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1.    The Pre-Expositional Basis of Our Topic


Rather than beginning this exposition with an analysis of the concept of theological work as originally envisaged I would like instead to first examine, in as much depth as possible, a philosophy dealing with the topic of information. Hopefully, with the possible insights of such research to hand I will then find myself in a better position to examine a series of theological concepts such as work, identity, value, etc. Essentially, I am investigating how such concepts, hypothetically, might have an experiential and existential intersection in the life of the individual and the community, etc., attempting, in the process, to see if I can find an existential surplus of meaning and meaningfulness in order to understand the role of religious concepts of a theological perspective. (8)


Why do I have this concern for an understanding of the nature of information in this exploration of these concepts of work, etc? In Volume I I argued there for a definition of the Divine that is centred on the notion of a relatively greater level of epistemological organization. The question I now pose is this – how can a state of accommodation arise between disparate types of epistemological organization (such as languages, mental processes of ideation, cultures, civilizations, types of sentient entities, etc., etc.) that would be needed if greater levels of epistemological organization could come into effect? Hence my interest in information, or, rather, the possible nature of the interaction between different types of information and their respective informational systems? Just how can processes of accommodation be put into place that would allow this type of deity to function in an integrated fashion (if only hypothetically)? Hence this concern. (9)

In the formulation of this topic of informational philosophy I will be examining the concepts of information, informational systems, the ultimate non-incommensurability  between all informational systems as the consequence of our definition that the relatively more divine is “relatively more organized epistemologically (as argued in our previous set of essays in Volume I).
 In this course of these investigations I will argue for the general possibility of a concept of deity that is centered on the metaphor of a non-absolutist, Absolute, holographic/hologramic, ultimately non-incommensurable set of inter-translational processes between informational systems as appropriately embedded in the relevant level(s) of epistemological organization under investigation. This is a tentative, speculative non-dogmatic exploration of a set of metaphors, centered in research conducted on the phenomenological nature, etc., of the hermeneutic circle, in the hope that these concepts of theological work, etc., can be found a reasonable basis in both traditional and non-traditional theology (with the emphasis, perhaps, falling more on the creation of a Contemporary theological construction that would allow for forms of a more viable and fruitful East-West dialogue to be conducted, etc?
)? First, from a philosophical appreciation of information let me examine what might be involved in the accommodation of information/informational systems as would be necessary in that degree of epistemological organization given the definition that the Divine is, can be, more or less, expressed through the qualified integrity of a process of the greater integration of information-sharing. So, in this light, let us ask what exactly is information and how can various seemingly incommensurable informational systems share their information if only hypothetically? A greater degree of relative epistemological organization is one of the definitions argued for in the previous set of essays. Just what would it mean and how are we to understand what might be involved, etc?! (10)


But, first, what exactly is information? Let me conduct a series of thought experiments, and similar, in order to bring salient points to this discussion that, eventually, will allow us to understand what might be entailed in processes operative behind the apparent functioning of these theological concepts like work, etc? (11)


For a start, imagine the following type of preferential voting system. All voters are given three coloured balls, namely, green, blue and red, representing, respectively, their first choice, second choice and third choice. In the secrecy of the voting chamber the voters are to drop each one of these three balls through a different circular slots in each one of three containers in order to register their preferences accordingly. Let us say the voters have just seen three short movies at a film festival and are now to register their preference as to which, in their estimation, is first, second and third. After the voters have voted the balls are tallied. In the event of a tie for first place represented by the green balls, the blue balls are counted of those tied parties (and in the event of a tie between the blue preferences the red balls are counted). This information is used to decide which of the three movies is first, second and third (in the advent of no unresolved tie at the level of the red balls). As a result we have a set of information representing the voting preferences of those voters. In effect, we have some information, information that is used to award first, second and third places to the producers of those three short movies. The next day three more short movies are looked at and judged in the same fashion. The same process occurring on a third day. On the fourth day the voters are asked to re-vote on the three movies that came first on the first three days of the festival. (12) 

With all that information to hand what relationship is there between those first three sets of information, and, that second round of voting? Obviously there is a very close similarity between all four sets of information. The number of voters may have changed from day to day, there is an overall isomorphism as to how that information is structured. However, the winners of the first three days bears no direct relationship to the overall winner other than the fact that it is only one of those three ‘winners’ who wins the second round. Then, again, each of those winners, regardless of round, is a different short film. Without a context for understanding the relevance of that information all we can hope to appreciate of a set is merely its form (tabulated most likely without mention of those coloured balls): first place with x (blue balls), second place with x-y (blue balls) and third place with x-y-z (blue balls). Even though various, if not infinite, systems of notation could be formulated to express that same information; that expressed information at their basis would essentially share the same form and that an isomorphic symmetry could be established with transformational rules for translating one notation into some other dealing with either that same type of formulation or that same information. At least in this comparative situation we are only dealing with information about how people voted for short movies in batches of three. One could envisage exactly the same system for judging poems, political candidates, home-made scones at an agricultural fair, or whatever. But the relevance of that information is at the level of its informational system, i.e., that applied pre-interpreted practical structure which in being understood allows us to discover the relevance of the contrast within that information per se. Hence the relationship between information can only take place within the same informational system (or at least one that is very similar that would allow us to develop some form of an accommodation between the same through the use of transformational rules that would allow us to go from one informational system to some other in this process of informative contrast). So the rule must be that the relevance of information per se can never be compared without some knowledge of the informational system or systems involved in order to conduct that process of informative contrast! So in this light even though each round produced a ‘winner’ the real or final ‘winner’ amongst those nine movies was only one of those winners of the first three heats, the one that won the second, final round of that contest. (13)


What is an informational system?
 Basically it is a set of rules for apportioning value to miscellaneous elements embedded in a representational system or field along with rules for the distinction of those elements, their accommodation between various distinctive aspects, and the manner operations are to be conducted within those distinctions and the manner transformations are to be conducted between those distinctions (by virtue of those accommodations). Hence elemental rules and rules for their individual valuation along with rules for their distinctive classifications, operations, accommodations and/or transformations.
 E.g., the game of chess involves the field of a chess board of sixty-four squares equally divided between a dark colour and a light colour; with two different sets of sixteen elements defined by the parallel distinctions of king, queen, rooks, etc; a list of possible operations; no accommodations and one transformation, namely, the promotion of a pawn on the eighth rank to a piece of the same colour other than itself or the king. In play we have special operations like castling, en passant along with the ‘destruction’ of ‘captured’ elements called ‘pieces’. The objective of the game being the skilful projection and relative amplification of power in an endeavour to produce an inescapable checkmate of the opposite king or, in the failure of this objective, the creation of a draw. Can the game of chess be meaningfully contrasted with some other game or with games in general? The game of draughts could be fruitfully contrasted with the game of chess. They both use the same board, and, an object of both games is the ‘capture’ of your opponent’s pieces. As ‘games’ the primary intention behind their being played, usually, is as an enjoyable diversion (although other forms of motivation may figure in this type of activity). It would seem to follow that the further away two or more informational systems are located with respect to each other, in their being mapped within this world of life, the more difficult it is to engage a meaningful and informative contrast? On the other hand, the very world of life allows other worlds to form some form of an intersection on many levels of intentional accommodation. E.g., chess is played by a person (or a machine programmed for such) and so are other games. Games reflect their social worlds to some extent – just as chess reflects a classical type of warfare as preserved in the characteristic depiction of the pieces, etc., hence kings and queens and bishops, and, the military figures of knights and castles or rooks and the perception of pawns as ‘foot-soldiers’. So, in this respect, no world can be absolutely incommensurable with some other since they all reflect the overall nature of the life-world to some extent or other (and this is reflected in the use of the metaphors, terminology, etc.,. involved in performance of those games. E.g., in the game of draughts pieces ‘jump’ over each other and therein ‘capture’ the piece so ‘jumped over’. (14)


Now, the game of chess reflects the worlds in which it evolved. But this process also runs in reverse! Into the wider world it has spilt over in the form of the dissemination of chess boards and pieces, collector editions and antique chess sets and pieces, an extensive chess literature, computer software and electronic chess games, the premises of chess clubs and the venues of chess competitions, a number of people who define themselves as chess players of whom a small number are graded as ‘masters’, etc., etc. As the locus of an existential excess the world of chess is practically a world-of-life in its own right without absolute boundaries between its representation and its re-presentation. Although we might now define the rules of the game in a legalistic fashion and invoke a representational model of the functioning of its pieces, etc., correctly the game is more the performance of a re-presentation since the beauty of the game lies in its becoming for those players a unique game each time it is played.
 Thence one should, perhaps, recognize the fact that although chess, or any other ‘game’, or mode of life for that matter, can be represented to some extent or other the existential fact is that its ‘presence’ in this wider world, this world-of life, is itself a world-of-life within the same and ‘surviving’ above and beyond, below and within, as its own living world-of-life to some extent or other in its own absolutely indefinable manner despite its general evaluation (in terms of a logical sense, conventional hermeneutical meaning and particularized forms of a unique existential imprinting of meaningfulness in its life-world [within this World-of-Life])!! (15)


How, we must now ask, is the relevance of an informational system to be determined? Or, re-paraphrased, how is an informational system, as a mode of life, to be properly determined and appropriately appreciated? Obviously, merely giving the rules is not going to capture the actual and possible existential excesses that have been engendered and might be engendered through that mode of life being lived out in this World-of-Life. In this process of understanding such an open form of life the informational system itself needs to be located in its meta-informational system and this is determined conventionally through an appreciation of textual context and textual meta-context, etc. Our hierarchical psychic mapping of the life-world, as culturally and inter-culturally available to us, assisting us in this type of task. So, e.g., the game of chess is located sense-wise as a game, etc. Understanding those families of conventions that pass for games assisting us in understanding its hermeneutic meaningfulness. Playing those games opening us up to something of their existential meaningfulness as it intersects the life of the individual or party of players and the community, etc. So, our appreciation of the value of a particular informational system necessitates its context in a more embracing informational context, etc., i.e., a relatively meta-informational context, etc. However, this process is not to be regarded as one that involves an infinite number of containments by the informational context, meta-context, meta-meta-context, etc., as wholes-and-parts are phenomenally/phenomenologically presented to us at the same time as processed-package-processes without a precedence of the whole over the parts or vice versa! Thus, the-world-is-there-before-us ready to be re-discovered rather than merely discovered! Doomed as we are to forever re-interpret the world and never merely to just interpret it! A state of affairs re-simulated for us through the valid, proper and appropriate deployment of an overall transcendental suspension. (16)


This example of chess as an existential mode of life is an interesting one. This mode of life may be centered in its rules but in and through an existential excess spills out over into the world as a mode of life. There we also discover each game of chess, when properly played, as unique, at least experienced as if unique for those players, i.e., as a game whose horizons are an exciting amalgam of the expected and the unexpected. Even a second rate game played by second rate amateurs can interest those bystanders conversant with the rules of this game (even if one were to be frustrated in watching the blunders of mere amateurs and found that the examination of those mistakes were to incite more interest than that game per se). This example of chess could act as a prototype in our understanding of all other games as modes of life in their own manner. Can we extend this analogy and ask ourselves whether the theological point of view could also be viewed as a mode of life? In general the industry of religion, whatever its interest or lack of interest in a theological dimension, spills over into the world with an almighty footprint (if I am allowed to make this pun). So, it would appear that the theological world view could well be considered as another example of a mode of life? What are the ramification of this type of consideration?
 (17)


In one aspect theological difference does make a difference.
 If you perceive the world through a theological lens then your interpretation of object-states in this vision of the Life-World will be coloured directly or indirectly by that type of intentional attitude. Overall it may or may not make much difference but it will make some difference. Against this observation there are many thinkers today who believe that the world is empty of value. Then, there are many who profess a plurality of values arising in a plurality of incommensurable value-systems. In my opinion we should try to adopt a middle path in this instance. The Life-World is a world of value. As argued elsewhere the economy of the Life-World is as a world of value, and, because there is no division into one public external world and a multitude of private internal worlds there can only be one world-of-value, albeit one with an open infinity of evaluational perspectives. Moreover, there can be no absolute dichotomy between intentional object-states, intentional subjects and intentional fields hence the open unity of this horizon of our being-with-others. On the other hand, each mode of life has its own point of view almost as a world-of-life in its own sense. With this distinction in mind let me now, henceforth, treat the expression of the Life-World, or World-of-Life, as being the transcendental basis of possibility for these minor or major life-worlds in all their variety and transformation. In contrast, treating these modes of life as relatively limited worlds-of-life in their own right, and, that, collectively they form this world as lived. That, in essence, we might be able to say that the Life-World is 'fleshed out' by the concatenation of these worlds-of-life; themselves the result of an existential excess spilling out into this one-World-of-Life and intermingling therein to form the all-embracing uniqueness of this open World-of-Life! Now, my previous concern about the nature of information and informational systems was the putative problem of how different types of informational systems could interact (within the embrace of the Divine on the understanding that as the Divine was defined as a "relatively greater degree of epistemological organization" it followed that this form of accommodation must be possible)? It would seem that we also have an answer to this type of problem as to the commensurability of informational systems and systems of distinctive value-formation, namely, in this observed 'fact' that (all) modes of life are seen to interact and naturally overlap one another in this one-World-of-Life through their existential overflowing into and over each other by virtue of the fact that these modes of life inhabit the same world, i.e., that these worlds-of-life are transcendentally resident in this one-World-of-Life, indeed, form this one Life-World (but which cannot be reduced to this mere world as lived). E.g., a game of chess could be played in a church hall (which is being rented from the city council which in turn is a recipient of tax from the state government, etc., etc.).
 The question still remains how do value-systems that are relatively incommensurable meaningfully interact with each other? In the light of research done on ordered forms of value [i.e., first-order pre-essential essential value (like mathematical equations, lexical entries, conceptual elements, types of quantification, etc.), second order essential aesthetical value (as in aesthetical states of affairs, qualitative forms of evaluation, conceptual inherence, etc.), third order deontological ethical value, fourth order pragmatical value, fifth order hermeneutical value (as in meta-textual considerations, systematic evaluation, environmental forms of value, etc.) and sixth order factual value] their inter-accommodation occurs on a relatively deeper level of epistemological functioning (since all forms of value are derived through their associated forms of judgment and inter-relational assessment, and, the above all possess the same transcendental mechanics, namely, as processes of judgmental discernment operating within the very dynamics of the same hermeneutic circle, albeit subjected to various forms of privilege, prejudice, pre-judgment, etc.). Put simply, all forms of value have the same transcendental form (namely, as forms of judgment) hence their theoretical potential for processes of accommodation regardless of whether the conduct of that type of process is or is not instrumental in the realization of a relatively existential meaningful degree of value. E.g., we could evaluate the aesthetical poetic merit of a shopping list as an example of an essential inventory. Now, it might just happen that the shopping list was written as a poem in which case it may possess or may not possess a noticeable degree of poetic value. On the other hand, and more likely, this kind of comparative evaluation will produce little value (even though, as shown, this type of evaluation is not an impossible one to conduct). Hence all forms of value have some degree of commensurability even if the merit of that type of process of accommodation is discovered eventually to have little merit. (18)


In comparing a chess-oriented mode of life and a theologically-oriented mode of life we must wonder if the former is perfect reasonable in its core-requirements and whether the latter in this same respect is perfectly unreasonable at least in its classical theistic formulations, or rather, mis-formulations?? In the rules of the game of chess are there any situations in play that cannot be arbitrated within that same system of rules and are those rules perfectly consistent with each other and the totality of that system? The game of chess is arbitrary in the formulation of its rules, and, moreover, has evolved over the centuries and, therein, testing the competence and viability of those formulations. Hence its degree of systematization could be said to be completely analytical as well as provisional, yet both markedly competent (in each of its individual functions, rulings, etc.) and viable (as a functioning totality). As to the perfection of that system, how could that process of appreciation be conducted within that set of rules when this game qua game needs to be evaluated outside the system of its own rules? In contrast, the effective, provisional systematization of chess accepted how could a system be evaluated if its core-proposals were fundamentally riven with a profound contradiction or set of contradictions, resident paradoxes, aporias, impossible equations, etc? Is it not the case that the excess of metaphysical speculations that all too often drives the formulation of a theology would be destructive of the formation of an existential excess as it spills over into its 'embodied-imprint' as a mode of life in this World-of-Life and in the process losing its viability to function as an authentic mode of life? Then, again, can such cracks be merely glossed over through dialectical processes, in processes of harmonization, that attempt to maintain the facade of an existentially meaningful exercise (without a critical appreciation of the true merits of that type of proposal)? It would seem that central to most religions, and philosophies, are a set of contradictions that in turn drive the existential excess of value 'seen' emanating from the same by virtue of their common transcendental mechanics. Let me now investigate this problematic topic. (19)


Religions are notorious for their use of paradoxical devices and similar. E.g., individuals who live after death, the resurrection of the decayed body, virgin births, burning trees that remain unburnt, the problematics of communion, celibate monks in various states of sexual congress, etc., etc. Rather than the destruction of that associated religious mode of life there appears, more often than not, the flourishing of that system when common sense would seem to have declared, at least, the paralysis of that system if not its absolute self-destruction? How is this ‘lack of self-criticism’ accomplished and how authentic is the value that issues from such a 'defective' process of systematization that one would reasonably believe must ultimately fail despite all attempts to harmonize such absolute anomalies central to those philosophies? (20)


The word 'mystery' springs to mind. Because, indeed, it is often a mystery as to how people can believe what is fundamentally a state of nonsense.
 We have a parallel here in the impossible claims of the representationalistic empiricist. If as a number of eminent empirical thinkers have claimed "our ideas in our minds are copies of those objects so represented in the 'external world'" we must ask them how, as empiricists, they can 'see' that those ideas actually match those objects in the so-called 'external world' when both they and we empirically have no way of ever being able to do this trans-empirical process of comparison. Yet, we have armies of so-called empiricists claiming just this sort of nonsense.
 So what hope have we when dealing with religious people who fervently claim they believe a set of doctrines that could have no rational, logically self-consistent formulation?
  So, how do we account for this state of affairs?
 (21)


To answer this type of question let me look at the dialectics of harmonization and the phenomenological role played by metaphor. In previous research I have developed a comprehensive understanding of the function of metaphor. Let me bring together these various strands in order to account for the process of harmonization, the error of the metaphysical extrapolation of the metaphorical, the inherently contradictory nature of metaphor, the deceptive sense and attractiveness of metaphysical speculation, the role of metaphor to directly 'metaphor' the world from within the hermeneutic circle, and, the possible implications this has for a direct metaphoring of the theological? (22)


Without going into this in too much detail I have argued elsewhere that harmonization is a process that engages the entire hermeneutic circle and essentially involves an accommodation between the relatively dissonant and the relatively consonant, a state of affairs achieved through a core isomorphic region that remains invariant under transformation (through the moments of that hermeneutic circle and through its ordered refinement); a fact guaranteed through the transcendental constitution of those processes of intentionality, etc. The transcendental constitution of that phenomenon or set of phenomena under examination is realized through a transcendental suspension, etc., of the same (within the ambit of an overall transcendental suspension). This transcendental orientation is recognized through the existentialization of the relatively non-transcendental found being re-interpreted in this process of critical examination. Now, such resolution can be either adequate or inadequate, self-terminated or ongoing, and, these attributes of this critical process of examination will find themselves reflected in the nature of the ramifications that proceed from those investigations. Hence in this light we might like to charaterize the seemingly non-rational nature of religious belief as, generally, inadequate and on-going. On the other hand, an existentialization of our research project should lead to an adequate ongoing process of critical reflection centered in the midst of the overall transcendental suspension until such a time those reflections are found to be self-terminated for whatever reason, and in that regard then to be determined as either adequate or inadequate in both their sense of a realized conclusion and the nature of the value derived from such a 'conclusive' resolution. Put simply "all information and value is derived through a process of harmonization operating [appropriately or inappropriately] within the associated hermeneutic circle". Such value being simulated through re-simulation (and without reference to a 'that prior to such simulation' because simulation can only be a process of re-simulation!). (23)


What is the role of metaphor in this process of harmonization, existentialization, information formation, value formation, etc? The nature of metaphor is a vexed issue and one that has preoccupied my attention for some considerable amount of time. Let me borrow from that research and produce this latest version of how metaphor functions, etc., in the process examining the nature of the metaphysical as an illogical, yet attractive, extrapolation beyond the deployment of its resident metaphor(s), etc. (24)


