etc! But ‘all forms of differentiation’ could be determined post de-suspension? Perhaps through invoking some form of reversed engineering, i.e., by first assuming that relative, Divine perfection exists… then those elements that are relative ‘pro-perfection’, as discerned through existential insight, must represent the same either directly or indirectly? However, this strategy is provisional or perhaps, at best, only tentative… and subject to evaluation in existential terms of reference. I.e., does our retrospective existentially oriented appreciation appear to reveal this semblance of the relatively more perfect… or, the numinous… in practice? (1617)

Let me introduce an approach from an insightful appreciation of our relating to the experience of political power previously examine elsewhere. In this adoption let me re-adapt it for determining some degree of existential objectivity in our ordered evaluations of the apparent existential richness to hand in our experiences of power appreciated in a non-political sense; i.e., as in an apparent experience of the relatively Divine; albeit as perceived through that type of imputation.  Given our obvious limitations in engagement in this regard vis-à-vis the imputation of a power differential in that same respect.
 To this end let me re-use the political concepts of a real center and an objective center.
 In a religious context the ‘objective center’ is the perceived experiential center in a pro-relational stance from the perspective of that (set of) relations(s) in question. Hence, it’s better designation as the re-experiential center, given its need to be re-iterated moment by moment and progressively realized through ongoing suspension and de-suspension. De-centering through, e.g., misplaced aspirations, forms of over-commitment, etc., as inherited in inauthentic acts and/or the exercise of inauthentically oriented processes creating a real center… with the associated need for its rectification and progressive re-alignment with this imputation of an objective center to be progressively re-identified through discerning an effective re-experiential sense of center in and through a critical engineering of apposite, adequate and ongoing overall transcendental suspension/de-suspensions. Let me reiterate what is intended in these concepts of reversed engineering, the idea of relatively real center versus an objective center, etc. (1618)

What is intended in this concept of a theologically oriented form of reversed engineering? In this process of existential e/valuation, through the utilization of the overall transcendental suspension, the theist would invoke, in provisional terms of reference, some degree of Divine implication, in both passive and active forms of re-direction. To this end they tentatively assume the relative presence or absence of the Divine, and, that the same can only be determined retrospectively through the comparatively enriched degree that an existential excess is found to have been obtained through such tentative engagement. That a critically exercised form of existential insightfulness is not beholden to such distortions in the arising of past artifacts (and their continuation as misrepresented misplaced aspirations) and current inauthentic acts (and their imputed expressions of power through redirected/misdirected enaction…) That re-expressions of Divinely centered power, on behalf of the Divine, albeit treated as imputations, would then be ‘accepted’ as authentically oriented. That, in that instance, power would be then be seen to have been exerted through the objective center as the re-experiential center in this form of pro-relational alignment. Whereas, in contrast, for us, power (through the inequality of a power differential) is more often than not exerted through a real center that reflects this decentering. Hence the ‘existential’ need, or ‘spiritual’ need,
 for this moving of the experiential real center to be rendered more coincident with a re-experiential objective center through a de-misrepresentation of such misplaced aspirations, etc., along with a re-emphasis on greater degrees of authenticity to be experienced and expressed/re-expressed through such existentially re-oriented re-experience. I.e., through a re-identification of self-agency with its expression in a pro-relational orientation as determined through processes of existentially re-oriented re-identification with this existentially re-experiential center becoming more aligned as an objective center. This semblance of re-alignment being be re-experienced in and through such existential identification as engaged through its ongoing suspension and its de-suspension. An ongoing process of resolution intensifying such re-directed inspiration/aspiration… or, so much as implied by this type of theory in this same regard? Hence our psychic center, in this regard, is neither in the transcendental dimension of the suspension or the natural world of the de-suspension but in an ongoing balance of and between both polar idealities. Such a state of affairs being realized through this balance of the pro-relational attitude with a non-pro-relational attitude, and v.v. (1619)

Re-existential identification can then be either religious interpreted, spiritually interpreted and/or just interpreted as existential, albeit in a secular context. In this regard we can treat such existentially oriented insight (through the pro-relational stance) as an (re-)existential translation regardless of the nature of its interpreted context. Can the theologian then account for a theological difference? Yes – both retrospectively and prospectively albeit in imputed, provisional terms of reference awaiting forms of apparent evidential confirmation. X was done and, in this transformation, certain existentially oriented hallmarks were observed, etc. X should be done with the existentially oriented expectation that in this transformation a certain sense of objective enactment, i.e., re-enactment, would and should arise that collectively preserves, conserves, invests and/or divests expressions of value enrichment as deemed appropriate, etc. (through such re-existential experiential identification with the objective center as discerned in and through this dialectical understanding of a pro-relational stance and its balancing with a non-pro-relational stance through a simultaneous matching of virtual expectations with non-virtual evidence in a form of a confirmation
 of the former, and v.v.
). (1620)