As previously discussed metaphors operate through the mechanism of a conjunctive suspension (within the overall transcendental suspension of the hermeneutic circle), e.g., 'the world is like an illusion' should be translated as 'the world is both like an illusion and not like an illusion'. 'Like' is not 'is'. Hence to literalize the metaphor in this case is to say 'the world is an illusion' (which is to say something quite different and to give a completely different complexion to one's philosophical exposition if this metaphor is both resident in its construction and to be treated/mis-treated in this fashion
). But, one may counter that as a metaphor it is already in a state of dialectical-like ambiguity if not self-contradiction. To say the world is 'both like and not like an illusion' is to certainly give one this impression. However, a metaphor is a 'set-up', a type of literary genre with certain conventions for interpretation already operating or, at least, operating in such a manner that they are to be seen in time operating in the manner intended, i.e., in the manner as set-up to be interpreted. So, this type of pronouncement that 'the world is like an illusion' comes with certain commentaries, expectations, qualifications, etc., etc., and in our recognition of this metaphorical context we, hopefully, go on to appropriately read the same (assuming that this relationship between metaphorical text and its meta-textual conventions is already appropriately set-up to be read in the intended metaphorical manner). When appropriately understood the metaphor is no longer perceived as paradoxical or contradictory in nature, indeed, the process is meant to illuminate the very phenomenon in question, namely, in this instance, 'the world', and be productive of an existential excess in the process. In the context of this expression 'the world is like an illusion' and our understanding of the ramifications apparently intended in its enunciation there would result in a shift in our attitudes towards that phenomenon with whatever ramifications that would be expected to follow from this attitudinal shift. Metaphors are constructed in conventionally pre-determined meta-textual contexts.
 Essentially, this is a rhetorical exercise, i.e., a question is asked and the metaphor is its answer. Metaphors are exercised in this economy and only understood within that economy! That economy being exercised within the hermeneutic circle as examined previously in Volume I under the theoretical grid of three dialectical moments that co-define each other (and which, through different directions of relative privileging/de-privileging, produce distinctive forms of ordered value (such as the [pre-]essential, aesthetical, ethical, pragmatical, hermeneutical and factual). The rhetorical being constructed upon a dis-conjunctive suspension, e.g., 'is the world an illusion?' means (assuming the question is properly and appropriately formulated pre-suppositionally) that the world 'either is like an illusion' 'or is not like an illusion', i.e. being answered either by the metaphorical assertion or by the negation of that metaphorical assertion. Hence there is in the answering of a question its pre-conditional preparation and conditional transformation into a positive or negative metaphorical assertion. The formation of the question being the reverse of this process, namely, the transformation of the metaphorical conjunction into a rhetorical dis-conjunction. The third moment of our hermeneutic economy (in the formation of all forms of value, information, etc.) is a suspension of a synthesis of this two-way metaphorical-rhetorical transformational process, i.e., third moment of the existential (excess of value) is the simultaneous assertion and negation of the pre-embedded metaphorical-rhetorical correlativity, i.e., [(m-r)-(m-r)]. This moment is read non-textually as a simulation through re-simulation; the balance of all three moment giving us a not-textual reading of the metaphorical phenomenon/phenomena in question and a surplus stream of value as a result that flows back into the world through the appropriate modes of life therein invoked through that process of value formation. The satisfaction or non-satisfaction we may feel or not feel in our engagement with that text-to-hand in such a process being dependent upon the relationship between the surplus value derived from that process in the light of expectations regarding the same (in so far as some degree of conformity is realized). (25)


Although both the metaphorical and the rhetorical appear to be constructed in a contradictory fashion through, respectively, a conjunctive suspension and a dis-conjunctive suspension, we must assume that the adequately formulated and exercised metaphorical process and/or rhetorical process through their transformation from one to the other, and v.v, to essentially overcome the otherwise contradictory flavour presented by the initial expression of that metaphor and/or rhetoric. Indeed, a fresh metaphor can seem shocking, whereas, in contrast, an overused metaphor becomes no more than one more tired cliché. Similarly, the same question, or type of question, being asked too often would elicit the same type of response, or rather, relative non-response. Then again, one might say, that the apt use of a novel metaphor or piece of rhetoric could well be experienced as a surge of value, as a breath of fresh air whose delight interests us and motivates us to read on. That, essentially, this dialectical dance at the center of the hermeneutic economy is one that can overcome the contradictory tensions embedded in either the overt presentation of the metaphor (and the initial anxieties engendered through being both 'like and not like' a certain phenomenon) or the overt performance of a piece of rhetoric (and its anxieties engendered through the continuance of this indecisive state of the 'either/or'). When the appreciation of the metaphorical and/or the rhetorical is allowed to flow back and forth between these two moments of the metaphorical and the rhetorical and both are mutually suspended in the third, etc., an excess of value is realized whose degree either fails, meets or exceeds expectations then the degree of that 'excess' is appreciated accordingly. This expression of a surge of value further facilitating this dialectical harmonization of the metaphor and/or the rhetoric being expressed through that associated text. (26)


Now, as previously argued, the metaphysical is the untenable extrapolation of the literalization of its resident metaphor or metaphors. Because the metaphor is both 'like and not like' it ceases to be metaphorical when it is literalized. Because, firstly, metaphor can only be appreciated in the context of the hermeneutic circle, and, secondly, the hermeneutic circle can only operate between and within the mutual correlativity of the metaphorical, rhetorical and the existential, it follows that the complete evacuation from the hermeneutic economy of metaphor through their literalization cannot succeed, but, instead, can only succeed in the creation/recreation of a relative absence of value, i.e., with a consequent loss of sense, meaning and meaningfulness! Furthermore, even as the attempted literalization of the metaphorical cannot absolutely succeed the remnant metaphorical aura of such eviscerated metaphor will still pass as having some value, a value that initially allowed us to appreciate that metaphor in the first place. Then, as such destructive manoeuvres hide or pass behind such seriously evacuated metaphorical shells they will still maintain a non-denotational sense of connotation that is both attractive and deceptive. 'Attractive' as the entity still appears to possess sense, meaning and meaningfulness, i.e., value. 'Deceptive' as it is only through the mutual interdependence of the hermeneutic circle that value in any form can truly issue forth and that metaphor treated in such an isolated fashion can only be productive of an inauthenticity of being. So, as both attractive and deceptive these extrapolated metaphor appear to operate even though, correctly, they cease to operate to that same extent they are literalized, isolated and extrapolated beyond their maximum level of metaphorical deployment. (27)


This literalization and extrapolation of the metaphorical takes two forms and gives us two simple types of metaphysical mistake. Through the invocation of an excessive difference we get an intimation of a metaphysical sense of the discontinuous, difference and the consequent attitude of a negative nihilism. In contrast, the invocation of an excessive non-difference, or identity, we get an intimation of a metaphysical sense of the continuous and the consequent attitude of an eternalism. In a complex metaphysical situation we are presented with a combination of both attitudes, and, since both are equally untenable this complex form of the metaphysical should equally be dismissed as logically untenable, etc.
 (28)


There can also arise a secondary form of nihilism and a secondary form of eternalism realized by default. The positive metaphysical treatment of metaphor realizes various eternalistic like entities, e.g., Platonic forms; the ideal of the Divine treated as immutable; etc., the concept of a permanent life after death in some form of an non-corruptible heaven; an absolutely invariant sense of self; etc., etc. An absolute belief in these impossible types of entities, obviously, is not an appropriate place to put ones religious trust and therein seek to foster the same. Then, on realizing the pointlessness of such an impossible intentional object for faith doubt will automatically set in followed by a thorough disillusionment with all forms of religious aspirations, practices and goals with, in reaction, or rather, in over reaction, the complete abandonment of the religious path altogether. Then, again, if, for whatever reason, a person whose 'faith' consisted of an absolute denial of any form of positive religious value was to re-evaluate their position in this regard they could easily swing in the opposite direction and take on board, without critical discrimination, a whole raft of proposals they had, perhaps wisely on the whole, to have had previously rejected. As always a middle path should be first explored before we plunge in one direction or the other and, even then, only after we find the favourable testing of the merits of that apparently neutral region should we cautiously continue. (29)


Why is the attempted literalization of the metaphor a failure? For a start, the metaphorical is neither meant to be read in a literal fashion nor apart from its rhetorical setting (where it is 'set up', with reference to literary conventions as to how it appears to have been meant to have been read). Treated in a literal mode we cease to have a metaphor. Furthermore, being treated outside its rhetorical context it cannot be read as apparently intended, i.e., meta-textually. Then, with an improperly read meta-text it cannot participate in its properly intended hermeneutic economy and, therefore, cannot appropriately participate in the surplus of value intended to be discovered by the meta-text of that metaphor qua metaphor. All round there is a disruption and distortion of value as a consequence of that defective value formation currently in place. Let me look more closely at this consequent failure of value formation.
 (30)


If the "world is like an illusion" is acceptable as a metaphor why could it not be read along Gnostic lines as "the world is an illusion" (with one religious implication being that when we "wake up" this sad state of affairs can be seen truly as it is, namely, as an illusion). Indeed, what is wrong with making this type of identification, or any form of identification (when the validity or invalidity of that equation has not as yet been evaluated and tested, and that process of evaluation, in turn, has not been critically re-evaluated?)? Let me therefore examine the process of identification, the equation between two or more entities (of the same form and between entities that differ in form). (31)


The process of an equation is technically a first order
 operation between essentially (translated) intentional object-states., i.e., this conceptual thought x is equivalent to that conceptual thought y iff x = y. If x and y belong to two slightly different categories an equation can still be engineered if a region of isomorphic invariance remains in the transformation from one state to the other, and v.v.
 If one were to suggest that the world is an illusion then this expression would be read in such a manner so as to assume that the 'phenomenon of the world' and the 'phenomenon of the illusion' both possess a region of transformational isomorphism in regard to each other, in going from one classificational state to the other, that is relatively invariant under that transformation. Now, what are the implications of this manoeuvre in this instance? What would it mean if the whole earth and all thereon was an illusion? For a start the phenomenon of an illusion cannot be a complete illusion.
 E.g., in a mirage there is the appearance of a water that as it transpires is discovered to be only a trick, a mirage. In the phenomenon of the mirage there is the virtual appearance of water, i.e., in the expectation of meeting with non-virtual water we find we meet some modalities associated with water but never with the complete set or an adequate representation of the same. But this does not mean that the phenomenon of the illusion of water, as presented by the mirage, is itself a mirage. Moreover, the landscape itself does not 'disappear'. Similarly, in an illusion the illusion is never absolutely an illusion, indeed, the 'illusion' is only a small part of the overall phenomenon subjected to this transformation between the interpretation and the re-interpretation. In comparison with this phenomenal nature of an illusion as conventionally understood how can a phenomenon be merely an illusion when a real illusion is never merely just an illusion; being an illusion by virtue of the fact that there is a recognition of an inadequate mix of modalities that normally would be expected to be associated with that particular type of phenomenon? But could this Gnostic image be seen as a metaphor and not literally? Then we are back to square one with the implication that it should never have mistreated to a process of literalization in the first place!? Or could this image be salvaged by saving that just as there is an illusion about x when it is really y the world could be misconstrued as p when it should be construed as q. Again, we are using the metaphor of illusion as a metaphor of illusion and, therefore, we cannot say that the world is absolutely an illusion pure and simple. Indeed, as a metaphor it has its value, i.e., sense, meaning and meaningfulness. Hence this metaphor can only be understood in a metaphorical, non-literal manner! On the other hand, processes of equation can still be entertained between those phenomena that allow this type of process to proceed (where by 'type' we loosely mean 'like'!). This brick looks like that brick does not mean that the first brick is equivalent to the second brick. Then again, if the first brick is said to be a brick and the second brick likewise then the appellation 'brick' indeed does cement that process of identification when all bricks that look like bricks and are bricks and, therefore, can have the appellation 'brick' equally applied to them. In the light of this type of examination what can we say about the nature of identity and similarity? For a start it would appear that identity is the process wherein a nominative is equated with a certain logical subject or set of logical subjects (as an intentional object-state or as a set of intentional object-states). The process of equation being the determination of the same value, i.e., the same sense (or place within our psychic mapping of the Life-world), the same meaning (as the same meta-textual conventions being utilized) and the same meaningfulness (as the same existential excess that overflows from that nominative or set of nominatives). By same is mean identical, without the ability to draw a distinction. In contrast, similarity applies only partially to the above. So this (object) brick is (designated) 'brick' is a process of identity in so far as we also supply a meta-object 'brick' and an object-designation (which could be imagined, say, as a label that we can stick on a brick). Then, in accordance with transformational treatment-retreatment philosophy we can say the relationship between a brick and its label is a process of identity when, under transformation, the relationship between a brick and its label is successfully mirrored between the object brick, the 'object' process of labelling, and, the meta-textual designation of the brick with the meta-textual treatment of the object as a concept (to which metaphorically the appellation of 'brick' can in this instance be made to apply). Now, the operation of identity is a mental one although it can be translated to the world in the form of labels as a textual deposition (trace) after the process of identification has been mentally performed. An 'object' as a concept of object is still not identical with a meta-textual designation of a 'name' (as a nominative concept). Still identity is able to be argued by virtue of an invariance of transformational identity between these two mental states when in terms of each the transformed other party or parties is/are able to interact and maintain that 'central' isomorphic invariance. Diagrammatically this could be represented in the following manner: (32)

A Diagrammatical Representation of the Transformational Treatment

Between Sameness/Similarity in Phenomenological States of Affairs
 o1 object on meta-level 1

 n2 name on meta-level 2 
 o2 object on meta-level 2

 o1 name on meta-level 1

 n1 name on metalevel 2

 t1 transformation on meta-level 1 (from o1 - n1, and v.v.)

 t2 transformation on meta-level 2 (from o2 - n2, and v.v.)

T12/21  successful transformation on and between meta-levels 1 & 2

 T12/21 iff  o1t1n1 & o2t2n2 such that t1 - t2 & t2 -t1, therefore, identity (I) shared in 

  similarity/sameness 
o2t2n2
:

:

:

I = T12/21  iff t1 & t2, &,  t1 - t2 & t2 - t1
:

:

:

o1t1n1

Now, similarity is only an identity that is partially able to conform to the above definition. A metaphor normally works on the principle of similarity. Hence a metaphor invokes only a partial identity unless, and this needs to be granted, there is a change of situation that will then allow some form of an identification, etc. E.g., that looks like Richard and when I put my glasses on realize that that is indeed the case. Here we have a legitimate identification. But when the process only involves a partial state of similarity then complete parallel identification is non-legitimate. Legitimacy being ruled in or ruled out by virtue of the consequential nature of that transformation(al process of literalization).
 So Richard the Lionheart is like a lion could never be (except in a fairy story with witches and spells, etc.) Richard the lion. On the other hand that looks like Richard and is Richard is just such a legitimate transformation assuming the validity of that process of nomination, i.e., making a designation with its intended logical subject('s existential description as its sense), and v.v.!
 (33)


So how do we determine if the literalization of a metaphor is a legitimately open possibility? How do we distinguish and differentiate metaphors such as "like Richard" and "Richard is like a lion", e.g? By looking at the consequences of such transformations very closely! In the metaphor "the world is like an illusion" even the illusory process cannot be treated as illusory.
 Therefore the totality of the process itself cannot be declared an illusion. Left as a metaphor, however, we could say that "our interpretation of the world has been mistaken" and "in its correct re-interpretation that part which has been misinterpreted can then be seen for what it is, namely, a misinterpretation. This qualification does not involve a literalization of the metaphor. If this type of problem of the literalization of the metaphor can be resolved by subjecting it to this simple test of inspecting the consequences of its literal transformation should we have a need now to continue to closely examine this type of topic? Unfortunately, the literalization of the metaphor beyond its normal level(s) of metaphorical deployment is the province of an inauthentic metaphysics whose extrapolated entities and speculations will continue to bedevil philosophy and all other domains of human existence. This defective style of doing metaphysics places us is an inauthentic mode of life par excellence! And our vigilance needs to be eternal! (34)


Can there be an authentic metaphysics? I believe there can be if a number of pre/conditions are met. The speculative nature of this domain should be recognized as speculative and certainly not treated as dogmatic. The metaphorical nature of metaphysical entities should also be recognized and treated as limited and provisional. Furthermore, the semblance of value should be recognized as pertaining to the resident metaphor and, therefore, as metaphorical, i.e., as not literal. In this good light of sensible reason we should not, therefore, extrapolate such fruitful fictions beyond their level of metaphorical deployment! Consequently, all entities, relatively real and relatively unreal, relatively transcendental and relatively non-transcendental, relatively non-Divine and relatively Divine, etc., etc., should not be perceived as absolutes, i.e., as possessing self-existence, etc!
 By these means obviating both our own immersion in processes of self-deception and, by extension, the deception of others, and v.v., etc., along with an escape from the ultimately fruitless nature (if not a negatively fruitful nature) of all the philosophical controversies that will otherwise interminably follow such totally unjustifiable practices! Perceiving all identity as arising through processes of dependence (and interdependence to the extent that identity has the ongoing semblance of an identity as an entity-process of a certain distinctive type). Hence all provisional identity is empty of such extrapolated absolute entities, such as, e.g., self, ego, soul, institutions, matter, space, time, world, truth, God, etc., etc. Indeed, only through dependence (and interdependence) could such entities have a phenomenal presentation/re-presentation on any level of ordered existence (i.e., e.g., logically, aesthetically, ethically, pragmatically, hermeneutically, factually; and in and from any sustainable combinations of the same). This does not mean that we need to cease from thinking and conversing about entities as conventionally understood as long as those terms of reference remain that, i.e., conventional(ly dependent and phenomenally interdependent
) (and meta-textually determined) and both recognized and/or utilized as fully resident within a hermeneutic circle of comprehension, and, expressed therein through their resident metaphor(s)! (35)


Entering into and exiting from the hermeneutic circle is the apparent phenomenal source of all understanding and power realized in and through our being-in-this-World-of-Life. Understanding through inward reflection and power naturally projected through our simultaneous outward extension from this transcendental locus in this re-reflection of our-being-in-the-world into the non-transcendental world where we stand before others (whether apparently present or apparently absent). We can intentionally think about doing some sort of action, but, then, decide not to permit ourselves from executing it. Or we might find ourselves doing something we had not wittingly permitted, e.g., a so-called Freudian slip. But on hindsight we might be aware of the fact that we were thinking something else more or less at the same time. We may have turned left at a certain intersection because of habit or because we were thinking of someone that lives in that direction just before we re-remember that we were supposedly heading in the other direction. The more integrated gestalt-wise we are the less these irruptions of parallel intentionalities are allowed to intrude(?). But, still, there are point in our life when and where we are truly exposed to chaotic conditions and no amount of retrospective causal reflection is going to account for what absolutely motivated us at that moment in time to apparently chose x instead of y, etc. Of course an account could be cobble together to rationally explain why this particular choice might have been entered into – but this still cannot account for the je ne sais quoi that truly rules the creative nature of human existence. Thank goodness! Hence the mystery of being is/should be a repetition of this re-atuned inexplicableness that existentially arises to re-cast us as someone harmonically more in tune within this World-of-Life!? Both with respect to each and every distinctive relationship we are entered into and the overall complexity-integrity of the relationship between all our relationships…. (36)


But is it not the case that this hermeneutic circle is itself merely a metaphor? Then, how could ‘we’, in and through the transcendental sense of the ego, be simultaneously involved in these processes of reflective thinking and re-reflective power at the same time? – we can only walk down one side of the street and then only in one direction! How can we go in two directions at the same time? Because, simply, there is no absolute divisibility between intentional agent and intentional object-state, between “‘the expression of the intention’ and ‘the intention of its expression’” – a subtle distinction – yes, but, there can be no absolute distinctions in any conceivable form! So, the hermeneutic circle is a fiction – but a fruitful fiction. A critical appreciation of the consequential existential excesses of our distinctions determining their power, and hence, the impact of their being in and upon the world, i.e., their phenomenal/phenomenological appearance in this Life-World. (37)


So, all conventional reality must be a relatively concordant concatenation of fruitful-fictitiousness. What role then can the metaphysical play within such a theatrical realm? What need have we for such a reduplication of resources between the conventional and the non-conventional (whether metaphysically constructed/re-constructed in a valid process of formation)? Everything – and – nothing! All props, all costumes, all masks, all actors and their lines, all directors and audiences… all these apparent entities and states are metaphysical in their postulation, yet, all this in itself has no absolute (absolutistic) self-existence. As empty as a dried up water reservoir, as empty as the emptiest space… yet, still, even there, there dances for us, before us, this play and playfulness of the Life-World! We are seeing ‘things’ thanks to the metaphysical… the conventional is ‘grounded’ on the postulation of such fictions – entities that appear to possess a metaphysical-like state of being. Properly ‘seen’ we see through them so to speak. As our servant they are our servants, but, in their overlordship over us we become their slaves! However, more appropriately, we should walk a middle path and see neither ‘servants’ nor ‘lords’, and in the ‘equality’ or ‘sameness’ find ourselves therein neither manipulating egoistically nor being manipulated egoistically! This ‘spiritual’ fact of life being there-for-us already in the form of the overall transcendental suspension… an a forever present authenticity of being, to some fluctuating degree or other, calling us and being ‘heard’ when we find ourselves existentially disposed to ‘purify’ this state of affairs which is none other than… our apparent simultaneous entry into and exit from this hermeneutic circle of comprehension and engagement in our-one-World-of-Life. The expression purification being meant, of course, metaphorically, or more correctly… metaphorically, rhetorically and existentially… i.e., in a state of harmonic, ongoing, transcendentally balanced productivity in tune with an atuned state of harmonic resolution as we walk through this world-with-others (whether apparently present with-us or currently absent from their being directly before-us!
)! (38)


So, a metaphysics in this sense is an inescapable fact of our existence, but, one calling for its appropriate and proper approach in and through an overall transcendental suspension, i.e., implicating this concept of purification? Would I be correct? Let me therefore examine the difference between an inauthentic metaphysics and this vision of a metaphysics of authenticity? By these means constructing a negative method for ruling out invalidly formed metaphysical constructions; especially in our construction/re-construction of these metaphysical concepts of identity, work and value soon to be re-explored in a hypothetical/non-hypothetical theological context. (39)


First, let me now introduce a series of existential concepts in order to enlarge upon the nature our understanding and appreciation of the role of the existential moment as it co-develops within the tri-polar hermeneutic economy. These concepts to be examined are existential rectification, existential equivalence, existential discernment, existential deployment. (40)