Could a theologian argue that the existential orientation, and its promotion, is indicative of the Divine? To the same extent that a secularist could argue that only the integrity of the world is involved and that such a component adds nothing to a concept of world given that the concept of a ‘world’ already implies an integrated context, i.e. world? On the other hand, as an interpretative device it would give flesh to a theological perspective on this world as lived that would be better appreciated in existential terms of reference as to what is to be gained by holding and using such a perspective in our passage through this world with-others? A theist would argue that a theological contribution, indeed, is made through such utilization by virtue of the power of an interpretative frame of reference to initiate an excess output over input. Again, the comparative advantage should be evaluated rather than a mere quantification of output given any frame of reference is productive of an excess in such e/valuation. On the other hand, a theological contribution must be a distinctive form of e/valuation and may well deserve to be valued in such terms given that form of distinctive cohesive power that can be observed in a religious context. Unfortunately, such ‘power’ can, in turn, be as misplaced as misplaced aspirations (as over-extended imputations), etc. However, an existential reading by either a theist or non-theist should be able to determine, hopefully, to what extent this misplaced treatment of religious concepts and practices has or has not occurred? Trusting that religious professionals and non-professionals alike can determine what obviously contributes overall value to our existences with each other and before each other in and through the adoption of an existentially oriented consequential analysis, etc. Or, if such remonstrations were to fall on deaf soil, at least inform the audience of the former how misguided they were, and are… and sow the seeds of doubt in that regard… in the hope that such a misguided path would now, or soon, not be entered upon [through attending to the ramifications, i.e., implications and consequences, enacted in such subjectively-inter-subjectively demonstrated pro-relational intuition]..?! (1621)


How might this form of insight be engineered? Through forms of dialogue. Theist with theist, theist with secularist… without exclusion, through inclusion, through an openness to value formation in all its ordered forms of expression through fruitful forms of multi-modal engagement. Such engagement necessitating apposite, appropriate and passible forms of discrimination adequately enacted and conducted to such an extent that a comparatively amplified form of value formation is realized in and through such existential identification. (1622).


Accepted that a theology imputes a vision of the Divine; how might such a vision assist the theist if it were to be the case that the Divine did not exist or exist in a form as envisaged by that theist? Through the fruitfulness of fictions. And in the same manner a theist could argue that a secularist could derive value in their vision of the world that entertained no vision of the Divine even if the same world could not be reduced to a merely secularist version. So, given this theoretical equivalence, how might a philosopher, meta-philosopher, theologian, meta-theologian, etc., objectively appreciate the fictional or non-fictional value of any form of imputation? By adopting a pragmatic approach supplemented by an ordered form of appreciation that examines how such e/valuations are arrived at and, therein and thereafter, appropriated, preferentially through a harmonization of a relatively more productive multi-modalism. Obviously, such an approach is also highly contextual to the extent that the reference frames utilized by such subjects and reviewers would both need to be co-appreciated in this respect. Let me examine this emphasis being put, here, on this pragmatic approach, along with its ordered appreciation, engineered in an authenticity of engagement, exercised in the form of a multi-modal dialogue all coupled with appropriate forms of ensuing, critically enacted, commitment, etc.  (1623)


To read the world through one lens is to misrepresent it to that same extent. What is more needed is a harmonization of relatively more fruitful forms of interpretation… That such a process is better enacted through a fruitful form of dialogue in which a variety of dialogues themselves are to be dialogically treated. What might be entailed in such a perspective, or, rather, meta-perspective? (1624)


Philosopher are known to ask rather silly questions, albeit, often, with good intentions or with some warped way of seeing the world up their sleeve? “How do I know I exist?” “How do I know there are other minds (and not automatons or robots?)?” “How do I know I am not dreaming at this moment in time?” You get the picture. It is true we take much for granted… and that asking such questions alerts us to what might be involved in entertaining such imputations… if not, more often than not, as misplaced aspirations. But, philosophers can be a bit opaque or oblique at times. Normally we do not need to ask such ‘philosophical’ questions because, somehow, we can do what we say and say what we do. “I obviously exist for how, otherwise, would I be able to ask this question?!” We could all be robots, simulations in a universal computer - but so what?!” “I am not dreaming because I am not dreaming!” In effect, our take on the world is complex and operates in and across a number of parallel dimensions. As a person, with intentional consciousness and trans-intentional judgment I think and I make judgments, I feel and possess certain desires that are either short term or long term in orientation, etc. We process the world as a set of parallel worlds and just as we can see ourselves in an integrated sense, to some degree or other, so, too, we see this world of worlds as ‘this one’ world as lived… with-others, before-others… not only as my world but also as your world. The implication being that evidential confirmation is normally arrived at through an alignment with many forms of input that, hopefully, can be collectively harmonized and are found, generally, not to radically contradict each other. Moreover, all of this is processed on hierarchically enstructured epistemological foundations that, usually, do not need to be called into question (in anything other than a relatively superficial sense; e.g., with more immediate presuppositions should such ‘deeper’ considerations be called into question). A working hypothesis, theological or otherwise, and more often than not of a non-theological complexion, is tested and integrated upon a basis of working hypotheses that are just not called into question… unless that form of radical revision/re-vision is called forth through an experience of anomalies. Anomalous states of being are not normally experienced and, when they are experienced, forms of revision are necessitated if insightfully approached and found to be fruitfully appropriated. On the other hand, let us also accept the fact that anomalies may well be ignored or mistreated through forms of mis-appropriation, etc. Usually, however, anomalies are rather superficial in nature and disposed of through some form of reconsideration. This morning I was annoyed to find the last apple, in the fruit bowl, in kitchen, had been eaten, until, that is, I remembered I was hungry last night and eat it then. So the guilty party was myself. Life can be full of such small annoyances. Or, for some unfortunate souls, existence itself can be quite problematic and they may well feel, with some justification, that conspiracies are afoot to deprive them of a normal existence. Such conspiracies might well be viewed in and though a religious frame of reference with either positive or negative ramifications. I.e., their beliefs might help them to suffer stoically, or, it might not help them to be so stoic. Like all things our working constructs can be two-edged swords with pluses and minuses that might not even known by ourselves given mis-information, mis-identification, mis-interpretation, mis-guidance from others, etc., etc! In this light of relative mistrust how should a theist view their own working theological construct/s, and, how should a non-theist view the same, or view their own non-theological working construct/s, and v.v., etc? Let me approach this topic of apparent evidential confirmation in closer detail given that even theists may not agree with themselves let alone among other theists, etc. (1625)