Existential deployment is the result of an apparent existential excess spilling ‘out’… ‘over’… and ‘into’ the world (through a metaphorical folding of the life-world
). By this imbalance in power it has the ability to effect changes in state outside the mere hermeneutic economy and hence, therein, demonstrate the overt nature of our intentions through the intentional deposition of such traces. By ‘apparent’ is meant this phenomenal footprint produced/re-produced between the interface of the phenomenal orientation and the phenomenological orientation (wherein it is intentionally constructed/re-constructed). By ‘overt’ is the appearance of an intentionality; apparently intended intentions, i.e., depositions upon the fabric of the world that involve in some manner or other the simulated/re-simulated presence of an implicated agent (and by ‘presence’ I mean the existential excess of this apparent intentionality). The covert nature of those intentions being uncovered through hermeneutical analysis, rhetorical interrogation, existential revelation, etc. In other words, those means at our disposal that help us to understand more fully the intentions of others (being always in a position to recognize the presence or absence of intentionality in some direct and/or indirect form or format
 [as per Gadamer]). By ‘deployment’ is meant the inevitable spilling over of this existential excess embedded in our intentional processes and therein and thereby leaving an intentional trace.
 This power having a verbal ambivalency about its essential character, i.e., being part passive as an inevitable spilling over of this potency to act, being part reflexive to the extent that it takes on the appearance of an agental directedness/re-directedness, and, being part active to the extent that it gives the appearance of being with an active intentional directedness; these proportional outputs normally not being in a state of balance (except, perhaps, in the demonstration of a relatively full authenticity of being through the maximum possible imposition of an overall transcendental suspension [wherein the phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential moments are in a state of an ongoing dynamical balance with each other, and, the transcendental moment is an ongoing dynamical balance with the non-transcendental moment, etc.]). Deployment, then, is the inevitable spilling over of this existential excess realized within the hermeneutic circle, and, thereby, produces/re-produces the simulation/re-simulation (of the transcendental illusion) of agency (both before our own sense of self, and, before others). (41)


Existential discernment is the resultant, ongoing clarification of our intentions through the processing of that hermeneutic economy central to the hermeneutic circle of intentional comprehension. So we become more conversant with the intentionally appreciated phenomenal/phenomenological material to hand. This process is never absolute! On the other hand, we may have the ‘appearance’ of an indubitable-like, essential understanding of that currently being reviewed. So, e.g., I see the poetry teacher in front of the class but my current understanding of the poem as a poem, that they are teaching, seems to have escaped me so far. I am assured this is a good poem and worth my working on it… and, then, suddenly, I discover an excess of meaning irrupting from my new and deeper understanding of it… I ‘feel’ now that I have an understanding of this poem provoked by my careful reading of that poem in the light of my experience of having read poems and being a participant with others in this Life-World (upon which all poetic experience is based and shared). Discernment is essentially our coming to a deeper understanding of the phenomenon to hand. The indubitable-likeness of this experience being reinforced, until otherwise successfully overruled, by the input of these existential aspects or factors. (42)


Existential equivalence is the realization that conventional existence is metaphysically constructed/re-constructed, and, that from a non-conventional, absolute point of view that there is no absolute difference between the conventional point of view and the non-conventional point of view by virtue of the emptiness of that constructed process as a constructive-process! On the other hand, metaphysical treatment conducted in an absolutistic, non-conventional point of view is only productive of a non-conventional state of nonsense that is conventionally perceived in both a deceptive fashion and a self-deceptive fashion. From the non-conventional point of view there is only the manifestation of nonsense, patent contradictions, absolute aporias, etc., and, from the conventional point of view the resident metaphor, or resident set of metaphors, cast a deceptive shadow of an apparent sense, meaning and meaningfulness, i.e., a value that should be evaluated as inauthentic, poverty stricken and generally as non-existentially productive and existentially unproductive! (43)


Existential  rectification is the ability of the presentation of the phenomenon itself, as phenomenologically re-presented, to re-align itself more closely with respect to its phenomenal presentation, through the phenomenon of its re-presentation, so that in our ongoing engagement with it and understanding of it we find a deeper, more valid appreciation of that phenomenon in and through this progressive process of phenomenological re-presentation provided this process is properly and appropriately conducted through a adequately pre-informed overall transcendental suspension.
 I.e., in our ongoing engagement with phenomena we find ourselves coming to a progressively better understanding of those phenomena to hand in time (in a process of understanding that should be treated as provisional despite any indubitable-like insights that might appear to arise through the mutually self-reinforced, overall, resultant existential excess realized in and through the inputs of these existential aspects or factors, etc.). The propriety of this type of insight being provisionally guaranteed to the degree pre-conditions, conditions and post-conditions are critically conducted in this state of an informed overall transcendental suspension. This process only being limited by the degree that phenomenon in question is able to be engaged in non-transcendentally oriented consciousness and re-constituted in transcendentally oriented consciousness. Transcendental consciousness establishing phenomenal sense in our psychic mapping of the Life-World, hermeneutic meaning through the richness of its meta-textual associations, and, existential meaningfulness through the existential excess (between the former) that is found mirrored and instituted in the Life-World. Non-transcendental consciousness establishing the ‘raw’ material for transcendental re-configuration which is, normally, in a non-revolutional sense, merely the reconstitution of that already being re-constituted. In a revolutional sense, in a turn about of identificational formation, there is a re-ascription of sense, meaning  and(/or) meaningfulness in a realization that previous ascription had been relatively incorrect. Ascription can never be absolute incorrect nor can we assent to an absolute indubitability in identification [as per Gadamer]. Essentially, through ongoing re-engagement our appreciation of that presentation, through re-presentation, becomes exponentially enriched to that extent that is currently open to us in this endeavour. Our critical appreciation being reinforced though existential confirmation of that process of identification in the identification of that process… limited only by our current ability to engage with that presentation and that presentation’s ability to engage with us (from its side or point or view). The non-absolute unity of the Life-World guaranteeing the possibility of this direct engagement  and phenomenological appreciation, but, never guaranteeing that this possibility in practice is currently open to us at that juncture in time and place, etc. (44)


What exactly are the mechanics and dynamics of this process of existential rectification and what connotations might be attached to this word ‘purification’? (45)


If the presentation is re-presented in order to fix it before overt intentional consciousness through retention how can there be a process of re-alignment when there is, theoretically, nothing else for that process of re-presentation to be aligned with let alone re-aligned? But, this is a mis-reading of the mechanics and dynamics of this process of thematization. Retention, in effect, forms a horizon that is preserved in the progression of that re-presentation and its ongoing re-appreciation. Moreover, there is also the horizon of expectation, i.e., protention, being preserved, through a process of meeting a current act of present retention, and in turn being re-thematized though ‘perturbations’ in expectations not being met, in actually being met, or, usually, in only being partially met, etc. This variance between thematized and re-thematized protentions and their relationship to previous processes of retention and more current acts of retention also being retained. So, it would be incorrect to see only a ‘moment’ in time as existing without a history and as existing without a future. Consciousness is momentary because it takes a certain fraction of a second for a process of retention to present itself to overt cognitive awareness through such re-presentation. This process being fixed through retentional representation. On the other hand, this momentary fact of our phenomenological being in the world needs no metaphysical reification as some form of an absolute definitive fact set in phenomenal concrete because this ‘moment’ is an artifact of such a process preserved across the moment itself through ongoing re-presentation. The moment as a metaphor has no literal existence either as a moment or as a non-moment. As a constructive metaphysical fiction it helps to re-construct a process as a process, but, to over-invest in the ‘usefulness’ of this metaphor in a metaphysical mode is to invest oneself in an inauthentic metaphysics! As a device it illustrates the momentary-like nature of overt intentionality, that a certain thought-process went on a bit ‘longer’ or ‘shorter’ than some other thought process, that there can be a ‘process of transformation’ and the ‘transformation of a process’, etc. So, in that provisional metaphysical light we should see the philosophy of ‘moments’ as a sort of interpretative grid upon which ‘causes and conditions’ are better appreciated (without having to invoke the inauthentic metaphysics of causes and effects).
  (46)


This process of re-alignment is accomplished by a meeting and matching of the processes of retention and protention; of the relatively transcendental orientation and the relatively non-transcendental orientation; of the phenomenal-phenomenological, the hermeneutical and the existential, etc., etc. As the existential spills over into the world this excess allows us to engage with the institution of that current mode of life under investigation and how as a mode of life it also intersects with an infinity of all other modes in and through the institution of that particular mode of life in this World-of-Life as it is presented/re-presented to us… Hence alignment, essentially, is another way of discussing the very mechanics and dynamics of the hermeneutic circle as it is properly and appropriately deployed in this World-of-Life ensuring processes and processes of engagement and re-engagement of which some, in their ongoing process of thematization may sometimes be recognized as needing to be radically or non-radically re-identified (although, as noted before, this process is neither experienced in an absolutely radical manner nor experienced in an absolutely non-radical manner even though, sometimes, the process of re-identification can be a disturbing phenomenon [both in being approached and in being instituted]).
 (47)


To adumbrate this important digression let me conclude by noting that alignment is the discovery, identification and preservation of a transformational isomorphism central to the phenomenal process under phenomenological examination, and, that re-alignment, essentially, is the re-identification of the nature of that value as currently thematized through an ongoing phenomenological re-presentation of the phenomenon in question and the experience of those discontinuities as revealed in that process of thematization and its more critical appreciation.
(48)


These concepts of alignment and re-alignment accounting, therefore, for insightful interpretation and re-insightful interpretation when a deeper level of insight allows us/provokes us to radically re-interpret some aspect of reality that hitherto was being misinterpreted to some degree or other, and, to seriously reconsider the consequences of such a shift in re-evaluation of which, in the light of our previous ontological commitments, either we did not wish to confront and/or we escaped being confronted by its implications (from either not arising in overt intentional consciousness or drawing the necessary inferences, etc.). The resident metaphor behind this theoretical and phenomenological approach to deception/self-deception being, I believe, that of a series of strands, strings, tracks, trails, threads that run through our perception and appreciation of a certain phenomenon or set of phenomena, and, which we can discern both in perception and insightful re-evaluation of that under examination. In re-alignment we both continue with the same linear treatment of the existential descriptor-features under examination and through deeper levels of investigation discover new ones and refine our appreciation of the old. In re-alignment we more closely re-align with what has been discerned and/or reject some of those more superficial older stands or take on a deeper appreciation of newer ones in addition to those that have remained in this act of identificational purification, i.e., this ability to phenomenologically endeepen, etc., our essential understanding of that under investigation. E.g., I see a black object in a dark laneway and think it is a cat… then realize it is too big to be a cat and probably is a dog… then, on getting closer and putting on my glasses, I realize it is only a black plastic bag of rubbish missed or rejected by the collectors of the garbage. In these series of transitions new informational streams are added to our progressive understanding of that phenomenon… in this laneway there is a black and round object that looks cat-like… but too big to be a cat, as big as a dog… that, in truth, it was only a plastic bag of rejected rubbish (according to the label put on it by the selective garbage collectors). Throughout this series of re-interpretations ‘a black round object in this laneway’ has remained the invariant object under this progressive state of investigation. As demonstrated this process of reinterpretation involving these acts of re-interpretation, neither being absolutely over-turned nor absolutely confirmed (for all we know that bag of rubbish might contain a missing wedding ring, a stash of drugs, a pile of money, a dirty bomb put there by a terrorist organization, or, indeed, just rubbish after all). We operate in a world that is not absolutely transparent, thankfully. At the same time the world is not perfectly opaque either – and for that we are grateful too. Since, in effect, our survival depends on our adequate, proper and appropriate interpretation of this state of the relative translucence of the phenomenon. It could be said that, in the light of this phenomenological modeling, that “what we need to know we have to work for (in some form or other)”. This multi-stranded string or rope metaphor giving us a deeper analysis of these linked phenomena of deception and self-deception, and, in the process, both theoretically and practically, a metaphorical window on our theological concepts of identity, work and value and, therein, a possible, critical method for approaching the same.
 (49)


The connotations of this process of phenomenal/phenomenological purification can be many and would be expressed in and through the ordered domain or domains under investigation. So, e.g, ‘purification’ in an ethical field would be perceived on a superficial level as quite different from those of a pragmatical field, etc. However, as a general rule this concept can be treated neutrally without actively exercising ontological and/or epistemological commitments through invoking an appropriate and proper overall transcendental suspension. Moreover, what connotations are perceived should be treated as provisional, and translated into transcendental terms of reference (through an orientation that ‘privileges’ the relational qua relational albeit within the auspices of an overall transcendental suspension as a process interpreted through our understanding of the hermeneutic circle) and(/or) in an authentic metaphysical sphere of operation (that does not extend beyond the metaphorical terms of reference of its resident metaphors). Obviously, this concept can have religious overtones and the same should be treated in exactly the same manner, i.e., critically, as just defined! (50)


Let me now paint an overall picture of how our understanding of the hermeneutic circle, etc., will assist us in this task of making sense of an authentic metaphysics (since the metaphysical is a necessary feature of our living in this World-of-Life with others, with object-states and all the other things that we find furnish this world for us and which we will selectively re-arrange for ourselves). (51)


The world is simulated through re-simulation and not as a simulation of that which itself is not simulated! This stands to reason when properly approached! The simulated is of the simulated being the simulated qua simulated hence the re-simulated. But, it might be argued, when we stand in front of a mirror there is the reflection and that of which the reflection is of which “we all know” is not a reflection, i.e., is not a simulation. Hence this necessary divide between the simulation and of which the simulation is a simulation of. True, the reflection of a person does not have the same modal composition as the person being reflected, but, then, the reflection of a reflection equally has a different modal status because they must have a different existential description (descriptor). Furthermore, it is true that the difference between the image of a person and that person being imaged is apparently more different than an image and a reflection of the image (as in a second mirror). Still, this difference is not absolutely radical as the image is an image of a certain person and not some other person, etc. So, a region of relative transformational invariance is called for in order to allow us to note their similarity. Then, let me add, more importantly, we have no right to not perceive the person too as an ‘image’ in some phenomenal/phenomenological form or other. That person (whose image is being seen in a mirror) when being seen by someone else is equally as a simulation, or rather, more correctly (through retention) as a re-simulation (in order to fix that ‘image’ in intentional consciousness). And, from the point of view of that person themselves seeing an image of themselves in a mirror they perceive themselves, or rather apperceive themselves, through reflexive intentional consciousness (through the Ego moment in a non-textual ‘light’ and, thence, not-textually though the overall transcendental suspension) hence even they only apperceive a simulated image of a distinctive self-like presence in reflexive intentional consciousness (with an unique existential descriptor) (from the sense of self and its existential excess, its unique-like self-referentially and ‘its’ individual ability to apparently manipulate in a unique fashion object-states and other persons in this World-of-Life). Hence even the sense of self is simulated and realized through reflexive re-simulation… the only difference being between the reflection of a person and a person being reflected in a mirror is that our modal expectations (protentionally thematized) are different, that, a person is obviously a much richer type of object, indeed, is a ‘person’ rather than some relatively poverty stricken state as a mere object-state. Hence both the person apperceiving their own sense of self and a person perceiving, and apperceiving, another person can only do so through the ongoing thematization of a re-simulated simulation. Note, however, that such a perspective is not going to conventionally reduce everything to an illusion for from the conventional point of view as we meet with the object-in-its-conventional-reality that ‘object’ through existential rectification progressively allows us to establish its degree of existential richness both in establishing its overall modal complexity and the individual modal complexity of those modes (in and through their content-expression). But, however, from a hypothetical transcendental-absolute (non-absolutist) point of view the supposition, projection and superimposition of an ‘object-state’, a ‘person’ or ‘world’ (as a ‘field’ with a certain distinctive type) is correctly an illusion, namely, a transcendental illusion since through emptiness there can be no such entities existing as such in and of themselves in a self-existent mode of being, therein exhibiting all the features through their promotion and promulgation as examples of an inauthentic metaphysics (when constructed/re-constructed in that type of attitude of inauthenticity). So, that granted, how do we draw this line between an authentic metaphysics and an inauthentic metaphysics? (52)


Let me first, briefly, look at reflexivity in general. Any phenomenal object-state ‘perceives’ the world from ‘its point of view’… while we perceive it, if we are in a phenomenal position and state to do that, from our points of view.
 Either way this perception/apperception is reflexive. I perceive you, you perceive me, we perceive it, it ‘perceives’ us, it ‘apperceives’ itself, we apperceive our own sense(s) of self… it/we perceive/apperceive each other/our own sense(s) of self… our own acts of perception/apperception, etc. But when x perceives/apperceives x/y (i.e., x or y) the x/y that is perceived/apperceived is not the same x or y that is doing the act of perception/apperception. This perception/apperception of x/y being ‘of’/’about’ x/y therefore cannot be x/y, hence, being of/about x/y let us nominate it as “x’/y’”. Now, I have been down this path before when dealing, e.g., with the mis-representation of titles, etc. A title being ‘about a text’ cannot be that ‘text per se’. But, if appended by the author of that text, or editor of that text, then it too is a ‘part of that text’. Hence the reflexive ambiguity of titles, and other meta-textual aspects or facets (of an overall ‘text’).
 But, again, as a title it addresses that text and in describing it/naming it it cannot be a part of that text, hence a title is also ‘apart from that text’ even if it too is ‘a part of that text’. When a title ‘talks about’ the text in the apparent aptness or ineptness of its entitling it essentially mis-represents that text by virtue of the fact that in talking ‘about that text’ it cannot simply be that text! On the other hand, in our awareness, in part to some extent, how a title mis-represents ‘its’ text we are then in a position to understand how that title has, in part, been mis-represented. It is this process of de-distortion that allows us not to be continually fooled by this process of an inevitable deception (since a title must be about a text it describes and/or nominates and never just that text per se) and in understanding something of that role we are then given an insight into how it titles/mis-titles that text. Even the completely quoted text itself appended as a title can never be a non-mis-representing title to that text. Because that text was intended to be a text and not a title and thence appended to itself would imply a difference in intentional function. Even if that text was designed to title itself in part or in whole this difference in intentional function rules out this mere identity between text and title (as a quotation in part or in whole). Still, an appropriate title must bear some resemblance to that text itself so the title can never be completely or absolutely deceptive (once its association is accepted as correctly entitling that text). Now, what goes for titles goes for all types of reflexive treatment of a text. Hence introductions, conclusions, meta-textually oriented comments, definitions, instructions, footnotes/endnotes, etc., etc., i.e., all forms of textual treatment wherein the text signals that that section of text itself is the object of treatment. Similarly, the phenomenal in its phenomenological treatment through retentional re-treatment of ‘text’, in our intentional consciousness, implies that the same reflexive conditions are operating. Hence the reflexive process is essentially, naturally and inevitably a distorting process – not just a process of re-presentation but also one of mis-representation. Moreover, all forms of intentionality must involve this element of reflexivity (since intentionality is [by this definition] always directed towards an intentional object-state by some sense/s of self in keeping with the complex nature of that intentional field)! However, this process of mis-representation cannot be an absolute process of misrepresentation, even if there were that intent (to deceive), because the reflexive treatment/mis-treatment of that text still must involve that same text and our recognition of the continuity of that ‘text’ as ‘some sort of text’ being denominated as that same text.
 This title must inevitably mis-represent that text (regardless of how apt we find that title), but, it is still a title of ‘that’ text. Through a process of de-distortion, wherein we perceive/apperceive the manner of the self-referential deceptiveness of the title-text relationship in question, we are no longer being deceived by that title to that same extent and in that same manner. These nearly parallel processes of distortion and de-distortion, in intentional consciousness, are happening all the time, and, in our process of engagement with a text, eventually guarantee our reflexive survival in this textually engaged world, this world engaged as a text and/or set(s) of texts centered in this hermeneutic economy (of mutually co-defining phenomenal texts, hermeneutical meta-texts, and existential non-texts) (which subject to an overall transcendental suspension produces/re-produces a not-textual experience of simulation/re-simulation). (53)

Now, the basic points I wish to make at this juncture on this topic of textual/intentional reflexivity are these: our treatment of a text whether that be ‘about our self’ or ‘something other than our own self’ is engaged as a reflexive process because it is engaged as either ‘our own sense(s) of self’ or ‘something other than our own sense(s) of self’, and, since the evaluation of this process of evaluation, should and must involve a process of de-distortion then this ‘re-doubling’ of the text must be just as reflexive as its mere entertainment, but, the hermeneutic economy ensures through the existential ego moment that there can never be this mere act of simple textual engagement hence the complex reflexivity of textual engagement!
 Furthermore, through ongoing acts of de-distortion conducted in parallel, this inevitable mis-representation is inevitably re-appreciated as a misrepresentation to that same extent we are able to re-appreciate the same through this process of re-alignment. Hence alignment/re-alignment is a process that metaphorically complements the reflexive nature of the hermeneutic economy! A process that cannot be completely mis-construed in experience since the dialectics of the matter demand that we still must be able to appreciate which text is being mis-represented. These processes of alignment and re-alignment essentially purifying our understanding of that text being critically engaged (and a facet of experience that I will return to when discussing the existentialization of a non-core inauthentic metaphysics and its transformational re-connection to a relatively authentic core-metaphysics). Processes of ongoing alignment/re-alignment effectively dealing with an enlargement and re-centralization of this core authenticity as it is non-virtually engaged in our ongoing process of (critical textual) engagement in this World-of-Life. A process that must be engaged to some extent or other by virtue of the fact that mis-representation can never be an absolute act of misrepresentation (as per Gadamer) (since we must be dealing with the same nominated text either correctly or by default when we mistakenly believe a certain title titles the text being ‘read’ for that is the text being ‘read’ regardless of how we read/misread its associated title). (54)


Titles act like signposts. We should not see the signpost itself as being pointed to but must ‘look’ to see what that signpost is apparently constructed ‘to point towards’. Now signposts, in this sense, are metaphors. Similarly all meta-textual treatment of the text is metaphorically engendered albeit in a reasonably definitive rhetorical context that allows us to understand the functions of those metaphors. As already noted, a defective metaphysics isolates the metaphor that it tries to literalize by extrapolating that resident metaphor beyond its competent level of metaphorical deployment (using language after Kant
). But, a metaphor can only function properly in its correctly re-associated, re-constructed and re-performed hermeneutic economy. Hence the overall need for its rhetorical treatment and existential treatment as well as its parallel metaphorical treatment. The two-fold metaphorical-rhetorical reading [as a phenomenal/phenomenological-hermeneutical reading] produces, in the process, an existential excess, i.e., an existential reading. This resultant three-fold reading then re-produces a simulated intimation of that topic as a mode of life in so much as it is experienced as a lived experience in this World-of-Life. Thence, again, the metaphor cannot be read simply as a metaphor and certainly not as one isolated (from its correctly associated hermeneutic economy) and literalized in an attempt to metaphorically extrapolate and superimpose its literal imputation upon the so-called external world and/or within our so-called internal world(s). (55)


Now, I would argue that the ‘final’ existential excess realized and re-simulated through entering into this hermeneutic economy properly and appropriately does allow us to validly impute object-states, persons, institutions, fields, cultures, etc., as long as they remain within the compass of an authentic metaphysics. What is entailed in this process of authentic engagement and what are the philosophical (and potentially religious) ramifications of this type of position? To do this type of task I will need to explore the margins, or the lived edge,
 between a non-transcendentally oriented conventional reading and an transcendentally oriented, absolute reading wherein lived experience is simulated/re-simulated through this relationship (between the non-transcendental and the transcendental) in our virtual entry and exit from an overall transcendental suspension; a virtual entry/exit by virtue of the fact that from the nature of the mutual co-definition of intentionally formed identity (that is co-constituted in the hermeneutic economy) there can be, through such relational emptiness (through the non-existence of a non-relational existence), no non-virtual sense of self that actually could make this entry and exit. Still, even though there is this transcendental illusion of a ‘self’, the ‘conventional reality’ of that ‘illusion’ as an apparent phenomenal agent does allow us to operate within those provisional terms of reference, therefore, let us re-ask what are the philosophical (and religious) ramifications of this concept of an authenticity of engagement? (56)


What guarantee do we have that the transcendental illusion of a ‘self’ is not just that, a mere illusion? The word ‘self’ indicates a complex metaphor. The transcendental illusion of a self only arises when we try to isolate and extrapolate this metaphor beyond its metaphorical deployment as a metaphor situated in its appropriate and properly conducted hermeneutic economy. Behind this complex metaphor we have ‘images’ or ‘analogies’ of ‘bearer’, ‘container’, ‘(epistemological-logical) subject’, ‘the unique integrity of that which can be titled’ and therein ‘nominated’, ‘agency’, ‘personhood’, etc. From a conventional point of view this determination of selfhood is non-problematic given an adequacy of information in this regard. We have no need to go beyond the metaphor as we find it (and ourselves interacting with others, etc.) situated in its hermeneutic economy. That we engage with other agents is non-philosophically non-problematic! We engage with each other, directly or indirectly. The Life-World is a sea of relationships, a plethora of modes of life that harmoniously overlap to some extent or other in their own distinctive manner. Engagement is through relationship – without the relationship there could be no engagement! Relationships are a ‘given’, indeed, a ‘pre-given’ of experience! This pre-given transcendental possibility of interaction is the Life-World. Hence it is the Life-World that guarantees the possibility of engagement, and, because there can only be one-Life-World-for-us it implies that this interaction must be direct! An effective indirectness of engagement only being entertained when in the relationship there is no instantiation of an expected, full modal complement between one or more of the participants in that relationship although a direct relationship is still entailed between those modal configurations as non-virtually configured. In other words, e.g., two persons in the confines of a small room at the same time should be able to directly engage each other in some manner or other assuming that both subjects are conscious and aware of each other’s existence in that room. On the other hand, e.g., in a room a person watching another person on the television (who is not in that room) only directly engages with that television and what is interpreted therein as virtually present. Or, if one were to telephone a person one is directly engaged in telephoning them when connected, but, not directly engaged say visually, or, if only thinking about (telephoning) them I am only engaged directly with ‘my thoughts of (telephoning) them’. In essence, all relationships in their core expression are conducted in a direct, non-virtual manner! But, again, we must ask, with what or whom and by whom or what? If there are no absolute logical, self-existent subjects/object-states/fields can there be a relationship if there is no-thing that can be related. On the contrary we should ask this type of question the other way around – how could there be an interaction, and thence a relationship, between self-existent entities? Through the hermeneutic economy there is the progressive thematization of the relationship and the co-constituted formation of intentional identity thematized therein. Relationships are not between non-relational ‘entities’ (as non-relational ‘entities’ cannot be phenomenologically contemplated!). The formation of identity is co-constituted within the relational embrace of its hermeneutic economy (which itself is engaged in a meta-hermeneutic economy, etc.
). So, it is only through the process of the relationship that those related identities can be thematized and therein (dialectically) engaged, i.e., thematized through that engagement and engaged through that thematization. This process mutually co-defining its content and its content as thematized co-defining the nature, the specifics and value of that relationship (in and through, in turn, the relationship that that relationship has in relationship with the potentiality of all other relationships!)… a process neither with an absolute beginning nor with an absolute end since we are phenomenlogically dealing with the already thematized phenomenal integrity of that currently-to-hand. Hence the dialectical nature of this process, and, the dialectical nature of all processes!
 Hence these processes by virtue of their dialectical, relational nature have absolutely no need for self-existent entity-states; the imputed presence of which signals an inauthenticity of metaphysical construction regardless of whether that be non-speculative or speculative in aspiration! (57)


This guarantee of the necessary existence of the Life-World and the being/becoming of the already-to-hand of the relatively pre-constituted establishes the conventional reality of that to hand to that extent and in that measure it is properly found to meet modal expectations in that regard.
 If I am looking at a mirage of water in the distance and know it’s a mirage then my expectations are completely met in this regard in that manner. In this instance I am directly engaged visually with a mirage but not directly engaged visually with the apparent phenomenon of water (as being only apparently presented by that phenomenon of the mirage) (and not expecting to meet with the non-virtual phenomenon of water as presented by that type of mirage). Hence the phenomenological fact of the Life-World guarantees I will be directly presented by relatively pre-constituted conventional existences whose natures will be more closely engaged through the exercise of my phenomenological discrimination as engaged within processes of alignment and re-alignment, etc. Moreover, in and through these processes of thematization, my own complex sense(s) of self will be co-thematized accordingly! Through this process of mutual enrichment there is a progressive mutual enrichment of one’s own complex sense(s) of self along with the mutual thematization of all other equally complex sense(s) of self, etc. Hence the re-iterative, re-discoverable existential richness of the world expresses this guarantee already subject to some degree of relatively invariant alignment (and re-alignment) despite the superficially skeptical attitude of the overall transcendental suspension (in its rhetorical process of bracketing, etc.). Translated into a practical sphere of operation implies that although we can always call something into question (metaphorically, rhetorically and/or existentially) at no stage can we call all the world, i.e., the Life-World, into question at the same time since even a properly conducted transcendental suspension balances its positing with its negating (and does not merely negate and/or merely posit). Hence residual alignment guarantees on some level or other that phenomenal-phenomenological reality is so constituted in that manner to some degree or other. Furthermore, through processes of thematization, epistemological purification, essentialization, etc., our interaction with that already pre-constituted must be able to be engaged to some extent or other upon which we ventured further and deeper into this World-of-Life, albeit provisionally and from a conventional perspective that is neither reduced in theory, in practice or in critique to be neither an absolutely instituted transcendental reading nor an absolutely instituted non-transcendental-conventional reading. Indeed, this existential-like state of affairs (re-)engages this World-of-Life through this fine existential edge of lived and living experience as instituted and constituted in and through an adequately pre-informed, appropriately treated and properly conducted overall transcendental suspension as met in the lived and balanced existentialization of the relatively non-transcendental by the relatively transcendental (coupled and balanced, necessarily, with the de-existentialization of the relatively transcendental by the relatively non-transcendental, and v.v.) (otherwise there could not be entertained any sense of an equilibrium whether dynamically and/or authentically engaged, or, as otherwise engaged, i.e., non-dynamically and/or inauthentically engaged!)! (58)


Conventional existence granted, from the conventional point of view, how is this delicately fine, but dynamically engaged, edge of lived experience (between the relatively transcendental and the relatively non-transcendental) be conducted (if it cannot be ‘entered’ or ‘left’ non-metaphorically by any sense of self from the absolute, transcendental, non-conventional point of view? And, if lived experience is forever engaged, what difference could there be between an authentically lived experience and a non-authentically lived experience (implying that there can be no real, non-virtual distinction between an authentic metaphysics and an inauthentic metaphysics!?)? In reply we must confess that from an absolute point of view, if it could non-hypothetically be entertained, there is indeed no absolute difference between the same! Only from a conventional point of view can there be a qualitative difference in the value of that lived-experience. Then, again, this difference can be neither absolutely authentic nor absolutely inauthentic with all engagement in its core, basic phenomenal nature already possessing some degree of a phenomenologically pre-constituted and ‘self’-constituting core authenticity in the process of its conventional becoming in and before this world-as-lived. This difference is measured conventionally but appreciated spiritually! Authenticity is living in harmony with the world-of-self-as-lived-before-others. Harmonization of the relationship (under examination) within the complexity of its relational context is a necessary prerequisite for its phenomenal existence/phenomenological re-simulation, and, it’s only through a qualitative determination that can establish for us this existential/non-existential relativity between its core authenticity and non-core inauthenticity. All phenomenal and/or phenomenological states of affairs are already in an ongoing, progressive state of relative harmonization resulting from processes of simulated/re-simulated alignment, and, in a state of existential harmonization when (as a relationship from the point of view of that relationship itself) it engages ‘itself’ in and through processes of re-alignment. Relative authenticity of being being engaged when this process of re-alignment remains progressive re-engaged. All such re-valuation of the apparent relationship occurring through relational re-evaluation, which being relationally oriented (from the point of view of the relationship) is, hence, ‘spiritual’ in orientation being relatively non-material in that orientation. On the other hand, conversely, through continual ongoing de-existentialization the world is metaphorically ‘re-entered’ and the overall transcendental suspension is metaphorically ‘left’. Therein and thereafter, the resulting existential excess of that currently engaged relationship adding its impetus to this ongoing process of de-existentialization and by such means, in its wake, allowing us to course through this world as an apparent agent whose intent is formed through such transcendentally harmonized trans-intentional deliberations (in and through these effective processes of judgment) imparting to the agent this power to apparently act within this phenomenal world of lived experience (whose inter-subjectivity is guaranteed by meta-textual inputs within the hermeneutic economy, the perceived sharing of all existential excesses whether ‘self-initiated’ or ‘other-initiated’, and, by the perception, whether recognized or not, of the transcendental unity of the Life-World itself as that one-world-of-engaged-experience as experienced before-all-others and all-senses-of-otherness!). So, how are we to evaluate this seemingly fine distinction between additional inputs of an existential excess whose resulting spiritual ramifications at a first glance seem not to exceed the intrinsic merits of that distinction between the relatively existential and the relatively non-existential, and, the distinction of those (minimal) additional inputs of the same? In reply let me say that just as a small proportion of yeast leavens the bread and transforms fruit-juice to wine so too can a small incremental addition in the degree of authenticity present in a relationship produce/re-produce spiritual ramifications that proportionally exceed the mere merit of that quantum of additional existentialization. Under chaotic conditions the consequences of this additional quantum of (re-)existentialization can exceed the intrinsic merits of its mere addition. This process of existentialization (of the relatively non-transcendentally oriented in a relationship) is facilitated in and through the overall transcendental suspension (that is adequately pre-informed, etc.). The overall transcendental suspension is re-engaged through a dynamical, dialectical re-balance of all distinctive inputs to the hermeneutic economy within the overall hermeneutic economy of the Life-World.
 This is engineered through a purification of the non-core-existential being of that relationship under focus as conducted through the simulated point of view of that relationship itself. This is essentially pre-established through alignment and re-instituted through ongoing processes of re-alignment. How are we to divine such an existential coincidence? Through an in depth re-appreciation of the general nature of the intentional field associated with that type of intentional content under such (self-)critical and self-relational investigation (since the field is a generalization of the phenomenal specificity of that object-state, and v.v). In the process we discover (and re-discover) the existential richness of the existential excess to be uniquely experienced in that relationship that, hitherto, had escaped our non-critical and/or critical scrutiny. This process of existential discovery re-investing this process of phenomenal-phenomenological scrutiny to that extent this experience of an excess value continues to issue forth, or, our intentional attention is directed elsewhere (in a similar sort of process). The inability to recognize this existential edge in our lived experience to that same extent and in that same manner (non-absolutely) closing us off to an authenticity of lived experience in an equal measure.
 (59)


Each distinctive-like mode of life through an existential excess metaphorically spills into this world-as-lived. By doing so it becomes visible though the institution of its metaphorical footprint. Becoming more visible it becomes more prominent in our life as lived before others. Becoming more prominent it becomes culturally more central to our life as lived. In the light of our investigations at some stage we should ask to what extent can the theological mode of life enter into the life of a person and their community, and, to what degree can it become central and, therein, productive of existential value? Then, we should also ask, to what extent does this institution, if at all, devolve from the non-cultural, i.e., actually issue forth from a non-virtual interaction with the Divine? Indeed, we may well ask does some sense of the Divine leave a footprint on the fabric of this world in any shape or form in such a manner so as to give to this topic a valid, non-controversial, non-virtual, non-hypothetical sense of reference, and, therein, imparting to this topic an actual authenticity of interpretation (in this regard non-hypothetically)? At this stage, without pre-judging any semblance of a ‘conclusion’ in this regard, let us progressively attempt to reach that point in our investigations where we might just be able, one way or the other, to reach a verdict in this serious matter for judgment. Perhaps, even finding that this matter may ‘effortlessly’ resolve itself when given the adequate creation of the necessary tools of trade that will allow us to adequately, appropriately, properly and validly determine phenomenologically the phenomenal nature of this topic in its full potentiality (without the inauthenticity of non-transcendentally suspended partisan points of view and other forms of distorted a priori-ism!).
 (60)

What bearing does the exposition of the above ‘position’
 have on our attempt to determine the nature of the difference between an authentic metaphysics and an inauthentic metaphysics? First, what are the distinctive phenomenological features of a metaphysics, and second, what are the existential characteristics that allow us to discriminate one way or the other between authenticity and inauthenticity on a superficial, non-core level of examination (assuming that I am right to treat the core region of our phenomenological treatment as fundamentally authentic through the necessity of some degree of basic alignment [of constitutive coincidence] between the phenomenon in question and the question of its phenomenological treatment?)? (61)


First, let me re-define a position as an improperly constructed metaphysical attitude towards some intentional object or state regardless of whether its purpose is speculative or non-speculative in orientation. By improper is meant an open ended list of defective attitudes towards an intentional object or state, i.e., an intentional object-state, an intentional field and/or intentional agent (or institution treated in that fashion by analogy). Such defects would include both the defective constructions or attitudes themselves and their direct and indirect overall ramifications in general and individual consequences in particular. As discussed to date this list would include practices like the following: isolating and extracting the resident metaphor/s and literalizing the same; extrapolating metaphor/s beyond a proper, appropriate and apposite level of metaphorical deployment; the mis-treatment of intentional objects/states as self-existent objects/states; the improper treatment of the metaphorical, rhetorical and/or existential; the inadequate, improper, inappropriate and non-valid performance of an overall transcendental suspension.… (62)


The declaration of the existence of an inauthentic metaphysics in and of itself does not rule out, automatically, the existence of an appropriate metaphysics? Therefore we should ask ourselves “is there room for an authentic metaphysics?” and, if our answer is positive in this regard, further ask what constitutes the parameters for its proper formation and performance along with a determination of the consequences of such a classification; finally asking ourselves, in the process, “what exactly is or does an authentic metaphysics do for-us as we make our passage through this World-of-Life?” (63)


In my opinion we are forced to accept the existence of an authentic metaphysics… as bound by the qualifications of certain pre-conditions and conditions of exercise Our survival in the world depends on our seeing things in a conventional sense, perceiving the relative integrity of the world, apperceiving our sense of self-continuity and a need for some degree of behavioural self-consistency in our-coursing-through-this-world-with-others… as well as assuming a responsible in our role of being in the world as lived with-others, before-others. As things stand it would appear that the parameters for its proper formation and performance would reside in our not committing those mistakes as listed previously such as, e.g., in not literalizing the metaphor, etc.
 What does a metaphysics do for us? Or, perhaps, we should ask what does a metaphysics not do for us or what can we do for it?! And, importantly, what a metaphysics cannot be made to do! For a start, let us come to the realization that the metaphysical imparts a sense of reality to our world-of-lived-experience in and through this process of simulation as a re-simulation. But never as a simulation pure and simple! I.e., never as simulation of that which is prior to that act of simulation of which the simulation is as understood in its classical sense (as modeled, e.g., by a person looking into a mirror and seeing their reflection which they read as a reflection of themselves
). Hence it is this aspect of re-simulation that is the essential nature of the metaphysical, and, that when this is treated in an appropriate and proper manner we are operating in an authentic metaphysical frame of reference. Essentially, the metaphysical is constructive of a transcendental illusion, but, when the same is not treated as a transcendental illusion we then enter an inauthentic realm of the metaphysical through this non-existential treatment of the same. The reality of the re-simulation is only the re-simulation of reality! To treat this ‘re-simulation of reality’ as a simulation of something that is not re-simulated, to that same extent, is to transform our attitude towards the re-simulated as either a representation of the non-simulated or as a re-presentation of the merely simulated.
 Taking cognizance of the phenomenological fact that inauthenticity is always the de-existentialization of the relatively authentic, i.e., there is always a core region of our re-presentations that is always relatively authentic, existentially formed and exercised in some degree of an overall transcendental suspension, and, whose residual influence will continue to cast a ‘light-filled shadow’ over the relative darkness and non-existence of such imputed metaphysical impossibilia. Such impossible objects/states being indicated by default through their virtually projected encapuslations in their remnant metaphorical residues as those metaphorically evacuated shells must still harbour some of their lingering residual aura or after-glow of value (as previously constructed when they were allowed to function properly as metaphors)! Our mistaking our mistreatment of this vestige of value as a meaningful endeavour, such inauthentic metaphysical habits entrenching themselves in this defective deportment of ourselves in our passage through this world-of-life. The general ramifications and particular consequences of these non-existential habits realizing addictions, obsessions and compulsions and other dysfunctional modes of behaviour that, therein, also prevent us from seeing things as they are, namely, as transcendental illusions, but, never as mere illusions from a conventional point of view (since, as already shown, the metaphor of illusion cannot be treated literally and absolutely as an illusion pure and simple, but, instead, should be treated as merely a phenomenon in and through the auspices of an overall transcendental suspension as we engage in this world-of-life adequately, appropriately, properly and validly by conducting our investigation in the light of an authentic metaphysics). But, let us eventually find ourselves in a position so as to evaluate whether this, indeed, is the case, namely, that an inauthenticity of the metaphysical arises through a defectively treated de-existentiallization of phenomenological experience…? (64)


The transcendental illusion is never engaged as a pure illusion (since, as already argued, that is impossible to find in a process of engagement). All engagement is direct and through the directness of relational dependence we are always to be met with an existential sense of mystery since through the overlapping of all modes of life an existential excess is engaged whose merit is always greater than the degree of psychic investment brought to bear by one own sense(s) of self. In some situations our engagement meets a greater degree of such an existential excess; an experience that, in some measure, denies and resists our cognitive desires and habits to neatly categorize all interpreted experience as a successfully interpreted experience. A transcendental illusion is engaged, then, with some degree of non-reductive resistance, i.e., an inability, on our part, to be able to completely reduce that type of experience to just that type of experience; be that reduction to language, experience, so-called facts, metaphysical objects/states, the real, the ideal, the ontological, the epistemological, the spiritual, the Divine in some form or other, etc. Correctly, therefore, all forms of engagement are a mystery in some degree or other since we must recognize that we do not have an absolute mastery over phenomena (be that intentional object-states, intentional fields and/or intentional senses of agency [in the form of our own sense(s) of self or some sense of an ‘other’]). On the other hand, if only on a non-practical level, our engagement can always be progressively thematized in time, virtually or non-virtually, although, practically, our advancement may currently be effectively thwarted for some reason or other. At least we can confirm, to that extent apparently open to us, that a process of alignment has indeed been undertaken (with or without any sense of an endeepening re-alignment). As noted our engagement is always direct in accordance with the phenomenal nature of that relationship and the phenomenological nature of its style(s) of its contextual interaction(s) engaged in the complexity of that relational process. ‘Sense’ always operates on a number of levels and always involves a complexity of contextual approaches hence the manner of the resolution of such diversely constituted relational complexity must itself reflect this non-univocality of phenomenal-phenomenological approaches. All processes of engagement, therefore, correctly, will be constituted with this sense of a complex, non-reductive resistance as met in our engagement with the-reality-of-that-to-hand (whether we are aware of that or not). How this resistance is engaged expressing our current style of engagement in this World-of-Life (which through habit, rightly or wrongly, can then become a distinctive style of life and some sense of a de facto personal signature to that extent it remains existentially unique and distinctive).
 The overflowing of this existential excess being met with some degree of an irreducible resistance which, in metaphorically ‘standing our ground’ forces us to experience this metaphysical sense of a being-becoming coming-into-being with this sense of rupture (whether recognized or not) as it intersects the activity/inertia of our daily lives. The experiential reality of this situation is encountered with a ‘degree of reality’ that, more or less, hits us, forces us to make a stand, attempt a process of comprehensive interaction that will recognize this being–becoming through a becoming-to-be. A process that must ultimately defy a comprehensive reduction although giving us enough room to entertain our own distinctive, complex sense of style in the directness of engagement with the ‘reality of that illusion’ and the ‘illusion of that reality’. Between these two poles, respectively, of a sense of the transcendental versus a sense of the non-transcendental, metaphorically, we will find ourselves living on this very edge of lived-existence. Our current degree of an authenticity of engagement, therein, reflecting the degree to which we closely remain on or near this existential edge and seek not to stray too far from it! This degree of an alignment/re-alignment with our core authenticity arising though maintaining an existential balance between near parallel processes of a dynamically balanced existentialization and de-existentialization operative at the relative center of the hermeneutic circle of comprehension (whether that be religious or non-religious in aspiration) (and conducted within the essential atmosphere of a core, relatively non-distorted, although partially occluded, overall transcendental suspension
). (65)