As noted in our problem of framing, all topics are approached through the invocation of an apposite genre of interpretative behavior or a relevant set of such genres. Only through such adoption and adaptation of such meta-textual frames of reference can we even approach this topic of interpreting object, state, simple function and/or complex process x and/or situational context y, etc.). Of course, how we define this problematicity is already an expression of how we have already defined a genre or set of genres in this regard. Moreover, all of this is hierarchically ensconced in a network of super-genres and sub-genres, meta-genres and/or an appreciation of apparent contexts all called into question, etc. On one hand there is all this complexity, and, on the other, there is an apparent simplicity expressed through the very directedness of the intentions motivating such enquestioning. The effective resolution of an intentional process producing a semblance of re-directedness given that intentional enaction must be directed in a relatively definitive ‘direction’ for how otherwise could we walk along the street, then decide to cross over that same street, find our way home, know we are finding our way home, etc., etc. All this identity formation is also enacted in a sea of value formation and through forms of apparent parallel modes of alignment; forms of confirmation are established or disestablished in the light of relative value enrichment or through relative forms of value de-enrichment… even if such comparisons should be treated as relatively provisional. However, under normal circumstances, imputational processes of assessment qua imputations are usually overlooked and the end results of our appreciations are treated as self-evidently obvious when that need not be the case. Half a straight stick in water may appear bent until we override such a first level (of) imputation. ‘Once caught - twice shy’, hopefully, and we learn to override such mistaken ‘obviousness’. The point here being this, that we can override some forms of interpretation once we have a more complex frame of reference that allows us to do just that. That, in effect, we are beholden to many strands of evidential treatment and that our working constructs revolve around how we harmonize such strands. Such harmonization arising through forms of correlation and alignment entertained between the same… all coupled to transformational forms of treatment of the same when and where this is deemed necessary… an insight argued for in my deconstruction and reconstruction of The Western Philosophical Project (more comprehensively renamed The Overall Trans-Western Philosophical Prospect).
 That our appreciation of the ‘evidential’ is not a simple affair even if we come to treat evidence in such an a priori like fashion in our dealings within this world as lived. However, through such processes of treatment and retreatment, wittingly and/or unwittingly engineered in intentional and trans-intentional consciousness, dialectically engaged through forms of dialogue both within ourselves and between ourselves, forms of confirmation arise be they well-formed or mis(in)formed in that process. In the next, and last, section of this extended essay let me address such issues in closer detail… as well as looking at the ramifications that flow on from such modelling incorporated within the collected assortment of working hypotheses utilized in this world as lied… be they non-theologically oriented or theologically oriented, be they theological oriented in this manner or in some other manner as constructed by some other type of theist, etc…. (1626)


To end this section let me briefly examine what is implied in the responsibilities of a meta-philosopher, and by extension, a meta-theologian, as a segue to the next, and last, section where the both philosophical and theological enterprises will be called into question? (1627)


If one were able to call into question the philosophical enterprise, and the theological enterprise, then how could one not also call into question both a meta-philosophical sense of perspective and/or a meta-theological sense of perspective? But, in truth, what may appear to be a problem is actually a solution. If we were not able to call something into question how could we be philosophical? Indeed, it is through such enquestioning that the modus operandi of being philosophical arises. However, the deeper question is “how can such enquestioning be critically enacted?” and not merely a procedure that follows some formula or mere habit, etc? Well, it is through the utilization of the overall transcendental suspension that being critical can be critically enacted! That the nature of questioning itself is one way into the enacting of this suspension… through initiating a dis-conjunctive suspension of the either/or.
 Without re-examining the dynamics of this suspension suffice to say that such ‘reflection’ should either provoke a critical transformation in that reflected upon and/or reflect that such a critical process has taken place. An appreciation of this additional, positivity productivity in identity and value formation indicating that an insightful process has taken place in intentional and trans-intentional (judgmental) consciousness. Such productivity being confirmed through such insight, and, such insight being (re-)confirmed through such productivity, and v.v., etc. That, in effect, that a doubling of this reflection, implies that the philosopher, or theologian, must also be a meta-philosopher, or meta-theologian, when critically examining such judgmental processes in and through such re-reflection. That, when a form of alignment is realized through within and between correlations, and, within and between meta-correlations, then, and only then do we normally give our assent to the apparent validity of such reflection. Thence the importance of correlations within their own formation and between such formations, and, alignments when correlations are found to correlate with the same or similar correlations. That, by such means, an entire philosophy can be constructed with its innumerable working constructs arrived at through such scrutiny before, during and/or after such densely reflected upon reflections. Processes of confirmation finding confirmation through both reflecting upon an existential richness in identity and value formation along with semblances of alignments harmonized within a relevant working construct or set of such constructs. A meta-philosophical perspective, or a meta-theological perspective, taking this latter orientation of the reflecting upon of that being reflected upon. Alignment being treated in an appositive light as alignment, and, non-alignment being treated in a state of non-confirmed or irrelevant alignment…. (1628)