I have nominated our experience of this existential excess as a complex non-reductive resistance. Complex through the complexity of meta-textual perspectives that bring us to the apparent semblance of a relatively non-complex state of affairs when placed under an initial and/or superficial examination of that phenomenal re-presentation and which embeds itself in the sense of that ‘integrated’ intentional object(-ive) placed under intentional focus (which, hence, in phenomenological reality, can never be non-complex except ideally). Non-reductive since this excess cannot be reduced to its emergent, existential complex of origination. Resistance as it resist such absolute reduction and absolute categorizational transparency in its phenomenal/phenomenological reduction in cognitive/trans-cognitive experience. In this sense it resists our total appropriation, but, is on the other hand, never absolutely non-commensurable since it is re-presented intentionally. Now, this expression resistance could be potentially confusing for the following reasons. For a start it should not be confused with psychoanalytic resistance as it inhabits experiential terms of reference that are, in many ways, the exact opposite of that type of phenomenon. Psychoanalytic resistance, as described by Freud, is, more correctly, a psychotic-like resistance to an alteration in the ontological/epistemological (over-)commitments entertained and asserted by the subject that may or may not be deficient in both referential correspondence, cultural formulations, modal expectations and/or internal coherence (as determined in the ideation of the person being interviewed, questioned, psychoanalyzed, interrogated, etc.). In my experience of this phenomenon the nature of its exercise is psychotic or (pseudo-)psychotically oriented and is most certainly not neurotic (as per Freud).
 Moreover, this resistance is ‘felt’ by the ‘interrogator’ in an exponential manner equal to the apparent degree of proximity to the psychic center of those ontological commitments as ‘felt’ ‘to be under attack’ by the subject of that process of ‘interrogation’. The more you ‘push onward’ into such territory the more there is this demonstration of an equal, opposite and greater degree of resistance.
 Now, I would categorize the experience of an existential excess as essentially the opposite in the nature of its phenomenal engagement. It may resist reduction, but, at the same time, it seems to invite an engagement contra psychotic resistance. It opens our vista onto the world, it appears to be productively insightful and takes the form of an experience that presents an intensification of current experience and therein alerts us to the apparent reality to hand. In this vivification of experience we find ourselves relatively effortlessly entering into the simulation of that which is there to experienced non-textually.
 Indeed, in this lack of textual resistance (defined as non-textual in orientation when interpreted as the relatively distinctive third moment of the hermeneutic circle; which, at the level of its totality of its functioning, is re-experienced, and re-interpreted, as not-textual) we might be better inclined to refer to it as a lack of resistance in this sense. In comparison it could be compared to the sudden change in phase in the state of the electrical resistance of a certain substance when it enters a state of superconductivity as it approaches absolute zero or some other temperature at which this transition occurs.  So, this expression ‘resistance’ is for those reasons, among others, misrepresentative if not properly contexted in this regard. Hopefully my de-mis-representation of it de-distorts this subject accordingly. However, I would like a better term, or set of terms, to nominate this experience of an existential excess as it both ‘overwhelms us’ and ‘allows us to keep our balance’ to that degree an effective overall transcendental suspension has been instituted and maintained. This paradoxical-like state of affairs essentially reflects this centering in an overall transcendental suspension and one way to nominate it might be through the use of a hyphenated contradiction, such as, e.g., resistanceless-resistance, a balanced-unbalance, a non-impacted-impact, etc. Simply, it might be referred to as an experience of (a greater) intensity or as an intensification of experience. Henceforth, let me, therefore, although tentatively, re-nominate this type of experience as an intensity (of experience) (meaning either or both an ‘intensification of current experience’ or the ‘introduction of an intensely experienced novel experience’). Hopefully, my reader might be better able to nominate this type of experience for themselves and will understand the point I am making here in lieu of more appropriate expressions and their refinement in definition? (66)


With this concept of intensity we are now in a better position to investigate this non-absolute distinction between an authentic metaphysics and an inauthentic metaphysics. As already noted this is not an absolute distinction because there is an inherent, immanent, privileging of the former over the latter in the sense that the former is central  to both orientations, even in a state of in authenticity, i.e., in a state of relatively inauthenticity. This necessity for a core authenticity in a relative state of inauthenticity is guaranteed by virtue of the need for the presence of an effective overall transcendental suspension at the core of all intentional formation. If intentionality is defined as cognitive, and, its transcendental suspension is defined as trans-cognitive, then, we have this dialectical-like state affairs in the formation of our intentions by virtue of the fact that an appreciation of our intentions as intentions qua intentions can only be instituted though both intentional and trans-intentional orientations in the formation of the same (otherwise our thoughts would have a mind of their own if they could get themselves up and running [if only through a repetition of habit?]). All judgments and all perturbations resulting from the same in our intentional formations, and all consequences for the agent thereof, implies that this trans-intentional aspect must also be present in the formation of the same. Hence the necessity of the overall transcendental suspension since it is through its auspices that we find this degree of psychic reflexivity, awareness, the appearance of an active re-construction of our thought processes, our entry and passage through this semblance of a world, etc. Indeed, as already argued in this essay, a healthy balance is necessary between these two aspects in order that our intentionality can be lived on this living edge between the relatively transcendental and the relatively non-transcendental.
 With these observations and concepts to hand let me now investigate how a metaphysics constructs this stage upon which we make our various entrances and exits…. (67)


I believe two key ingredients, among others, are necessary for this metaphysical simulation of a world in which we appear to be more than just mere actors upon an illusory stage. First there must be the semblance of a semblance, the appearance of a phenomenal reality, a presentation re-presented through re-simulation. Second, this ‘semblance’ must be more than a ‘mere semblance’. The first condition gives us the content of an experience (of the world, etc.). The second condition appears to establish a process that appears to allow us to come to genuinely believe that we truly know the status of the contents of that which we are currently experiencing and/or re-experiencing. Both aspects, of content and process, must be constructed in and through the hermeneutic circle in order to account for phenomenal comprehension, etc. The illusion of the phenomenon having the reality that it appears to possess, appreciated through transcendental reflection, primarily issuing forth in and through the intensification of that experience realized in and through the existential excess that makes its appearance with that phenomenal presentation/re-presentation. This complex, non-reductive intensity, being effortlessly maintained passively, and actively self-maintained in proportion to the imputed reality of that phenomenal presentation in and through its re-presentation as a representation of its apparent imputation. Realizing, of course, that there can be no access to the reality of that imputation other than as an imputation. Through the directness of the relationship this ‘imputation’ is directly engaged, but, simultaneously, this engagement is mediated through the continual folding over of its presentation through re-presentation and its appreciative reflection realized through our ongoing virtual ‘entry’ and ‘exit’ from the overall transcendental suspension. Our harmony on this living edge of life being perfected, or purified, to that extent that our ‘entrances’ through existentialization and our ‘exits’ through de-existentialization are pre-informed, maintained and realized in an ongoing balance and rectified through a post-consequential appreciation of our intentional formations (be they relatively active and/or passive in the construction/re-construction of our passage through this World-of-Life., etc.). The apparent agental power seemingly possessed by an intentional agent being a direct reflection of the existential excess suffered and enjoyed by that agent as a result of their being inescapably engaged within this World-of-Life. An inauthenticity of metaphysical purportment, or comportment, or deportment
, in our passage through this world being realized to that same degree we do not attempt to maintain this intuitive balance dynamically engaged at the center of the hermeneutic circle (for a variety of reasons like epistemological distortions, ontological distortions through over-commitment, a lack of appropriate forms of de-existentialization, inadequate post-conditional acts of reflective appreciation and their consequent rectificational purification of intentional processes, loss of a {critical} intentional consciousness, etc.). Hence this is the dialectical nature of the interaction between content and process, the ‘semblance of a semblance’ and the ‘semblance of more than just a mere semblance’
, the relatively non-transcendental and the relatively transcendental… the non-transcendental being effectively privileged from the non-transcendental point of view (since without such cognitive ‘content’ [however intrinsically empty] there could be no transcendentally engaged and appreciated trans-cognitive ‘process’)… similarly, without a non-transcendental privileging of the transcendental there could be neither consciousness nor self-consciousness (and a consciousness of other objects and other subjects) through the lack of an appreciation of our intentional formations (and the phenomenological imputation of object-states and subjects and a recognition of their phenomenal ‘points of view’ in this world-of-Life).). Because of the necessity for an overall transcendental suspension we might say, subject to certain qualifications, that the only true privileging there is is that centered in and on, in and through, this living edge of life realized and intensified through our engagement with the world from the very point of view of the overall transcendental suspension ‘itself’, our sense of privilege arising to that degree we are able to pre-inform, exercise, maintain and rectify this life of authenticity led by ourselves on this very edge of life, this center of being-becoming/becoming-being, the only source and access granted to us wherein we can directly experience this World-of-Life and all therein (albeit through the immediacy of acts of mediation). (68)


Put simply what is a metaphysics and how is its authenticity/inauthenticity realized and appreciated? A metaphysics is the semblance of reality and a determination of the reality of that semblance. This is constructed and appreciated in and through the hermeneutic circle, the authenticity of this process being realized to that extent there is a balance between the (cognitively treated) content of that (transcendental) process and the (transcendental) processing of that experiential content. Hence a degree of authenticity must be present and central to the construction/re-construction of any metaphysical processes of imputation. Imputation being realized through the manner and degree of the existential excess created/recreated within that hermeneutic circle and therein/therefrom imparted to this existential edge of life (dialectically engaged between the relatively non-transcendental and the relatively transcendental). This process of imputation ‘seeing things’ superimposed upon the relational directness of our lived experience. The immediacy of this intensified experience being mediated through the re-presentation of this presentation and ‘lost’ to that degree we become inauthentic in our metaphysical engagement within this World-of-Life. From the ‘qualified privilege’ of the overall transcendental suspension ‘things are seen’ through a ‘seeing of things as they are’, namely, as transcendental illusions!
 From an appreciation of the transcendental illusion as a ‘transcendental illusion’ conventional reality is ‘spiritually’ appreciated as a simulation empty of inauthentic conceived notions of metaphysical substance, intrinsic existence, etc. From such a perspective we are neither overwhelmed by this intensification of experience nor do we, in turn, overwhelm this world through an intentional forcefulness to engage this world from an isolated, non-engaged egotistical point of view! Freeing ourselves from our obsessions and compulsions to operate in this world and in turn to be operated upon by it through our non-existential manipulations of those conditions that appear to satisfy those objectives (created in the neutrality of this ‘space; between ‘self’ and ‘other’, intentional object and intentional field, and all [passive] obsessions
 and [active] compulsions associated with the same and re-activated in inverse proportion to the extent a de-activated overall transcendental suspension remains in play, etc.). (69)


Now, I have argued that a metaphysics is a necessary fact of our life in this World-of-Life. On the other hand, through the exercise of an authentic metaphysical attitude towards this World-of-Life we remove ourselves from adopting and being adopted by an inauthenticity of attitude in the manner of our comportment as we pass through this world. Positively, we are given insight into the conventional nature of this world. Negatively, we must find a removal of those obsessions and compulsions [through their paralyzed suppression and deconstructed cessation] that would otherwise existentially distort this otherwise spiritually-oriented, relatively non-material vision of the world as lived-before-others… As an experiential residue we are left with a sense of process in continual becoming, a process purified and refined through such a reclamation of our authenticity which is our privilege to bear, and reclaim, in our passage through this World-of-Life. Our re-perception of the world as a transcendental illusion allows us to operate in this world without the illusion that we have any form of an intrinsically substantial existence other than through the dependence and inter-dependence of our mere embodiment as a person-in-this-world-as-lived-before-others. In essence, a metaphysics is a guarantee that we can live in this world, but, how we live that life is a reflection of the mix of authenticity/inauthenticity we intuitively and reflectively engineer for ourselves and find engineered for us in and through the very existential (and relatively non-existential flavour of the) nature of our relationships (that we ‘permit’ ourselves to enter into in that form as found [without the exercise of a critical discrimination and a rectification of apparent consequences]). In this regard a metaphysics is a two-edged sword! Now, we must ask “What else can we gain or lose through the exercise of such a metaphysics, and, what relationships might be present if we were to believe or to find that this Life-World could or does possess, or is possessed by, a positive theological difference, i.e., the valid imputation of a non-hypothetical theological aspect?? (70)


I began this lengthy digression looking at information and informational systems. I equated the same with a value system. Now I would like to equate both with (the invocation and imputation of) a metaphysical system, and, at the same time, show in what manner all three differ from each other (in their less fundamental characteristics). All three systems being based on the transcendental judgmental dynamics of the hermeneutic circle – hence their fundamental invocation of the same transcendental mechanics. But, that said, I am going to give an epistemological priority to the metaphysical since without that there could be the presentation, representation, re-presentation and overall comprehension of neither information nor value.
 So, in this regard, through the pre-conditional presence of a metaphysical frame of reference all forms of information and value could be neither presented, etc. The mix of authenticity/inauthenticity of the same being a product of pre-informational preparation, informational processing and post-informational rectification, etc., as entertained within a properly conducted ongoing, overall transcendental suspension. Furthermore, I perceive the mere content of an informational process to be its realized information, the value of that information being the nature and process of the existential excess that creates/re-creates those informational characteristics. E.g., in the convention of seeing a painted representation [whether realistically presented or otherwise, whether accurately portrayed or merely imagined] the seeing of a painted representation, say of a pastoral landscape, necessarily involves a certain metaphysics [wherein the painted representation is imputed as virtual] the informational content is the portrayed landscape and the value is primarily aesthetic if that was intended and achieved by the painter (although the motives of the artist might also be pragmatic as in advertizing a product which in this case might be a piece of real estate, etc.). Hence this subtle distinction between a metaphysics (which is centrally and essentially authentic in its core fabrication), the content of that metaphysics (as to what is to be imputed) and the value (of that imputational system in terms of the existential excess realized and the primary [ordered] nature of that excess as to whether it is essential, aesthetical, ethical, pragamtical, hermeneutical and/or factual). (71)


Without a metaphysical framework, whether conducted in general terms of reference or individually pre-specified, concepts like work, identity and value could not be investigated (regardless of whether we are to entertain them in a theological context or a non-theological context). In this light, therefore, the very concept of a Life-World must be a metaphysical concept whether we wish that to act in that role or not. So a perfect place for our investigations in this regard must be with exactly that – our concept of the Life-World! (72)


These three concepts of work, identity and value have within Life-World, as understood through the hermeneutic circle, the advantage of representing three primary aspects of the same, namely, respectively, the ego moment, the object moment and the world moment. Let me clarify this bold statement. Work, as a concept, here means the viability of that construct as a metaphysical ‘support’ for the direction and re-direction of one’s life. By ‘support’ is not meant metaphysical foundations but merely a conceptual anchor for making sense of our place in the world, i.e. the finding of value (a metaphorical ‘anchor’ that should be treated as provisional and not the subject of our invariant ontological commitment. Then, again, the merit of the ‘anchor’ is that it currently fixes our place in the world, but, can be pulled up when and where necessary, and thereafter, when judged appropriate, replaced with an improved model). Work involves the value that there is for an individual, etc., in and through the meaningfulness of that metaphysical construct, i.e., that conceptual construct as situated in its metaphysical frame of reference (which in this case is being examined as the Life-World itself since the Life-World itself is constituted through the value created for it in and through the necessary medium of the hermeneutic circle). Now, such value is divided between the collective co-defining interactions of the Ego pole, the Object pole and the World pole (as discussed elsewhere
). The ego pole, or ego moment, corresponding with the formation of an existential ego-oriented meaningfulness, i.e., work – translated into a hypothetical theological context as that productive of theological value judged as obtainable in that vision of a(n authentically conducted) metaphysics (which could then be further examined from passive and active points of view, i.e., what is the value of such a system for the recipient of such a metaphysics (the adherent of a theological system), and, what is the value initiated by the active participant(s) of such a system assuming its/their hypothetical existence as/in the Divine [or some lesser form of divinity as the ‘divine’ {in which we may also include ourselves to some degree or other subject to various qualifications (in reflection of, and on the grounds of, our own apparent possession of a potential-actual degree of transcendental integrity, transcendental agency, etc., despite that, and by virtue of, the fact that these facets of transcendental ‘life’ are transcendental illusions) }]?) [and, therein, involves the value of work]. Similarly, our appreciation of the formation of all forms of phenomenological identity, as phenomena in the world, assumes the qualified privileging of an object pole or object moment of orientation within the ambit of the hermeneutic circle. Hence this concern is treated in a phenomenological frame of reference [as information]. Lastly, our concept of value has, automatically, a hermeneutic orientation and therein conveys a qualified privileging of the world pole or world moment within this provisional understanding of the hermeneutic circle read Life-World
 [and therein the implication of a specific metaphysics]. By ‘qualified’ is meant the operation of this orientation is conducted in such a manner that it is not performed at the expense of maintaining an effective overall transcendental suspension with the full-flowing of an authenticity in our becoming-a-being that follows from such an existentially oriented transcendental attitude towards our being-as-it-becomes in this World-of-Life. So, with this need for a relatively authentically treated metaphysical framework in place and a recognition that our three (theological) concepts of work, identity and value are merely a qualified privileging of the dialectical moments in our tri-polar understanding of the hermeneutic circle let us now explore what might be first meant by re-considering the world of experience, i.e., Life-World, from just such tri-modal points of view? Then, armed with such an understanding let us see if we can apply these investigations to the hypothetical concept of the Divine (since in the previous volume we have shown that a viable sense of deity can be constructed in a process theology that treats the Life-World in just such a fashion [as an extension of the Life-World, i.e., through this transformational treatment of the potential-actual divide that is present in the difference between a negative theological difference and a positive theological difference….]). (73)


First, let us try to understand what status this ‘concept’ of the Life-World, this one World-of-Life, has in the exercise of a critical transcendental philosophy. This is not an easy task but one that must be accomplished before we can understand what is entailed in a critical transcendental philosophy as here being examined and investigated. For a start the Life-World is divided equally between the transcendental and the non-transcendental. These two divisions mutually co-define each other. The transcendental orientation being relatively epistemological in aspect, the non-transcendental being relatively ontological in aspect. The experiential sense of the transcendental being defined through the hermeneutic circle and its experiential realization of an overall transcendental suspension. At no stage have we produced privileged foundations for the basis of the same since, indeed, to privilege any aspect of this mutual state of correlativity
, and inter-correlativity
, would be the metaphorical ‘death’ of this plane of mediated-immediacy and immediate mediation. At the same time, the ongoing integrity of this lived experience ensures that this living dimension of life, indeed, is in one world hence the appellation of ‘this’ Life-World, this-one-World-of-Life! The ramifications of this ‘position-less position’ is that when some form of privilege enters to distort this experiential equation of a productive/re-productive transcendental balance, a corresponding distortion of the Life-World follows. E.g., if one privileges the intentional object-state then that is productive/re-productive of a ‘realism’ and all the distinctive distortion that follows in its de-centered wake [along with an over-emphasis on information or facts]. On the other hand, if one privileges the intentional ego then that is productive/re-productive of a ‘idealism’ or ‘rationalism’ and all the distinctive distortion that follows in that type of de-centered wake, etc.
 Then, to adopt an ordered preference, or any other preferential way of pre-judging our viewing of the world, is to commit the same sort of transcendental mistake, namely, the privileging of a certain metaphor or set of metaphor at the root of that type of view and, therein, through a process of ‘progressive’ literalization of that metaphorical complex, allows one to enter into a dogmatic process that can only be deconstructive of the value-of-our-being-in-the-world-with-others
 to that same extent. So, all views can be found within this ‘vision’ of the Life-World through a distortion of the same, and, the ‘vision’ of the Life-world is experientially ‘revealed’ to that same extent there is a de-distortion of that distorted de-centering of the Life-World! So, in using this expression of the Life-World, on one hand, we have a complex experiential process of conceptualization and the nomination of the same, and, on the other hand, an experiential recognition of the phenomenal-phenomenological reality of that concept itself without closure, indeed, with a full recognition of the open horizons that await before all forms of non-transcendental intentional formation/transcendental trans-intentional formation in a process of ongoing thematization. In the light of this peculiar state as both a conceptual process and the objective of that process let me nominate its status as the experiential basis for recognitional realization since it acts as the phenomenal basis for phenomenological recognition, or, i.e., the World-as-Lived, i.e., the Life-World (to that extent it appears as a world as lived)! (74)


The three primary moments of the hermeneutic circle mutually define each correlatively. As work, etc., is apparently aligned with the same and since these moments are only ideal we should expect that these same concepts of work, etc., should do the same, i.e., co-define each other, and, importantly, it should be recognized that they can never be defined in absolute, ideal terms. What are the implications of this and does it make any difference if no definition can be defined in absolute, ideal terms of reference except analytically (and then only the mere assertion of an equation)? In a sense all definitions mutually co-define each other, but, this act of co-definitional support is easier to realize when those co-relative terms transparently form that type of dependent sub-system. The value of those terms and the now apparent nature of their interactional thematization mutually enhances the significance of such a structure, etc., and thence the thematizational definition of any one aspect of that sub-structure. Hence in this task of coming to an understanding the possible significance of theological work, identity and value we need to address both their mutual co-relativity and the seeming independence, or semi-independence, each of those terms might have in whatever semblance of difference they may bring to such a system. This dialectic between similarity and dissimilarity, through an ongoing process of harmonization within the embrace of the hermeneutic circle, being transcendentally instrumental in producing/re-producing information, value and any form of a metaphysical simulation thematized therein. Looking at the complex relationship between the same, i.e., information, etc., I will hazard the intuition that information is phenomenologically oriented (through its objective focus on the informational content), the [metaphysical field of] simulation is hermeneutically oriented (through its dependence upon the process of a field of simulation) and that the relationship between the former realizes the value of that relationship and hence, in a wider context of appreciation, when and where appropriate, a determination of the metaphorical/metaphysical work of that concept or conceptual-system (as well as invoking the semblance of agency in an appropriate form consonant with the field in question). Deploying such an understanding beyond that relatively provisional basis realizing, of course, a diminished sense of authenticity. (75)


Matching “work in an orientation with the Ego moment with meaningfulness”, identity formation with information(-al sense) of the Object moment”, and, “‘value’
 with the metaphysical simulation of a field at the World moment”. All this is quite simple really! Translated into a theological frame of reference, however that might be constructed, involves merely the interpretation of this tripartite equation in that type of context. What is entailed is an exploration of  these root concepts of theological work, theological identity formation and theological evaluation (i.e., just how do we evaluate the competence, coherence, non-self-contradiction, pragmatic utility, etc., of this type of philosophical endeavour?)? To make this task easier I will now adopt an ordered analysis of these moments of work, identity and evaluation and in the process demarcate, to the limited extent necessary, their mutual correlativity…. (76)


In this specific scheme work parallels the Ego moment, identity (as a phenomenal/phenomenological process participating in the construction of a possible theological sense of identity is conceptually formed in our psychically mapped understanding, cultural or intercultural in orientation of the World) parallels the (intentional) object(-state) moment, and, value as an evaluative process (of hermeneutical meaning comprehension) is to be understood as paralleling the World moment (through the implication of a necessary invocation of an appropriate type of metaphysical field for the mapping of the constructed sense of that theological sense). Now, in an ordered analysis, the ego moment is purely associated with a deontological style of ethical judgment. But, the Ego moment in its associations with the Object moment and the World moment also forms an aesthetically oriented process of judgment and a pragmatically oriented process of judgment respectively (as argued elsewhere). So we might be tempted to say that this concept of theological work is primarily an ethical style of deontological judgment and secondarily can be associated with aesthetically oriented issues and pragmatically oriented issues. Therefore, theological work primarily concerns an ethical dimension and a secondary dimension with pragmatic and aesthetic associations. By the same rational theological identity formation would then be centered on the Object moment and, therefore, primarily involves an essential dimension (concerning identificational information in a phenomenal/phenomenological mode of investigation) and a secondary dimension with aesthetics and factual associations. That, in turn, by the same rationale, theological (e)valuation would then be centered on the World moment and, therefore, primarily involves a hermeneutical dimension and a secondarily involve dimensions with factual and pragmatical associations. In this light we can now proceed to spell out what might be involved, in the light of this type of schematization, with these concepts of theological work, theological identity (formation) and theological value. These investigations hence concerning themselves, respectively, first with a process of theological evaluation that attempts to deal with issues concerning the imputed existential meaningfulness and relevance of that type of theological attitude (towards the Life-World) that appears to logically and experientially devolve from the ‘apparent workings’ of that particular imputed theological construction or system, i.e., asking just what does it do for its adherents from a hypothetical theological perspective and from a relatively non-hypothetical human perspective. So let us explore this possible avenue of insight? Second, we seek some form of an understanding as to what is meant by the concept of deity as proposed by that particular theological system, i.e., what are its methods for painting this type of picture and what are the end results of that type of constructive simulation. Lastly, in dealing with issues of theological value, or, rather more precisely, theological evaluation (and, thence, theological re-evaluation) we seek to understand by what critical or non-critical dynamics such a project is to be or is being undertaken internally within that theological system by its adherents or externally by those either sympathetic or unsympathetic to that type of enterprise? Let me illustrate this scheme in the following diagram (where primary considerations are doubly underlined). (77) 

De-Ontological Ethics (Duties, etc.)

Existential Ethics

Aesthetics (Ethos)                              Pragmatics (Functional Utility)

Ego

Object                                            World

Essential Phenomenology
           Semantic Hermeneutics
Aesthetics (of Identity)/Factual (Actualities)    Factual (Possibilities)/Pragmatic Functions

Essentially, this scheme helps us to enrich our understanding as to the function of these concepts of work, identity and value. E.g., the concept of work can be looked at now through the prism of a de-ontological ethical judgment, aesthetical and pragmatical judgments. On a superficial level these three types of value judgment are not to be confused. However, on a deeper level of epistemological being they should eventually be seen to be as existentially commensurate (in a process of mutual unfolding that can be exposed to our ‘inner gaze’ through the thorough imposition of an overall transcendental suspension). The interaction of these sets of judgment, as they intersect each of these three moments, enriching our co-mutual understanding of each of those three aspect of the hermeneutic circle. Furthermore, we perhaps should rhetorically ask, can our judgmental appreciation of these complex formations of value be of a degree much greater than our weakest ordered appreciation in this regard with the implication that the part played by all six orders needs to be (re-)assessed in order to properly assess the phenomenal nature of that under examination? “As our topic here is theological, namely the re/presentation of a theological system of belief and practice, our focus should therefore concern the effect these six fields of value have in a more comprehensive understanding and appreciation of this topic as re/presented. Keeping this analysis in mind let me now proceed to examine how we are to understand how a person proposing a theological vision of the world might argue for the claim that it was a (more) valuable way of seeing the world than that proffered by a non-theologically oriented vision of the world. Can we argue, in hypothetical sympathy with such a proponent, that there is, indeed, such an inequality and that a theological difference does actually make a difference? To follow this line of thought let me examine the need for an integrating device in our appreciation of this world-as-lived, the Life-World; such a device helping us to see ‘the world’ as ‘a’ world if not ‘the’ world? In the process let us ask, “can we see the world as a ‘world’?” without imputing the existence of some form of an integrating device and to what extent does such a device imply or not imply possible theological-like characteristics (of either an orthodox and/or non-orthodox flavour?)? (78)


An integrating device is an imputational scheme adopted to help us view the world as ‘a’ world, i.e., the-world-we-live-in-as-lived-in-with-others. Without this sense of integration no sense of a world could be imputed, hence this transcendental priority in this respect for the ‘presence’ of the same, i.e., its imputation. As the very interpretation of experience is threaded together and integrated under the auspices of such a device hence the transcendental necessity for such a device in our interpreting the world. Without its prior imputation there can be no imputation of a world - neither ‘a world of experience’ nor ‘the experience of a world’. The logico-epistemological space of such a device being that space generated between the confines of our contragram,
 namely, this ‘experience of a world’ and ‘this world of experience’. Now, we should ask what exactly is the nature of this schematic device and if its imputation is epistemologically organized does this automatically imply some degree, or possibility, of a theologically-oriented imputation? (79)


By the nature of its transcendental necessity such a device must, correctly, transcend both epistemological and ontological orientations. Its epistemological organization hence implies the possibility of a theologically-oriented aspect provided the degree of this organization transcends that of our own by the necessary quantum for that to be accepted. But, the immensity of the world, qua world, as the open horizons of our experience of this world implies that its epistemological level of organization must exceed our own level of epistemological organization by the necessary quanta (if only through its total inclusion of ourselves). However, on a qualitative level of hypothetical assessment, is that level and degree of organization commensurate with this theological degree and/or level of imputational expectation? In other words, the organization of the world may be vast in a quantitative sense is it of a quality to ensure both its epistemological functioning and, therein, its theological identity (in an ongoing process of theological identity formation)? First, let us consider its so-call transcendental necessity. (80)


Without some sense of a world of expectation no experience could be experienced. This ‘necessity’ is built into our hermeneutic circle in its recognition of a transcendental World moment and the definition or thematization of the same through its mutual co-negation as neither a transcendental object(-state) nor a transcendental ego. Without an intentional field or horizons there can be no thematization of that to be found within the same. Hence this transcendental necessity for this imputation of a sense of world. Of course, equally, experience also demands the ‘necessary presence’ of a sense of ego and intentional object-state. Now what form does this imputation take? (81)


In the ‘space’ between the contragram of “interpreting ‘the world of experience’ and interpreting ‘the experience of a world’” what form does this sense of world take? As we are ‘embodied’ this sense of world must reflect the same. Now, as intentional consciousness is epistemologically organized so too must this sense of world reflect this sense of organization. Moreover, because no absolute distinction between the ontologically-oriented and the epistemologically-oriented can be drawn none can be so determined. Hence this sense of world cannot be thought of purely in ontological terms of reference as merely as some sort of a world or field. Equally, this sense of world must transcend a merely subjective re-interpretation or an inter-subjective re-interpretation. That, in effect, this sense of world, correctly, corresponds to the Life-World (which in its expression as the hermeneutic circle implies both the sense of world implicit in the moment of the world and the necessary presence of the Life-World itself!). How is this sense of ‘world’ realized, expressed and recognized? Through the very being-becoming of experience itself in so far as it is thematized ‘in’ this World-of-Life, and, in turn, is thematized by this World-of-Life. But, it could be argued, that if the Life-World is thematized (indirectly) through experience and experience (indirectly) thematizes this sense of world to what extent this imputation is something more than a mere imputation? Indeed, to what extent can such a world be thematized at all when its logical absence cannot be absolutely thought?!
 But, this sense of ‘world’ is given its necessary degree of semantic contrast and value or ‘meaning’ through its co-mutual negation of a ‘sense’ of an object-state and the ‘meaningfulness’ of ego. What then is the status of such an imputation? In answer, we might reply, that which is both an empirical reality (as the reality of that experience qua experience) and a transcendental illusion (properly appraised and appreciated through an ongoing overall transcendental suspension). Hence our treatment of this concept should take into account both a non-transcendental empirical dimension and a transcendental non-empirical dimension (which co-mutually define each other). Let me investigate the ramifications of this overall concept of a co-mutual imputation of World, Object and Ego (which collectively constitute our experiential concept of ‘world’ and its transcendental presupposition of the Life-World). (82)


In these theological investigations the claim could be made that the covert
 richness of that research (from the point of view of its associated background/s) cannot exceed the weakest or lowest qualitatively enriched order in that overall assessment on the grounds that the transcendental nature of judgment, as trans-conceptual, etc., implies a thorough functioning of the hermeneutic circle even though an ordered judgment operates within the same through the preferential emphasis and/or suppression of those three moments of Ego, Object and World. In this sense the quality of our research overall cannot properly exceed the quality of the weakest ordered link. Then, again, from a more overt perspective one might argue that the richness of our overt research cannot exceed that degree it has been overtly thematized. That, generally, the quality of our research cannot overtly exceed the maximum quality of that research currently available to us. Assuming our three moments have their corresponding backgrounds, and the background constitutes the greatest degree of psychic ‘weight’ (among Ego, Object and World as a background) then the quality of that richness must primarily reflect this degree of covert thematization of the background. So, on one hand, covert quality cannot exceed the quality of the weakest ordered link and overt quality cannot exceed the richness of its most thematized ordered aspect. However, despite these subtleties, what role can our six orders play in our theological topic when by themselves none seem to implicate any sense of divine agency whether by nature involved or non-involved in matters of human destiny? So, in essential descriptions and equations we find no direct sense of the Divine, in works of art we do not aesthetically experience the Divine (unless it is represented there non-aesthetically), etc. But, there is also a long tradition for claiming the Divine manifests with a sense of essential integrity, beauty, ethical perfection, pragmatic potential, meaning and factuality-actuality, etc. Can these distinctively ordered domains be integrated to directly or indirectly create/recreate a theology (along such traditional lines?)? Furthermore, in the light of our embodiment and our parallel functioning as a transcendental ego given the transcendental illusion, in hypostatizing both from an absolute-like perspective, just what can we assume and just what are we not allowed to assume in these matters? (83)


With these various questions, notions and limitations as noted let me now trace out what seem to be the implications of this position constructed or adopted so far. For a start let me focus on the phenomenal-phenomenological implications of this concept of a transcendental illusion. From an empirical, conventional perspective we can talk about the agent-in-the-world as empirically embodied as an embodied person before other embodied persons. However, from the transcendental point of view we could also say that that subject is both transcendentally ideal and a transcendental illusion; although this ‘illusion’ itself also has an empirical reality. What is not being disputed is that that individual agent has a life-history that could be described by a unique existential descriptor (a unique set of spatio-temporal coordinates with an associated set of actions, intentional dispositions, etc. that chart the life-history of that apparent individual both theoretically and practically
). Yet, although ‘embodied’, from a transcendental level of transcendental appreciation we should not argue for a subjectivity that is metaphysically substantial (or non-substantial). That, in essence, the essence of subjectivity has no essence, i.e., conventionally real but transcendentally unreal. Hence the apparent content-reality of the transcendental illusion can only be as a metaphysical illusion. That to insist on the full reality of both the content and form of a transcendental illusion would be to commit a metaphysical mistake through the reification of its content qua content. Thence, by extension, we must also treat all forms of divinity in the same manner, i.e., as empirically real if adequately present in some form of empirical evidence but only as transcendentally ideal and hence unreal or irreal from an absolute perspective (if such were to be entertained in fact). That the current concatenation of factors contributes only to the simulation of their metaphysical existence despite their absolute non-existence from a transcendental perspective, i.e., only the illusion of a certain agent will persist without denying at the same time a form of qualified conventional reality along with the reality of that transcendental illusion. Thus we must conclude that all identity, both non-Divine and Divine, whether relatively personal or non-personal in characterization, is empty of absolute self-identity. Just as “the essence of essence is no essence (or a non-essence or not an essence)” so to “the I of I is no ‘I’ (or a non-I or not an I), i.e., that self-identity is absolutely empty of all such imputed content. So, we are forced then to conclude that the various imputations of a world, an empirical self/other empirical selves and all intentional object-states, implicated in the necessary functioning of the hermeneutic circle (as moments of the same) also implies the absolute emptiness of each of these three aspects and that realistically we cannot impute the content-reality of each of those three types of aspects from a metaphysical point of view! So, the value of the hermeneutic circle in its creation/re-creation of sense, meaning and meaningfulness demands the imputation of the transcendental illusion of a world, the transcendental illusion of transcendental egos and the transcendental illusion of all intentional object-states, yet, at the same time, from a metaphysical point of view, equally demands the non-metaphysical imputation of the same (content-wise)! (84)


As for personal identity so, too, for Divine identity, and v.v. (on hypothetical grounds)! Divine agency, the existence of the same granted, could only communicate with non-divine agency phenomenally (and must do so for it to exist-for-us!). Such communication, whether recognized as a form of communication or not, would be experienced and interpreted phenomenologically. Only through phenomenal interaction could this take place. But if that were to take place then we know that such a process, from the perspective of such hypothetical divine agency, must also be phenomenological in nature since the relatively divine is that relatively greater in its epistemological organization(and that our interpretation or relative non-interpretation of the Divine itself would be phenomenologically engendered). Hence the above maxim, that (the reality of) the Divine (granted) it must operate both phenomenally and phenomenologically in this imputed world despite the fact that the transcendental reality (of the transcendental ideality) of this imputed sense of Divinity must also manifest as a metaphysical illusion since it could not function otherwise! Because ‘agency’ is simulated through a hermeneutic circle which demands practical embodiment, an imputed world and the simulation of a transcendental ego despite the metaphysical emptiness of such simulated factors and aspects. Indeed, such simulation, whether it be relatively Divine or relatively non-divine, can only function by virtue of its metaphysical emptiness since to be otherwise is to condemn itself to a non-phenomenal-phenomenological existence as that which-cannot-exist-for-us (or for itself)! So, the reality of the Divine, as-that-there-for-us, both hypothetically and/or non-hypothetically, must both be imputed from a transcendental perspective (as a Divine agent) and non-imputed from a metaphysical point of view (if such a perspective were to be experientially entertained) (through an emptiness of transcendental content or identity-formation)! (85)


Let me look more closely at the construction to date of this complex argument and note some of its presuppositional ‘insights’. For a start let me examine the relationship between a transcendental reality/illusion and a metaphysical reality/illusion. Each type of experience operates in its appropriately associated gestalt field. So the transcendental ego operates in and through the transcendental field (which is defined as trans-conceptual in nature by virtue of the fact that judgment being between or within concepts cannot be conceptual per se, hence its transcendental orientation. ‘Orientation’ by virtue of the fact that it is trans-conceptual in orientation through its emergence from the necessity of its pre-trans-conceptual basis, i.e., its conceptual basis, a state of affairs from which it cannot absolutely escape since its generative emergence is from just such a basis that must still be in existence for its continued simulation/re-simulation as an ongoing process of transcendental functioning). But being in dependence upon a transcendental field that sense of ego cannot, therefore, be treated in an absolutely isolated sense (except provisionally). However, the transcendental sense of ego can still be perceived as distinctively different from an empirical sense of self if only provisionally or non-absolutely. E.g., I see the world because I am embodied and therefore see the world perceptually through the use of the same. In contrast, I could imagine myself walking down the other side of the street, or imagine what it might be like to see the world through the eyes of another person. This ability to simulate the world from a non-empirically bound position sets it apart from our own unique empirical position hence this imaginative, trans-empirical sense of self must belong to a sense of the transcendental. However, the word ‘orientation’ recognizes this dialectical nature of the relationship between the (non-absolutely distinctive) sense of an empirical ego and a transcendental, trans-empirical sense of ego (and that the individual value of either is dependent upon the significant contrast of both with respect to each other). Now, a transcendental illusion is created when a transcendental (sense-)field produces/re-produces a distinctive type of ordered judgment, e.g., in an aesthetical act of reflection or as in a deontological act of ethical refection. Because the aestheticality or ethicality of that situation is simulated/re-simulated hence the treatment of this state of affairs in that act of reflection is best treated as an illusion through this sense of simulation (just as the simulation/re-simulation of the perceived world realizes an empirical illusion [and the empirical reality of that illusion], albeit directly engaged, to the same extent a transcendental act of appreciation must equally engage a transcendental act of simulation/re-simulation [and the transcendental reality of that illusion as an experiential process], albeit also directly engaged). Treatment, or rather mistreatment, of the experiential transcendental reality as possessing a real transcendental content is to commit a transcendental mistake with a consequent transcendental confusion (as after Kant). The commission of a metaphysical mistake involves our misinterpretation of the associated transcendental content as real in our appreciation of the transcendental functioning of the six ordered transcendental sense-fields of the pre-essential, the aesthetical essential, ethical, pragamtical, potential-hermeneutical, and the actual-factual, either individually, interactively and/or collectively. In an act of transcendental judgment (because there can be no other kind of judgment) the ‘treatment’ of a transcendental ego as an ‘ego’, pure and simply, is to commit a transcendental mistake. So, to impute an actual ego-content outside those experiential terms of reference is then to commit a metaphysical mistake. On one hand, we have to impute a transcendental ego, etc., e.g., and on the other hand, we must not impute a metaphysical entity superimposed upon that transcendental imputation (superimposed upon its empirically located basis (whether that be considered in a hypothetical and/or non-hypothetical frame of reference). To see an object in the world as an object in the world and not just as an intentional object necessitates its transcendental imputation. However, to see its imputation as an object per se is to commit, in accordance with the above understanding, a metaphysical mistake. Hence, in this light, the transcendental illumination of a certain simulated/re-simulated state of affairs creates/recreates a transcendental illusion. It is thus through the necessary ‘presence’ of the transcendental illusion that we can then mistreat it as a metaphysical illusion, wittingly or unwittingly. So, when we see a certain object, say a painting, and we ‘see’ it as beautiful work of art we must not non-provisionally treat it as the “seeing” of a beautiful object pure and simple that exists absolutely in its own right as “that beautiful object”! That ‘beautiful painting’ was made and seen and exists as-that-there-for-us. As a potential phenomenon-there-for-us it finds a phenomenologically interpreted treatment in this World-of-Life as a painting that is considered to be a beautiful example of this kind of phenomena. To mis-treat it as a non-phenomenal object beyond its phenomenological interaction with us is to commit, therefore, a metaphysical mistake through the metaphysical imputation of that transcendental imputation as an isolated, metaphysically self-existent, self-subsistent object. Now, in the phenomenal-phenomenological reality encompassed by the unity of the Life-World nothing, not one topic for examination can be mistreated in this metaphysical manner! What applies to egos and non-ego must also apply to all forms of divinity and non-divinity whether hypothetically extant or non-hypothetically extant! Thus, to apply a string of independent and absolute, isolated, self-existent attributes to the hypothetical or non-hypothetical imputation of the Divine is to commit a perfect example of such a metaphysical mistake. Its commission can only create/re-create the consequent metaphysical confusion attendant upon that type of act and therein devalue (or dis-value) its associated sense, meaning and meaningfulness. Taken to the extreme, such a religious conceptual frame of reference would completely devalue itself and realize only a vestigial trace of value merely associated with its past connotation and, therein, effectively cease to work (as a potentially fruitful and beneficial concept?). Do the attribution of such impossibilia have any other role to play that might explain why theologians and their congregations are so addicted to such entities? I would suggest that left in a non-literal metaphorical mode significance could be generated by virtue of that non-literal form of imputation – being understood analogically and in the light of its connotations. But, in this respect, the theologian cannot have their cake and eat it. Literally they rule themselves out of court, as metaphor they cannot be mistreated in a literal fashion. Furthermore, metaphor, through the exercise of a conjunctive suspension, to some extent assists in the simulation/re-simulation of an overall transcendental suspension through which reality is directly attained in a non-metaphysical, metaphorical sense and through the invocation of this semblance of the transcendental bring themselves, and us, back to the fold so to speak. This aspect is very prominent in religious theory and practice and should be recognized as often an implicit corrective to the exercise of an otherwise impossible religious practice. (86)