Is such reflexivity possible? Indeed, it could be repeated ad nauseam. However, iteration and re-iteration are not mindlessly reiterated given that a cessation in relative productivity is usually read as a cue to move on in our intentional lives and engage another train of thought. (1629)


Correlations are strands of intentional objectivity and are enriched through ordered formation and multi-modal forms of harmonization. Thence the role of alignments to assist in this process of correlating such correlations. Ensuing transformation arising in either incremental forms of (non-chaotically oriented) redirection and/or non-incremental forms of (chaotically oriented) re-direction. Reflection reflecting upon such differentials in intentional constitution, and, thence, through such a dialectic, such an ongoing dialogue, finding processes of interpretative confirmation reinforced through processes of confirmed re-confirmation. Thus, into this mix, of either philosophy or meta-philosophy, we find a consolidation of the metaphorical ground upon whence we have just passed. That the same rules and guidelines apply in the critical exercise of a meta-philosophy. (1630)


However, in one important sense, there is a difference between a philosophy and a meta-philosophy, and, equally, between a theology and a meta-theology, and that is that our ontological and/or epistemological commitments, i.e., our intentional commitments, need not be isometrically equivalent. Indeed, we may well be more critical by holding different commitments or entertaining a reversal of such commitments. If one were to ask “am I hungry?” we could entertain a number of positions or degrees on a spectrum of hunger-non-hunger and find apparent evidence for a confirmation and/or disconfirmation of the same. E.g., I eat over two hours ago and am feeling neither hungry nor non-hungry. I then think of that nice cake I eat at the end of the meal and find I do not salivate to the same extent as I did when I approached that cake in my first and only engagement with the same. So, in some respects one might question the authenticity of a theologian who had no theological commitments whatsoever, but, on the other hand, a meta-theologian need not possess such a requirement; or, indeed, if they did then, hopefully, they were able to suspend such positioning in order to enact a critically orchestrated overall transcendental suspensions relating to this topic of the theological? (1631)


This examination of correlations, alignments, transformations, etc., is more indicative of both a dialectical and dialogical approach rather than a misplaced search for first foundations or an impossible reliance on misplaced aspirations wherein imputations are no longer regarded as imputations and overlooked as such through their objectification, absolutist extrapolation, and reification … if not deification. In examining this more productive direction in conducting processes of reflection, be that in philosophy, meta-philosophy, theology and/or meta-theology, etc., let us see how the traditional philosophical project (recently re-named as: The Overall Trans-Western Philosophical Project or Prospect)(given its retrospectivity and prospectivity) should be both deconstructed and reconstructed… enquiring and examining as to what ramifications this appears to have for these inter-linked disciplines of philosophy, meta-philosophy, theology and meta-theology? In the process re-examining numerous concepts such as, e.g., evidence, confirmation, apparent evidential confirmation, identity and value formation, the nature of Divine and non-divine interaction, etc., all in the light of a theological enquiry that sets out to clarify and possibly integrate both a theological difference and meta-theological difference… as might occur in general, particular and specific exemplifications of either traditional or non-traditional theological disciplines and their associated discourses..!!
 (1632)

Structural Guide to Section 9

Noting prominent ideas/sections:

(1284-1286): Introduction to concepts of dialogue and the appreciation of ‘position’ in and through same. Critically enacted through an adequate and apposite overall transcendental suspension.

(1287-1291): Truth determination, need for context. Bus anecdote (used in the paper on the ‘Theodicy’ as an argument against intrinsic, non-contextual truth determination). Here it is used to demonstrate a need for contextualism (as well as an implicit argument against the intrinsic. On the other hand, it is not an argument contra relative, no-absolutist phenomenological essentialism determined through eidetic reflections, e.g.).

(1292-1298): A theological dialogue must be between two or more parties or aspects of self. 

How can the theological intersect with the non-theological? Comparisons to shadow/dark matter?

(1299-1343): Re-examination of the six (five plus one) prerequisites as originally outlined in the essay ‘Theodicy’ – The Problem of ‘The Problem of Evil’. In effect, a form of commentary that also inter-links the same (into a systematically oriented theology; albeit constructed from a meta-theological perspective).

(1309-): Is a relationship with the Divine (for the Divine party/parties), and v.v., a bit like my personal frustration with a rock blocking a roadway? More or less, one way for the party/parties with a greater semblance of epistemological organization (i.e., with a greater degree of intentional organization/trans-intentional organization/super-intentional organization?)?

(1334): The concept of theological evidence is examined.

(1345): The concept of reversion is noted.

(1345): The concept of various ‘theologies’ is introduced. 

(1346-1350): The concept of re-embracement is introduced

(1345): Noting the/a theology of freedom.

(1349): Noting the/a theology of overall responsibility.