In summary let me note that without the provisional imputation of a transcendental illusion (of a world, egos and objects/states) we cannot interpret the world, but, that we should not non-provisionally impute that imputation at face value because we then fall prey to a metaphysical illusion through the commission of this metaphysical mistake and, therein, find ourselves suffering its consequent confusion! In living in this world-with-others let us call a spade a ‘spade’ to the extent that we can insist on that because to do otherwise is to cause a rift between the transcendental illusion of reality and the transcendental reality of that illusion. That, into this cleavage, we are then left adrift on the high seas of illusion, and, at the same time, forever doomed to run aground upon the ever present rocks of reality! (87)


What are some of my presuppositions in this critical analysis of religious and non-religious phenomena? I would like to think I am borrowing a small number of critically treated ‘insights’ from my Buddhist studies (in the fields of the Yogacara, Madhyamika and the Tathagatgarbha Traditions) without necessarily importing the religious connotations of their associated Buddhist perspective(s). Let me briefly introduce these ‘insights’ and later re-examine them in more detail. First, after Nagarjuna, we must rule out all those entities that cannot function in either a metaphysical or a non-metaphysical frame of reference (whether that be in causal, logical, ontological and/or epistemological terms of reference, etc.). Involved in this critical process of re-translation of terminology are the co-associated concepts of dependence, emptiness and conditions (the latter re-interpreting and re-translating a metaphysical philosophy of cause and effect along the lines of non-metaphysical conditions; the whole process being centered, in my opinion, on the reversal of the non-metaphorical treatment/mistreatment of the metaphor of ‘cause-and-effect’).
 Second, borrowing from Yogacara philosophy (and also Madhyamika thought) I perceive the need to accept the deconstruction of the concepts of an external world(s)/internal world(s) and the resultant unity of the Life-World and that there is a need to recognize this phenomenological fait accompli that still escapes many neo-modern/postmodern philosophers.
 Third, in contrast to an absolutistic philosophy, I perceive an absolute philosophy as invoking an non-absolute dialectical differential between the sense of the transcendental dimension (Nirvana) and the non-transcendental or empirical world (of Samsara) to the extent that both ‘aspects’ are generated dependently upon each other through existentialization/de-existentialization respectively. Fourth, from the Tathagatagarbha Tradition I would then like to borrow the insight that even the Divine (Tathagatagarbha/Buddha/s) is just as empty (of impossible self-existent metaphysical content) as we mere mortals, i.e., one must allow this concept of the Divine (hypothetically/non-hypothetically) to function, negatively, by virtue of the sheer absence of fixed, self-existent metaphysical ‘material’ (along with a denial of an absolutistic eternalism), and, positively, through a systematically-oriented co-mutual dependence within with one-World-of-Life (along with a denial of a negative nihilism). Consequently, following up the consequences of a Tathagatgarbha Tradition, and forming a fifth ‘insight’,
 I note that through the acceptance that there is this ‘intrinsic’ absence of metaphysical material the ‘essence’ of the World can then be metaphorically treated as ‘essentially’ pure, uncontaminated, naturally enlightened/self-enlightened (as to its situation in the World), etc. This concept of essential purity being treated in a metaphorical sense and not being mis-treated in any literal, impossible to accomplish, metaphysical, or non-metaphorical modality. That metaphorical treatment properly conducted is one avenue for indicating and preserving a sense of the transcendental (by virtue of the conjunctive suspensions central to the exercise of the metaphorical, the metaphorical through its exercise of the transcendental allowing metaphor, in the appropriate simulated/re-simulated in the context of the hermeneutic circle, to then directly metaphor the World, albeit in a non-literal manner). Transferring these conceptual ‘insights’ to a hypothetical theological frame of reference, without necessarily importing a Buddhist perspective, I hope to construct a theoretically viable theology of a type that possesses a positive potential for its practical viability in the life of the individual and the community, i.e., constructing a world-view that ‘works’ through its induction of a comparatively greater degree of an existential excess in value formation; by such means philosophically salvaging the entire theological enterprise (and attempting to demonstrate, therein, that the Life-World does, perhaps, possess a theological complexion [if only in a coherent theoretical sense that needs to be appropriately re-assessed philosophically and phenomenologically, etc?])? By such means re-invigorating the debate, or, rather, the conversation between theology and philosophy. Now, in a more leisurely manner, let me look more deeply at the nature of these ‘insights’, and, more importantly, investigate the possible ramifications they have for the theological type of project (program or prospect
). (88)


First, what exactly is the nature of insight?
 As a provisional answer let me say that it is a process of recognition/re-cognition wherein a tentative vision or version of the world is confirmed, by some means or other, with the release, in the process, of a certain degree of an existential excess of Identity and) value formation of such a degree that its psychic presence appears to reinforce this state of apparent recognitional coincidence. As a phenomenon insight appears to be a self-confirmed recognition of reality, although, as experience has taught us, at a later point in time such ‘insights’ can be reversed ‘through a deeper process of insight’ in such a manner that our earlier insights would then be regarded as merely modified or completely defective and thence to be regarded as illusions, in part or in whole, in the light of this state of a deeper appreciation.
 So the process of insight should be regarded as provisional even if we act as if this is not the case. However, we might say as a qualification of this hypothetical treatment of ‘insight’ as provisional, that, as our insights into the nature of the Life-World are accumulated, although we can question anyone of them at any time we cannot absolutely question them in their collective entirety at the same time. By all means be skeptical if that is appropriate in your research just do not be absolutely skeptical. So, in the light of this prohibition how are we to conduct a thorough overall transcendental suspension? By virtue of the fact that all acts of skepticism are counter-balanced by equal and opposite counter-imputations. Hence, our thorough skepticism is counter-balanced by equal and opposite acts of hypothetical imputation that involve the re-positing of that which was crossed out in the initial acts of bracketing or suspension. Finally balanced between the ‘nay’ and the ‘yea’ we await whatever inputs might arise that would reverse this provisional neutralization of belief, the strength of that re-determination re-allowing us to re-continue with such a belief or our more insightful modification of the same or its complete rejection and the re-perception of that previous belief as illusory, as an illusion…. (89)


The first ‘insight’ noted was the non-acceptance of metaphysical entities that were shown to not function in the manner as imputed. E.g., even though the conceptual correlatives of cause and effect may appear to work metaphorically they can be shown to not function in the manner as claimed, i.e., as ‘cause’ and ‘effect’. As Nagarjuna notes: if the cause and the effect are identical, i.e., occur at the same time, how can we call one a ‘cause’ and the other an ‘effect’? Then again, if cause and effect are not identical, i.e., are not connected in the same moment of time, how can we claim that that effect is an effect of that cause when they are not directly connected? And positing a connection merely re-introduces the problem of identity. The same problem manifesting itself regardless of whether its terms of reference are causal, epistemological, logical, metaphysical and/or ontological, etc. Cause and effect involve a metaphorical ‘before-and-after’ like the match that lit the fire, unfortunately, when leant on in a philosophical manner we find such ‘imagery’ cannot be treated in a literal fashion by virtue of the fact that such imagery is constructed as a conjunctive suspension wherein ‘like’ is treated as ‘both like and not like’. Nagarjuna’s response to the metaphysician’s dilemma here is to propose a conditional philosophy, namely, “when you have this state of affairs you find it co-associated, when the right conditions are in place, with that state of affairs”. He claims that there are only four types of conditions in this regard and that there is no fifth.
 By such means he replaces such mysterious entities as so called ‘causes’ and ‘effects’ by less mysterious, non-metaphysical ‘conditions’. Why is the light shining in this room? – because I switched it on to see my way across this room in order to not bump into the furniture in the process! Indeed, no metaphysical entities were introduced in the examination of this example. Let us now ask what would be the ramifications of this type of translational process for our topic of theology? (90)


Let me now illustrate this transition from a metaphysical philosophy of causation to a conditional, non-metaphysical treatment of the same topic. In the first verse of Nagarjuna’s magnum opus he criticizes the metaphysical treatment of cause and effect. His critique is two-pronged: he attacks theories based on metaphysical identity as eternalistic and theories based on difference as nihilistic in their consequences. As previously noted in the previous paragraph, if there is a simultaneity of cause and effect, i.e., their effective identity, he rhetorically asks “how could you differentiate them?” with the inevitable implication placed before the proponents of such a ‘view’ that you cannot do that! Then, in contrast, if cause and effect are not immediately connected in time he rhetorically asks “how can they influence each other and be effective in their separate, separated roles of cause and effect?” Again, the inevitable implication placed before such proponents is the logical/experiential fact that that cannot be done! The impossible is just impossible! Essentially, a metaphor, or set of metaphors, metaphysically appealed to is literally mistreated through its literal treatment – it being the nature of a true metaphor
 that that type of process just cannot be conducted. A metaphor operates on the principle of ‘like’. But the function of ‘like’ is not one of identity and operates as “‘both like” and ‘not like’”, e.g., “the moon is like cheese” is to be read as “the moon is ‘both like cheese’ and ‘not like cheese’”. Nagarjuna’s first proposition in this treatise has been translated by Garfield as follows:

Neither from itself nor from another,

Nor from both,

Nor without a cause,

Does anything whatever, anywhere arise.

This verse states that phenomena (‘anything’) arise neither from themselves nor from another, neither from both self and other nor as the result of some magical non-cause. Neither ‘from itself’ rules out metaphysical theories of identity, and, neither ‘from another’ rules out metaphysical theories of difference. Because these two possibilities have been individually ruled out how could they be combined as a pair of contrasting possibilities? Lastly, a ‘non-theory of causation’ is equally dismissed. In effect, Nagarjuna sets out to deconstruct all metaphysical theories of causation. He, however, is not into ruling out causation from a non-metaphysical perspective! In his second proposition he states (according to Garfield’s translation): 

There are four conditions: efficient condition;


Percept-object condition, immediate condition,



Dominant condition, just so.


There is no fifth condition.

By ‘condition’ (pratyaya) we could substitute ‘a state of affairs’. Causation being seen to operate like this: when these conditions/states of affairs are present you get those (ensuing) conditions/states of affairs. In this state of expectation no metaphysical entities like ‘causes’ and ‘effects’ have been summoned to appear impossibly before us. The description or nomination of those conditions being either directly or indirectly determinable in an empirically oriented frame of reference. Let me illustrate these four types of conditions by directly quoting from Garfield:

A non-psychological example might be useful to illustrate the difference between these four kinds of conditions and the picture Nagarjuna suggests of explanation in the most general sense: Suppose that you ask, “Why are the lights on?” I might reply as follows: (1) “Because I flicked the switch.” I have appealed to an efficient condition. Or, (2) “Because the wires are in good working order, the bulbs have not burnt out, and the electricity is flowing.” These are supporting conditions. Or, (3) “The light is the emission of photons each of which is emitted in response to the bombardment of an atom by an electron, and so forth.” I have appealed to a chain of immediate conditions. Or, (4) “So that we can see.” This is the dominant condition. Any of these would be a perfectly good answer to the “Why?” question. But note none of them makes reference to any causal powers or necessitation.

We might also note that ‘necessitation’ is a reference to metaphysical self-existence or self-subsistence (svabhava). Moreover, as noted by Garfield, the over-riding intent behind this type of exercise is to stop the individual from wasting their time in constructing impossible metaphysical scenarios that only lead to mental obsessions, addictions, and a deeper enmeshment into this life and future lives that accumulatively prevent us from seeking and finding salvation (nirvana). To this end we are must not view ‘conditions’ as states of affairs with inherent existence or occult powers. In dealing with conditions from an empirical, experiential and interpretable points of view we should not feel the need to postulate such impossibilia. Let us deal with the phenomenal world from a conventional point of view and not populate it with a proliferation of metaphysical entities like cause and effect, etc., as read from that same type of view! (90)


Why is Nagarjuna so emphatic that there are only four types of conditions? Can we envisage a fifth type of condition, and, utilizing this scheme can we use in trying, hypothetically, to analyze and /or construct apparently viable forms of systematic theological simulation, i.e., systematic concepts of the Divine? (92)


Let us think through the nature of these four conditions. The efficient condition in our example of the switching on of the lights is the actual switching on of the switch. The second condition was termed the supporting condition (or percept-object condition). The set of conditions in this example needed the adequate functioning of the wires, light bulb and a flow of electricity. The third condition or set of conditions involve the actual mechanics of the interactions necessary on a micro-level to establish the macro-level presentation of a functioning light bulb. Those conditions were termed the immediate conditions and essentially involve the adequate and appropriate functioning of the supporting conditions in conjunction with the re-directing impetus of the final efficient condition being also present. Lastly, when an intentional element is present it is supplied as a fourth condition and is termed the dominant condition. We might say that these sets of conditions are related to each other in the following manner. The functioning of the supporting conditions are the immediate conditions which are brought into that state through the addition of the efficient condition. In an intentionally influenced state of affairs the element of the intentional is the intent to bring together the efficient condition with the immediate conditions in the context of the supporting conditions. As discussed elsewhere the discharge of an increasingly independent state of affairs is an emission.
 In this conditional scheme the element of the intentional might be considered to parallel the same. When we have two elements or states of affairs in interaction with each other we have a current. The conjunction of the supporting conditions and the efficient condition essentially mirrors that type of bi-modal state. Then, the multi-polar interaction of the immediate conditions essentially establishes our third type of relationship, i.e., that type of interaction that involves three or more parties and is termed a systematic type of interaction or system. Hence, in the intentionally directed type of causal state we have the participation of one party, two parties and three parties or more as the possible types of interaction although, correctly, all interactions take place in systems (in the systematic complexity of the Life-World). There can be no four parties as the systematic three parties or more includes four parties, etc. However, we could view the collectivity of these three points of view, when relatively integrated, as a fourth view, and, it could be seen as paralleling the dominant condition in so far as it seems to implicate the redirection/re-direction of intentional enaction or similar. To be noted, though, that all processes and consequences of interaction can be analyzed through the lenses of one party, two parties and three or more parties perspectives and that such divisions are non-absolute and effectively artificial (being differentiated intentionally). Two systems in interaction form a current, break the current and you get an emission or set(s) of emissions, and any number of parties can be intentionally defined in a contextual relationship as the ‘background field’ is essentially systematic and open-ended in orientation. In such a schematic understanding where could a fifth type of condition be found (beyond the integrated collectivity of these three conditional inter-dependent perspectives)? There is one possible avenue where a fifth condition-type might be able to be invoked. It would seem that some form of extra-systematic origin or origins would have to be invoked and involved in the location of this extra-schematic type of condition and that we could envisage just that type of condition on a presuppositional intentional-like basis to that extent that there exists some apparent force or factor that might prompt, i.e., initiate or direct, the intentional dominant condition (i.e., through its formulation and/or ensuring its consequential activity). In this extra-systematic direction
 a theologian could invoke the passive and/or active involvement of a fifth force, namely, some sense of divinity (by virtue of its greater epistemological organizational ability) able to provoke this degree of purposeful intent to prompt or promote a certain type of intentional directedness or, i.e., some form of intentionally objective intent. But, this fifth conditional force is only here considered from a hypothetical point of view. As a hypothetical objection one might argue that this idea that “a cause needs a cause which needs a cause, etc.”, to be a type of proposal that must effectively defeat itself since where should this infinite regress stop and since it cannot it could never start or initiate this type of sequence; a chain of events that defies the philosophical economy of Ockham’s Razor. However, as a hypothetical counter-objection one might invoke chaos theory to circumvent this otherwise apparent necessity for an infinite regress. E.g., intentionality itself could be described as ‘a chaotic state collapsing into a relatively non-chaotic state with the emission of a sense of purposeful intent in the direction of its objective intentional intent’. “Should I do x or should I not do x?” Now, if one is hungry and x is ‘eat’ then all things being relatively normal, and food is offered or present, one would at some stage or other do just that, namely, eat. So, the pressure of hunger could collapse this state of relative indecision between “to eat or not to eat?” in the more likely direction of ‘eating’. Now, as our theological enterprise to date has been defined as a relatively greater state of  epistemological organization and that individual persons and communities, etc., form focal elements within the same, then, therefore, we have to hand the hypothetical possibility of just such a fifth force or type of condition. Moreover, it could be argued on the grounds of a perceived transcendental necessity that for the Divine to interact with us and/or for we to interact with it, overtly and/or covertly relative to intentional consciousness, just such a mechanism would have to be invoked in order to argue for some form of Divine relevance if only residual in extent. Noting the necessity of a mutual reciprocity as the sine qua non of a relationship then it follows, when put in a succinct format or formula, that it must be the case that both the-Divine-must-be-there-for-us and that we-must-be-there-for-it in order for such a state of affairs to have any relational form of phenomenal relevance! As argued from the beginning, no meaningful theology could postulate a sense of deity that had no form of direct and/or indirect interaction with the phenomenal!  Then, through the reciprocity of interaction the converse must also be true! Such arguments, as necessary pre-conditions, forming the basis of a complex sense of theological relevance. And, thence, the hypothetical derivation of theological work, theological identity formation and theological value. But, these aspects of our hypothetical research at the appropriate juncture will be taken up later in this essay. (93)


What are the implications of this conditional understanding of causality and in what sense is it an improvement over the metaphysical treatment that supplied the ‘common sense’ concepts of ‘cause’ and ‘effect’? (94)


Metaphysical entities or states are failed metaphors! A failed metaphor is one whose treatment has stopped being metaphorical through an attempted literalization of its metaphorical content. At the core of the metaphorical process of analogicalization is the attempt to literalize its metaphorical content. That content, essentially, is a conjunctive suspension. The phenomenon of the metaphor, in general terms of reference, is the conjunctive suspension of the core phenomenon as selectively prepared suppositionally and presupositionally. Presuppositionally, we have the structure pre-established as to how the metaphor in question is to focus on those pre-selected aspects of the phenomenon and how they are meant to be utilized metaphorically in a process of analogical parallelization. Suppositionally, we have a conjunctive suspension that cannot be read literally in such a manner so as to preserve the metaphoricality of that metaphor. E.g., when a philosopher suggests “the world is like an illusion” they cannot mean the world is an illusion since to be like an illusion is to be “‘both like’ and ‘not like’ an illusion”. The philosopher who might suggest that “the world is like an illusion” is a very different one from the type of philosopher who states that “the world is an illusion”. As an example of the former we find absolute philosophers like the Neoplatonic philosopher Plotinus and the Buddhist Yogacara philosopher Vasubandhu,
 and, as an example of the latter, we have the majority of Gnostic philosophers (who might argue, e.g., something along the following lines that the soul [as particles of light] is trapped in a completely evil world, etc.), certain strict Dualist such as the Manicheans, etc., who also entertained similar ideas to the Gnostics. The same sort of mistreatment of metaphor occurs in psychosis as explored in detail elsewhere. E.g., an individual may think ‘he feels like Louis the XIVth’, the way this king may have felt about the world, and completely identifies with this false identification with all the problems attendant upon such a mis-description of oneself and one’s circumstances. E.g., a psychotic individual may think the ‘Mafia’ is after them, or some other institution is out to get them. They may become, understandably, disturbed by the thought of this adverse ‘state of affairs’. Their judgment, naturally, will be distorted by this inability to discern the relatively real from the relatively unreal. Moreover, this inability to properly conduct an appropriate and proper overall transcendental suspension will further handicap them, a state of affairs further complicated by the fact that their loss of insight can never be an absolute one; a condition that can render their reading of a certain situation in an even more complex and unsettled manner.
 (95)


A failed metaphor is a metaphor that is treated too literally. A metaphor is meant to metaphor the world, i.e., analogically simulate the manner in which the world is apparently intended to be so illuminated through the auspices of that metaphor. Of course, this process is more complex than the apparent simplicity of my meta-metaphorical metaphor of illumination. Indeed, there is the very complexity introduced in the fact that we are not dealing with a mono-dimensional plane of activity through the mere exercise of a mere text because we have the relationship of that metaphor, as textually introduced to us, and the interpreted context we believe is associated with the same as its meta-textual field of interpretation; itself, in turn, embedded in the overall meta-textual dimension (as articulated through the device of the hermeneutic circle) wherein the very process of the exercised conventions of interpretation are inter-subjectively and subjectively assembled.  As a metaphor in its associated context, on a relatively correct assessment of both of these dimensions, namely the textual and the meta-textual, through their interrelationship we have the production/re-production of that metaphorical simulation. It is through this simulation that the metaphor is allowed to simulate the world in and through the context of that metaphor. Furthermore, the very simulation itself is ‘enjoyed’ through the existential orientation of the non-textual wherein the simulation, as a simulation, itself is animated whether that be in and through our reading of a (classical) text like a book or a painted picture, or, the complexity involved in the very being of our being able to ‘see’ the world… as constructed through the processing of our senses, etc., and then to go on and divine within its phenomenal presentation our apparent place within this world. In such a context there is, forever, the transcendental illusion that the identification of the ‘identities’ as interpreted as inhabiting this world have an existence beyond their phenomenal presentation as enjoyed by the perceiver, etc. Through such a tendency the world is understood. Both the world of the other and that of ourselves as situated in this one World-of-Life. However, if this tendency in its metaphoricality is itself treated literally then through this failed metaphoricality we make the metaphysical mistake of imputing that ‘reality’ in an absolutist fashion. In an absolute philosophy, in contrast, this phenomenon is either treated as a phenomenon in the midst of all other phenomena, appropriately treated through the imposition of an overall transcendental suspension, or, inappropriately mis-treated through the incorrect imposition of the same (since a transcendental suspension to some degree or other must be in place in order to interpret the sense, meaning and meaningfulness of our interaction with the same). Our mis-treatment being realizing through either a defective absolutist frame of reference and/or a defectively treated absolute frame of reference.
 (96) 