(1349): Noting the/a theology of mutual enrichment and relishment.

(1354): Noting the/a theology of existential engagement.

(1355-1356): Noting the/a theology of communicative-significance.

(1388, etc.): Noting the/a theology of devotionalism (with intervention and emulation).

(1360-1375): A conditional set of twelve-fold theological scheme/filter/screen. Noting the six prerequisites as pre-conditional. The conditional set being the six orders and considerations of phenomenological-richness, existential-relevance, local-focalism, overall-universalism, emergent-integrity and re-emergent-integrity. 

(1378): Two reasons for theological constructivism. Centrality of paradox, etc., in all forms of discourse (also noted in 1391, etc.). 

(1381-1388): Six post-conditional factors(/filters/scheme/screen).

(1393): Divine gap/s and cognitive rift/s.

(1395-): Interrogatives that drive theological narrative and their semblance of putative metaphorical replies/resolutions… hence a rhetorical scheme/screen.

(1400-):  A linguistic scheme/screen.

(1411, etc.): The problem of the nominative – vocative transition/transformation.

(1422-): Theological difference revisited. Introduction of the concept of a dialectical inequivalence (that although realism/focalism and idealism/globalism must work hand in hand – we can accept that there is a slight advantage given to the latter (in so far as we need to live in the relative integrity of ‘a’ world in order to appreciate localities located therein.

Texts ends…  *Latest version: www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelsrelphil.html
�	 Contexts, customs, apparently relevant material may not be so obviously relevant given the then current nature of events or series or sets of events in question, etc.


�	 Let us have no truck with this primitive, ‘irrational’ forms of philosophy 101 founded on impossible beliefs, practices, etc! ‘Rational’ at the epistemological level and form of metaphors but becoming ‘irrational’ through an impossible literalization of their metaphoricality, etc. So, e.g., we see ‘through’ our eyes ‘as if windows’ but they cannot be just windows, etc! Or, we do indeed see the surfaces of opaque things but that does not mean that they are not engaged directly through processes of re-simulation in a relationship of perceptual-interaction. Hence, in the apparent reality of everyday experience, the so-called ‘external world’ should be seen as a metaphor whose currency is just that, namely, metaphorical! Without an absolute external world/s there can be no absolute internal world/s. Yes, we do see things from our embodied point of view, but, our perspective is also that of a person culturally/inter-culturally embedded with-others and before-others! Moreover, I have argued in The Existential Economy that a philosophy of first principles is impossible (and can only be attempted, unsuccessfully I might add, retrospectively; or, with only a limited, circumscribed degree of usefulness or successfulness. That we should begin with what we already have, namely, as pre-judgments/prejudices as pertain to correlations and alignments, etc., within and between the dimensions of the objective, inter-objective, subjective and inter-subjective. A theologian might well argue for an additional fifth dimension of the theological. The ramifications of such a possibility/the possibility of such ramifications will be explored later).


�	 After a number of years (writing Transformation through Re-Self-Organization, The Existential Economy, Ultimate Guide to Meta-Philosophy, Heuristic Device, etc., and a number of other essays, etc., I have restarted writing this extended essay (albeit broken into chapters). 


�	 E.g., the observation that cosmological space appears to possess a common fractal symmetry would suggest that the universe is both actually self-organized and potentially re-self-organizing. Then, given the transcendental unity of consciousness, both subjective and inter-subjective in scope, and its non-absolute demarcation between the epistemological and the ontological and between possibility and actuality, it would follow that the cosmological whole has some degree of unity about it that cannot be reduced to its mere materially-oriented constituents, etc., etc. That in effect we have a cosmological surplus (on par with an existential surplus) that could not have any other than some form and degree of a theological complexion…?


�	 ‘Theodicy’ – The Problem of ‘The Problem of Evil’: A Working Paper in Meta-Theology: For the Love of God – Confronting Theological Visions of Evil. Paragraphs 1-6, and, A. 


�	This prerequisite is a model or template of the form 'x-of-Divine'. By 'x' we could substitute other qualities like 'compassion', 'justice', 'sight', 'insight', 'revelation', 'knowledge', etc. (and any other privileged predicate that sensibly allows both subjective and objective reading/s).


� 	Reading also ‘emplacement’ for ‘embracement’.


�	Explored in various essays in both the Transformation through Re-Self-Organization and The existential Economy.


�	‘Theodicy’ – The Problem of ‘The Problem of Evil’ [Document titled LOG], paragraph 4.


�	 I have examined elsewhere how major religions (i.e., those with universal ambitions) induce forms of a cognitive rift where we find forms of self-evaluative disvaluation and matching patterns of remediation (simulating the imputed nature of the Divine or some divine-like state of affairs [e.g., nirvana] through identifying with these modes of emulation). Hence the matching of the Christian concept of ‘sin’ with ‘salvation’, or the Buddhist notion of ‘ignorance’ (avidya) with ‘enlightenment’ (bodhi), etc.


�	Refer to paragraphs: 1345, 1349, 1354, 1355-56, 1388, etc..


�	Refer to recent work done in the fifty essays divided between three volumes titled The Existential Economy.


�	Through the apposite and adequate exercise of an ongoing, overall transcendental suspension. 


�	Consider 'format' here to the be the genre in question wherein that form can be expressed and be read as that type of expression.


�	Thence the justification, e.g., of 'just wars', etc. Or, the justification for euthanasia, e.g., etc.


�	Of course it could be put into a graphic format as a cartoon and and in that form grab peoples' imagination on social media and thence go viral (but not in the manner intended by our psychotic creator of that religious image). 


�	'Intuitive' is being used in its normal sense with 'non-intuitive' being arrived at through our senses.


�	E.g., in Volume I of these theological investigations. 


�	 A process of harmonization that often needs to be done on a regular basis if not generation by generation or even much more often basis. E.g., refer to the essay ‘Theodicy’ – The problem of ‘The Problem of Evil’ given that our phenomenological appreciation of evil (and the phenomenon/phenomena of good) have changed over time.


�	 I am making a provocative comparison here to my set of essays titled Transformation through Re-Self-Organization: The Beneficial Engineering of Social Change.


�	 In effect arguing that a theological difference can make a difference (in the course of our daily existences).


�	 By ‘properly’ is meant in a phenomenal-phenomenological, essential, textual or internal sense. By ‘appropriate’ is meant in a hermeneutical, meta-textual, external or contextual sense. By ‘validly’ or ‘significantly’ is meant in a non-textual, non-systematic existential sense dealing with the meaning of meaning or meaningfulness. These three modes reflecting the overall transcendental suspension/overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension.


�	 That person looks like John. I put my glasses on and see that it is John. Under such conditions the metaphorical ‘like’ can become a process of identification and declared as ‘is’. Or, in a central question for the theologian (in a trans-personal theology): how can the nominative (the Divine in a trans-natural theology) be treated like a vocative (and therein allow that theologian to run a more traditional theology?)? 


�	 I don’t see myself as any different in that respect.


�	 Shankara, in his commentary on the Vendanta or Brahma Sutras obviously privileges the first person, first person reports. Then spends a lot of time, expends a lot of energy trying to show this bias should be the case and also account for the non-reality of second person and third person perspectives, etc.? He also favours the singular and the universal (in contrast to Buddhist logicians and their privileging of particulars). To my mind, reality is found in and through the suspension and to privilege anything, without its simultaneous suspension, is to transcendentally distort your project or program.


�	 E.g., the Neoplatonic concept of theurgy.


�	 Or as an ‘encountered-recognition’. 


�	 As discussed and demonstrated in The Existential Economy (especially in the second and third volumes).


�	 For the theologian to dispute this neutral reading of a dialectical equivalence they must be able to argue for a position that states there is a theological difference (between such readings when and where relevant) and that that difference is theologically viable, i.e., does work (and is/should be preferred). I.e., in effect, that a theological difference does make a difference (in the existentially formation of that theological attitude and its associated pattern of performance or praxis).


�	 In a multi-verse, from the apparent perspective of our universe,  we could argue that some strains of reality-formation are less viable and hence our ability to declare unicorns, Santa Klaus, people thirty feet tall , etc., as just not obtainable and, therefore, less real or not real, etc.  That, in effect, in a competition the apparent universe is the result of such dialectical-like interaction. In the same way we might be able to argue that some forms of reality are just that much more likely to be realized and so we tend to more support their existence, or possible existence, etc.  Of course, the theologian would then have to enunciate reasons why their conceived form or forms of Divine existence were both likely and highly probable. 


�	 Our understandings of social interaction, in an almost bewildering variety of forms, implies a recognition of a various conventional rules for engagement, disengagement and/or non-engagement… along with some appreciation of certain meta-rules for disentangling conflicts between the same.


�	 A classic example being the conundrum that the Morning Star is not the Evening Star despite being the same planet Venus.


�	 Transformation through Re-Self-Organization, Part LVI, e.g.


�	 Either the theist and/or non-theist could be charitable in this regard and consider taking a page from quantum physics to make the claim that it would be possible to consider that the world both has a theological difference and a non-theological difference depending upon our point/s of view in that regard. In this respect it is wise to use the word ‘relatively’ given that absolutistic meanings cannot be engaged and that polarities are only directions and not points of arrival so to speak. So, in this light, a Divine orientation is an orientation and never a state of affairs that can be fully arrived at per se. Consequently, we need to take an ongoing dialectical perspective in that regard. Still, if such an orientation is accepted then the non-dialectical ramifications of that acceptance must follow. Either a Divine orientation exists or does not exist!


�	 In effect arguing that as pure identity can be not be absolutely engaged, i.e., absolutely encountered and absolutely recognized, it follows that it must exist in some form or other, to some extent or other… Of course, in what form such necessary existence might be found to be operating is another matter.


�	 This semblance of choice being either chaotic in complexion through incrementally arriving at bifurcations, or, relatively non-chaotic in orientation being arrived at merely through minor incremental adjustments. 


�	 Because neither pure possibility nor pure actuality can be absolutely engaged, i.e., absolutely encountered ontologically and absolutely recognized epistemologically. Implying that we must deal with forms of dialectical intermediation where through non-dialectical bias, non-equivalence, where positions and counter-positions are intermediated and overlay our interpretation/s of that apparently to hand. Given that existentialization, as an existentialization of the relatively non-existential, is just this same dialectical process of intermediation where we can claim that a dialectical relationship, albeit in some biased, non-equivalent form, must be present. So in a process of existentialization, e.g., we need to note in what manner, to what degree, certain (textual/meta-textual/non-textual) strands parallel or counter-parallel each other in our determination of the relatively existential from the relatively non-existential, etc., in order to then further existentialize the relatively non-existential in an act of conservation and in order to preserve, through preservation, the current level of existentialization already to hand.


�	 Either redefined non-chaotically and/or re-defined chaotically. Either arrived at incrementally.


�	 A closely argued astrological approach may well proffer the theologian or philosopher, etc., with some form of a viable parallel to the concept of a theological complexion associated with the Life-World (as proposed by a theologian who argues for this concept of a theological complexion, etc.). On one level what I am proposing here is a metaphor or analogy to the putative existence and reading of a theological complex. In an evidence-based approach (with some positive results) we would find a spectrum of confirmation, disconfirmation and non-confirmation. E.g., the work of Michel Gauquelin might be cited (with care).In my examination of astrological charts it is my opinion that the more distinctive the person the more likely certain features statistically, through iteration, appear to better represent the same. Be that the case or otherwise, this illustration of holism, is also meant to proffer an analogy as to how such essential features might be determined and appreciated. I would argue that appreciation needs to be in and through some format (akin to a genre), etc. Then, it is quite possible, if not always the case, that multiple readings can be acquired through looking at the same topic through a variety of relatively apposite lenses. So, in the world of astrology, we have different astrology’s, e.g., Western, Indian, Chinese, etc. It being the nature of a tuneable hologram that at different frequencies the hologram would reveal whatever was imprinted at that frequency, etc. We have the same idea when looking at a landscape – the ways to see it are infinite. We could be looking at a scenic view, a romantic spot for lovers to go to, a farmer might view it as better suited for dairy cattle rather than sheep, a geologist would see something else, etc., etc. We have exactly the same landscape, but we could be metaphorical and say reality can wear an infinite number of faces. None of these views need be antithetical to any other. The merit each one has would be dependent upon what was being engaged (i.e., the nature of its encounter and recognition). The evidential status of each ‘view’ being dependent upon the nature of that engagement and is better judged in terms of those specific frames of reference and genre/s being exercised therein, etc. 


� 	Recently, circa 2021, I have distinguished a passive ambit, an active remit, and an engaged composite.


�	 If all interactions are two-way then it should always be possible, in theory at least, to reverse a certain type of process. In this regard could we unboil an egg? Apparently, we can now, at least in the sense of unwrapping bent or misfolded proteins by using a certain product found in urine (urea) and centrifuging the mixture. According to the Guardian, Australian version, Wednesday, 28.1.15. Another example would be the spinning of a solution into which a dye is allowed to diffuse and then reversing the spin to see the chaotic motion of the dye’s dispersal completely reversed. An interesting point for a discussion leading into a number of topics such as, e.g., reversal of the big bang, time asymmetry/symmetry, how chaotic is chaos, etc?


�	 By ‘enframing’ is meant the infinite number of frames that could be constructed to engage a topic albeit with varying degrees of positive value formation; remembering that with dialectical equality and richness there is also a matching non-dialectical non-equality and a definitive variation in range of e/valuation/s.


�	 Contra Absolutism and Contra Relativism. Paragraph 38.


�	 On the grounds that the polarity of transcendental subjectivity does exist, but, no sense or semblance of subjectivity can directly and entirely engage itself per se given its polar status. In other words, no sense or semblance of subjectivity can engage that sense or semblance of self. So, we cannot have a transcendental point of view where the transcendental self directly engages itself as a transcendental ego per se. On the other hand, the imputation of the empirical subject can engage the imputation of the transcendental subject, and v.v., albeit as correlatives in a polar contrast. 


�	 I.e., observing whether the richness of our modal expectations is realized or not (within a relatively systematic account of truth determination that is dialectically open to this that appreciation cannot occur in the same terms of reference of that under such appreciation. 


� 	I am invoking ideas from constructor theory as recently outlined (and adapted by myself) by David Deutsch and Chiara Marletto as per New Scientist, 24 May 2014; p. 30-31: Why we need to reconstruct the universe. Refer also to my essay: Part XLI: The Existential Economy! The Transformation of Value, and, the Value of Transformation: “‘Being Ethical’ and “Being Critical’”


� 	By ‘format’ is meant an associated meta-textual genre. By form is the fleshing our of the former in textual terms of reference.


� 	By ‘objective’ is meant an ‘intentional objective thought-idea’. E.g., if the concept of Father Xmas is non-contradictory in its essential configuration then its possibility can be thought. Or, if the concept of the Divine can be rendered in non-contradictory fashion then its potentiality too can be thought. Then, as thought is not absolutely differentiated from the non-intentional (given our embodiment in a world as lived, etc.) it follows it must exist in some format and/or form. Of course, the sting is in the detail. In what form and format can x be thought? ‘Father Xmas’ is correctly envisaged in and consigned to a mythological context associated with the festival of Xmas/Christmas (and its Pagan precedents).


� 	Genres are constructed as parallel structures that organize both active behaviour and passive interpretation. Furthermore they act as channel for the formation of both value and identity. 


� 	Correctly, this no man’s land is found in these polarities of non-engagement in the absolutely potential and the absolutely actual (and any discourse that co-opts such impossibilia should be deconstructed as quickly as possible for the benefit of all concerned).


� 	For recent examinations of the topics of the overall transcendental suspension a.k.a. the overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension the reader can refer to either: An Ultimate Guide to Meta-Philosophy or Heuristic Device as found on my fourth page in Recent Papers: � HYPERLINK http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage4.html ��www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage4.html� 


� 	By ‘etc.’ is meant the economic equation, and equivalence, between such economic heuristic devices. 


� 	Although treated as such phenomenologically.


� 	Circulation (25 essay-papers), Transformation through Re-Self-Organization (100 essay-papers) and The Existential Economy (50 essay-papers).


� 	We could say that ‘timing’ is spontaneous(-like) and that spacing ‘implicates’ the entire relational ambit of that relationship in question.


� 	Refer to the paper titled: On the Possibility or Impossibility of Divine Communication? (2008)


� 	I.e., existentially encountered, phenomenologically encountered, and hermeneutically recognized.


� 	The theologian might like to adopt a parallel maxim at this point, namely, “as in heaven so, too, on earth, and v.v.” Or, from our perspective “as on earth so, too, in heaven, and v.v.” I.e., alternatively, “the rules of phenomenological experience are the same as the phenomenological experience of rules, and v.v.” Thence a continuation of comprehension, from one realm, dimension or frame of reference to some other, etc. Also, the same idea is paralleled in the (theological) prerequisite “that what does not exist for us does not exist for-us.” Or, again, as for the speculative observation that the truly natural state of affairs is that there is a delicate dialectical balance going on between relatively external non-dialectical inequivalence and relatively internal dialectical equivalence… and that this ‘observation’ applies to the macroscopic world of gravity versus the microscopic quantum world where we get a similar complex state of parallelism and counter-parallelism. In other words, we can invoke both continuity and discontinuity across that relational event horizon that demarcates this concept of a relational ambit or remit.


� 	An ‘event’ being a ‘relatively simple situation’ whereas a ‘situation’ could be read as a ‘series of events’ constrained by its event or situational horizon/s.


�  ‘Choice’ being treated as either relatively intentional or non-intentional or trans-intentional or, even, trans-personal (in a traditional theological sense?)?


� 	Although it could also be argued that in existential identification there is a certain degree of equality and levelling between subjective participants in the same relationship? 


� 	The model invoked is along these lines: A politician, in a reasonably well-functioning democratic context needs to capture the current center of the political state, but, then, its behoves them to bring it back to an objective sense of center as determined through the simulated experience of a sense of transcendental balance realized in and through the critical enaction of an ongoing overall transcendental suspension. 


� 	The theist may well find reasons to identify these needs (as existential imperatives).


� 	This broad-spectrum concept of apparent evidential confirmation will enlist an ordered analysis with a multi-dimensional sense of perspective developed dialogically and evaluated existentially.


� 	So, we have three centers to contend with, namely, the real, the objective or re-experiential, and, the pro-relational center (that marks the center of a relationship or set of relationships). Ideally, we need to move the relatively non-existential real center towards this ongoing, objective, or re-experiential sense of a center through an ongoing balance of the real and the pro-relational.


� 	The reader can refer here to Should the Professional Theologian be Paid?,  Part II, e.g., etc.


� 	Other techniques could involve entertaining a metaphorical state of appreciation (and beginning with a conjunctive suspension) , making a devaluation or entering into a process of disvaluation, citing comparison to an illusion, running a series of parallels and/or counter-parallels, deconstruction, de-suspension of the suspension/de-suspension, etc., etc. In effect, through entertaining a judgment that carefully judges itself; therein, as well, seeking forms of confirmation that ‘objectively’ reinforce our positive appreciation of either redirection and/or re-direction, and/or, in a negative appreciation, reinforce that our negative appreciation of either misredirection and/or mis-re-direction follows.


� 	A critical enacted meta-theology should set out to rectify defective theological arguments/analogies/interpretations, etc. Such a discipline can also act as a limiting device, a mode of correction, construction, a place to make a stand, a means to test the very edges of critical thought itself, etc. All hopefully conducted in a responsible existential manner… That a theological/meta-theological dialogue can help to re-engineer their associated minor life-world as a mode of life, which, in turn, acts/can act as a modal reality-constructor… noting that we cannot stray too far from existential truth determination given our need to be rooted in the apparent ‘reality’ of our ‘working’ constructions. The nature of discourse, furthermore, is between its topicality/sense/overall text(uality), its differential (as to how this discourse is different from any other discourse, i.e., meta-text/meaning) and its meta-differential (i.e., its meaningfulness/existential significance/non-text). E.g., w.r.t. the theological mode of life and its archetypal (meta-)theological discourse/s (as expressed in general/particular and specific terms of reference) we have the relatively central topic/set of topics, theological difference and its meta-theological difference (as the existential impact of the former).  Between these three axes or polarities we find the work of the theologian, etc., no doubt already cut out for them. ‘Existential truth’ being realized through a trans-ordered process of dialectical/dialogical confirmation albeit in its trans-ordered context through a harmonization of its explicit and implicit co-option of a multi-modalism… a series of threads here that need to be further explored and fruitfully inter-related in the ensuing section of this extend essay-paper…. Noël Tointon, Sydney, 14.4.15.