Why this concern, then, about the consequences of failed metaphors: the mistaken imputation of metaphysical identity and/or the incorrect treatment of the phenomenal? The relatively imperfect assessment of the reality of our living in the world implies that there can only be a relatively imperfectly lived reality for us in our living in this ‘world’. For a start, metaphors cannot be completely literalized (except in that pseudo-metaphorical situation where such an absolute identification can be made [“that looks like x” and “it is indeed x”]). A metaphysical imputation implies the complete literalization of the metaphor which just cannot be achieved as previously. Hence the very existence of the metaphorical, in this literalized sense, rules itself out of existence by virtue of the fact that there would be an inherent self-contradiction [since a certain state of affairs ‘x’ can be both ‘like y and not like y’, but, cannot be ‘both y and not-y’ in its existential description]. What we have left is the excessive literalization of metaphor and/or their defective mistreatment realized by other means (such false beliefs, etc.). The consequences of this over-interpretation of the world is a defective understanding of the same and the consequences that stem from the same, namely, false beliefs. This distortion of our interpretation of reality can also be viewed through a spiritual lens in the light of the prevailing religious system should that be present. Present or not present, the spiritual implications are that our encountering of the world of metaphysical imputation implies the creation/recreation of certain ontological/epistemological commitments exercised without the adequate supervision of the self-critically exercised overall transcendental suspension along with the ongoing formation of mental attitudes that cannot be conducive to conducting our-existence with-others in this one-World-of-Life through this mishandling of such mis-perception, appropriation, desire, addiction, and the sedimentation of such habitually distorted propensities, etc. In effect, the creation of a non-spiritual approach to our interaction in this world with others. But, let me examine this type of point later in this essay. Now, let me examine the nature of a more contemporaneous approach to the World and in our thematization of a Contemporary Philosophy; thence the parallel formation, when and where appropriate, of a Contemporaneous Theology. (97)


A concentration of interest on the textual, in my opinion, gave us the Modern World. An understanding of the individuality of the text inducing a limited understanding of the subject as an individual with certain relatively private psychological dispositions, etc. In this climate the autobiography and biography were brought into being as a certain genre of literature. In the light of this device of the hermeneutic circle, in my opinion, there was an increased interest and awareness of the meta-textual dimension. In this climate we have the formation of a proto-Postmodernism and its final development of a full Postmodernism (without ever being able to escape at the same time ‘our’ Modernistic heritage). In the development of Postmodernism there was an increased interest in and awareness of the meta-textual dimension as exhibited through genres, titles, introductions, conclusions, definitions, margins, footnotes, etc. This ‘new’ awareness was then allowed to destabilize the text through a variety of deconstructive manoeuvres; such processes being understood, by myself, as occurring in both a formal manner and an informal manner. Formally, all hierarchies of prejudice and privilege are questioned as to why they are promoted at the expense of so-called ‘minor parties’. Informally, inauthenticity in the manufacture of a text is allowed to deconstruct itself when leaned on, interrogated, etc. The operative implication here is the fact that no text can be completely integrated or harmonized through the absolute resolution of all dissonance since relative authenticity can only be realized through the relative ongoing resolution of this necessarily present relative state of inauthenticity which acts as the necessary ‘material’ for this process of harmonization, consequent thematization of intentional intent and its incidental deposition in the form of a (set of parallel) text(s).
 Then, having moved through an increasing awareness of this territory of the meta-textual, whether consciously aware of this or not, we inevitably and ‘progressively’ enter the territory of the non-textual as articulated in my exposition of the device of the hermeneutic circle. The characteristics of this degree of ‘progress’ as currently being put in play has realized and is realizing what I have discerned as a distinctive transition to the Post-Postmodern era of the Contemporary era. ‘Contemporary’ because of the re-emphasis upon the sense of the contemporary that devolves from the existential nature of the relatively non-textual and the fact that textual deposition is often closer to the colloquial nature of lived-speech and lived-behaviour as spoken and/or acted in our interactions with others in this World-of-Life. Hence, there is this tacit verisimilitude in a closer textual following of the genres of the behaviour of how people actually engage each other in this world. This is ‘reported’, or rather reproduced or represented, without the lens of a formally reported speech, etc. Instead, we are often directly confronted with the infelicities of lived existence and lived speech. Furthermore, another characteristic of the textual deposition of such a transition is a marked emphasis upon the reflexive along with the semblance of a self-awareness of an audience that is both passively and actively engaged in the reception of that text. As noted recently in a short paper,
 a third essay looking at the classic text Don Quizote, written by the seventeenth century writer Cervantes, the presence of an increased reflexivity in a text is not itself the sine qua nom of a Contemporaneous style of text. Hence, to establish this observation of a contemporary Contemporaneous style of being in the world I will have to argue, dialectically, that all features of the hermeneutic circle are present in whatever form of textualization, but, that, recently, there has been a novel, distinctively inaugurated emphasis, or re-emphasis, placed upon the orientation of the Ego moment along with its sense of the non-textual, existential, etc. Furthermore, as the textual deposition of this so-called novel style cannot be textual per se, being non-textual in orientation, we must use indirect means for hermeneutically assessing its relative presence or absence in a contemporary text to determine if it is a Contemporary text, arguing, furthermore, that this distinctive characterization is also relatively novel in the history of literature; if not in originality at least in the recent originality of its relative degree of an increased intensity in its sense of presence in such a text. However, an ascertainment of this orientation (towards the non-textuality of the Ego moment) can be witnessed directly through engineering the (re-)simulated presence or absence of such a feature in an existential re-simulation of that text. The results realized in such a re-simulation can then be attested to indirectly from a textual perspective by whatever textual means will allow us to do that type of indirect examination. Since all three moments of the hermeneutic circle are necessary in the formation of intentionality it follows that through harmonization of the textual within the meta-textual the resultant deposition of intentional directed activity must reflect, or co-reflect, the contribution from all three poles hence the indirect intentional deposition of non-textual inputs. Arguing that there is an increase in the intensity of the same then this increased contribution should also leave its mark in such a manner that will attest to such a differential. (98) 

Essentially, in ‘not observing a textual orientation in our approach’, i.e., in observing a relatively ‘non-textual approach’, let me first concentrate my attention on the increased presence of a textual reflexivity in a Contemporaneous text. By taking this path let me show how the concept of reflexivity is both a distinctive feature and not a distinctive feature of this distinctive transition to the Contemporaneous (arguing that an accumulative emphasis upon certain key features [in the device of the hermeneutic circle] eventually reaches a chaotic point wherein a distinctive transition and transformation ensured thereafter in the nature of its textual depositions, i.e., the manufacture of a distinctive Contemporary text
). (99)


Reflexivity enters into a text when that text treats itself, or the world of texts, as an object of apparent interest, etc. In other words, it attempts to simulate itself or the world of texts in the very simulated dimension or plane of the text itself. Let me make a series of comments on the apparent phenomenological nature of textual reflexivity.
 (100)

For a start the very seeing of a text as a text, an artwork as an artwork, involves the necessary presence of the reflexive! So a painting, e.g., is seen as both a painted surface and as a painting with a certain type of intentionally directed content in a corresponding type of genre. Hence this necessary presence of reflexivity in our perception of an artwork, of a text, etc! (101)

However, in the tendency to see just the simulated plane or dimension of the simulation (at the level of the apparent text per se) this reflexive element is overlooked and treated, or mis-treated, as on a par with that simulation, i.e. as just another form of textual content. Now, it is true that it is textual content but being essentially non-textual in orientation, as perceived through the lens of this device of the hermeneutic circle, it equally cannot be reduced merely to the text per se. Moreover, as there is this tendency to treat the simulation as merely a simulation without an overt reflexive element, it follows that this reflexive element must be relatively suppressed. In the light of this indirect ‘observation’, or ‘deduction’, we would of course like to ask why is this suppression apparently the case? Just what intentionally directed forces are at work that suppress its overt exercise and just what forces might suppress that suppression or disrupt that suppression? (102) 

First, let me note that processes of simulation, dissimulation, counter or parallel simulation/dissimulation do not normally disrupt this plane of simulation as expressed textually. Perhaps through the habit of treating ‘the world of the text’ as ‘the text of the world’ we have an innate tendency to treat textual ‘form’ of the world as occurring within one-World-of-Life. So if we read in a novel that ‘X tells a lie to Y’ and ‘Y is not aware that “that what X has told is a lie”’ there is no reflexive-like disruption of, or irruption into, this plane of the simulation. We ‘see’ an integrated world where ‘X has told a lie to Y’, ‘Y mistakenly believes X has told the truth’ and both scenarios do not faze us as we see a world ‘where X has told a lie to Y, Y mistakenly believes X’. These differing perspectives on the constitution of the world do not upset our seeing one world as we accept X has lied, and, that Y is wrong in their ‘false’ belief on this constitutional aspect of the world. Full-stop. No problem! So, I am forced to conclude that simulation, dissimulation, etc., will not in and of itself disrupt this plane of simulation as expressed in and through a text or through a set of texts. How then is this disruption or irruption of the reflexive element to be(re-)engineered? To answer this question I would like to propose that the simulated plane of the text must be bifurcated and through this paralleling of planes there then ensures a degree of disruption, or irruption, through their relatively non-mutual co-reflection. Let me elaborate upon this point in greater detail. (103)


It would appear that there is this tendency to accept all forms of simulation as occurring on the same simulated plane of the text. This is a conservative force. The desire or search for the irruption of the reflexive is a relatively radical or non-conservative force. Where before the simulated plane of the text is relatively integrated after the successful irruption of a reflexive force we then have a plurality of planes each with their own sense of a psychic center competing for our attention. This type of disruption essentially de-centers the text. In effect, each bifurcation has its own ‘voice’ or at least the dissemination of its own voice (even if merely cloned). In a Contemporary text I am arguing there is an increased sense of disruption either actively engineered by the author (and reader) or passively realized as the result of an increased presence of the reflexive. Let me illustrate what is meant here. In the simulated plane of the novel various characters could go around believing various ‘true’ and ‘false’ things about each other and the world. But, as the reader, we accept the ensuing disruption as normally non-disruptive of this plane itself (upon which our imagination enacts the text). However, if the author engineers a disruption in the plane (or world) of the simulation itself then the reader has the uncomfortable situation of being on two or more planes (or being in two or more worlds) at the same time (during that time they seriously attend to the sequential development of that ‘text’). They, the reader (and the author) can be anywhere and everywhere on one plane at any one time or any other time or throughout all time, but, disrupt that world of the simulation and the reader then feels they are being transcendentally cleaved, re-duplicated or torn apart and even cast out into a fragmented world that will make little coherent sense through this duplication of the transcendental ego allowed to co-inhabit within these poly-simulated realms and, thence, to re-inhabit the dislocations of that same collective realm or the individual realms as they are already found dislocated in their multiple co-inhabitation. How does the author engineer such a disruption of the text through this irruption of reflexivity, be it literary or non-literary in extent, be it classical or non-classical in scope.
 This degree of disruption is engineered through a transcendental bifurcation of the implicit and/or explicit constitution of the world, plane or field that would have been under simulation/re-simulation if this manner and degree of re-constitution had not occurred. In a more succinct form we might say that the integrity of the textual dimension is itself bifurcated through a form of transcendental bifurcation. Essentially, the author has bifurcated their own apparent sense of a transcendental ego whilst the reception of the text is set up to induce the same for the reader. Although disruptive of the continuity of conservative consciousness it need not be an unpleasant experience once the reader is aware that this disruption, through a relatively controlled irruption of reflexivity, has been engineered by an author and is not the mere result of the disruption of their overall sense of transcendental integrity (although such an element might be involved in the reporting of psychotic, psychotic-like and/or pseudo-psychotic phenomena).
 How is such an effect orchestrated by the author and induced in the reader? Let me explore this aspect in some detail. (104)


One thing we should first note is that these ‘voices’ in a de-centred text do not constitute a situation like a fugue as understood in classical music. In a fugue each voice (and counter-subject) enters without disrupting the simulational plane of the text. In the type of situation I am trying to portray it would be as if we had a fugue being entertained in one key and then another voice or fugal composition in some totally unrelated key or manner were to intrude upon the former composition as they both attempted to be continued in competition or opposition or in a state of non-relation to each other. Now, I am not saying that one cannot write music in such a manner, just, that such a composition cannot be considered as classical or Modern in tenor. Furthermore, this type of process that bifurcates the simulational plane (of textual expectations) cannot be Postmodern either. Although the Postmodern makes a claim to de-centering the text through a deconstruction of binary oppositions along with an undermining of authorial intent the transition to a Contemporary text is only realized when this de-centering actually begins to bifurcate the textual plane itself. When this simulational plane is bifurcated and truly de-centered only then does the ‘text’ take on a Contemporary complexion. However, not all Contemporary texts are so obviously disruptive of their corpus so we might like to qualify this threat to seriously disrupt the textual plane with a virtual form of the same process, i.e., the imminent threat to disrupt the text and/or such actual disruption that proceeds in such a manner that it is not allowed to fatally disrupt that same text completely. As the Contemporary text must hover in this space of frisson between the virtual threat to destabilize its textual totality and its actual putting into play the effective destruction of that textual totality we need to envisage a broader chaotic territory wherein this threat is both virtually and/or actually enacted and virtually and/or actually de-enacted or dis-enacted or inhibited. In a sense its Contemporary tendency to act in a disinhibited manner of disruption is re-inhibited, etc., in the dialectical unfolding of the text left relatively intact (with this distinction between the Postmodern and the Contemporary becoming quite subtle on this point). When the Postmodern only plays around with ironic reversals, mild forms of deconstruction, the tension between textual-meta-textual elements and/or a de-centering of authorial intent without the bifurcation of the simulational plane then we don’t have the formation of a Contemporary text. On the other if the Postmodern does what it says it will do and ends up fatally disrupting the text then we are given an instance of a ‘bad’ Postmodernism, whereas, in contrast, a ‘good’ Postmodernism also utilizes postmodern practices but, in the context of genre or genres adopted, achieves a harmonized progression of that text with an enrichment through the adoption and adaptation of such devices all in the context of a non-bifurcation of the textual plane. Briefly, what exactly is entailed in these description (and prescriptions) of the Modern, etc? (105)


In a Modernist text the simulational plane is disrupted but never bifurcated (?).
 The resultant resolution of that disruption is the existential excess that drives the intentional formation and reception of that text. The discontinuity between perspectives and/or characters in a text realizes this type of disruption along with changes between segments of text when viewed from a series of part-whole relationships within the perceived integrity of that text. So, a play would introduce disruption through forms of ethical conflict between characters and resolve the same to some degree or other on those same grounds. Or, a poem might introduced dissonance through the clashing of sounds, rhythms, images and ideas and within that milieu seek an ongoing resolution. Or, a novel would borrow from the repertoire shared by both the play and poem in order to extend itself. Or, a painting, of a landscape, e.g., would engineer a sense of disruption through the elements of a perceived near and far, dark and light, contrasts in colour, a foreground/background, etc; the extreme disruption of a painting or any other text either causing the artist to seriously ‘fragment the canvas’ by some means in order to salvage the text as a series of texts or as a set of texts or through their having to scrap the ‘text’ of that ‘painting’ altogether albeit within the apparent presentation of a painted text or set of painted texts. (106)


In a Postmodernist text the simulational plane, again, is disrupted but never seriously bifurcated (?).
 The resultant resolution of that disruption is the existential excess that drives the intentional formation and reception of that text. The discovery, introduction and exaggeration of a discontinuity between the textual and the meta-textual coming to the fore through the play of margins, titles, footnotes definitions, allusions, asides, introduction, conclusions, other ironic relationships, tensions within and between genres, etc. If bifurcation was induced then I suspect there would be the formation of a set or series of new texts arising from the same through the death of that initial text. (107)


However, in a Contemporary text the bifurcation of the simulational plane is indeed engineered if not threatened or alluded to as a possibility in some form or other without fatally disrupting it as an intended work of art. In this type of text there is a definite de-centering of the simulational plane whether this ‘fact’ has the full intentional awareness or not of either its author/s and/or audience/s. Now, I am not stating absolutely that a Contemporary text must have some definitive form of a textual birfucational process resident with its corpus, but, that the net result of a galaxy of Contemporary and Contemporary-like characteristics, complete with considerable elements preserved from a collective Pre-Modern, Modern and Postmodern heritage, will, in effect, produced and induce an effect more or less along those lines of a true de-centering of that text through its de-centering of its primary textual plane of simulation but conducted at the same time without the fatal destruction of that overall text as a distinctive work of art.  Through this pluralization of centers the text brings to the fore the sense of an active conglomeration of voices and, thence, through their relativity, the semblance of an audience either virtual and/or actual in constitution.
 Not that a text is ever written without an audience, but, that in a Contemporary text this process is no long a merely virtual element in both its formation and reception. Now, a good example of what often is a bad form of Contemporary text is so-called ‘reality television’.
 It’s a ‘good example’ as it patently involves the invitation of an active audience participation in some form or other as an essential ingredient in the constitution of that type of text. On the other hand, merely pointing a camera at a group of people and hoping for the formation of a wonderful text, once the novelty and voyeristic value has worn off, is more often than not a recipe for the transcription of a boredom, ennui, and the banality of an inauthetically lived existence of ourselves-with-others. An artistically productive text in its richness of formation demands some form of provocation, manipulation and editing, etc., as inputs in the formation of an integrated, existentially dense text (regardless of its classification and philosophical-historical location in our hermeneutic understanding of the living world(s) of culture).
 So reality TV is a good example of a Contemporary text qua Contemporary text, but, usually a ‘poor’ example of a Contemporary text qua text for the reasons as just stated. The ‘integrated’ authorial intent of such a text is de-stabalized by virtue of its actual (and virtual) co-authored formation. The characters that get dropped from such a virtual ‘glass house’ or ‘human zoo’ are selected by some type of audience through their ongoing invitation and participation. We have had audience participation previously in the form of live sitcoms and the audience participation involved in live game shows (which I might add are the perfect vehicle for product placement, i.e., continual advertizing). We also have had ‘participation’ in chat shows where audience involvement is continually observed as the characters discuss their personal lives and problems, and their lack of resolution with respect to each other, all conducted in a context which is often set up to provocatively inflame those present in that actually present audience and by implication the audience passively watching it on television (whose true raison d’être is again a regularly intervening product placement). One might well consider such a (Postmodern) trend as Contemporary in orientation or at least heading in that direction. That, in this respect, a Contemporary text is reached when there is a degree of autonomy in this element of an audience participation and its relatively substantial co-authoring of the ‘final’ text (be it edited or not prior to or during its public transmission). Now, this semblance of ‘audience participation’ need not be actual but could be virtual through the simulation of a plurality of ‘voices’. Through the de-centering of a text there is then introduced, in and through this controlled bifurcation of the simulational plane, the virtual activation of an audience though the voicing of that plurality of simulated voices. An achievement that is orchestrated without the disruption of an overall, ‘final’ semblance of integrity in the production and reception of that text. Although the simulational plane is destabalized it is not fatally disrupted, despite the ongoing maintenance of that sense of bifurcation, when skillfully conducted by the main author, editor, interpreter, producer and/or director or any such combination of the former. Although the simulational plane is bifurcated in some form or other this fact is not allowed to disrupt the overall integrity of that text. How is that Contemporary feat achieved? Somehow the performance of the text engineers this ongoing disruption of the simulational plane without the overall disruption of that text. It make a virtue of what otherwise would be a fatal defect. By processes of harmonization this destabalization is allowed to occur in the ‘co-authored’ formation of that text to that degree beyond which mechanisms of harmonization and resolution under pre-Contemporary conditions would no longer remain essentially effective. This novel element of dissonance is now reveled in but in such a framework that it is not allowed to disrupt, totally and fatally, the manufacture and reception of that text as ‘that’ text. We have crossed the line in the sand but a new line has been managed to be drawn that allows us to collectively renegotiate what does and what does not constitute this new sense of an expected textual integrity. Indeed, one might argue that as our passage through this World-of-Life is in the company of others this reality on the ground is better reflected through the auspices of a Contemporary text. It certainly is a form of textual democracy in its non-conservative disruption of the previous semblance of an absolute autonomy of authorial intent although a text is always performed with an audience in mind and could never escape some form of social involvement (with a virtual sense of an audience) through the controls and limitations of genre (and its implicit meta-textual inter-subjectivity of socially organized conventions). However, be that as it may, this relatively novel feature of an actual and/or virtual co-authoring of a text has been brought to the fore through this shift of emphasis from the control of the author (or a rather ‘classical’ form of co-authorship) to the involvement of an audience either de facto or de jure. The implication here is that the Contemporary audience can no longer be expected to receive a text merely in a passive mode even if such a text were meant to shock, incite, seduce, inform, dissimulate itself in front of an audience there now seems to be an awareness of a right of reply either in the text itself or as a result of the emission of that text through a consequent literature (such as, e.g., through letters to the newspaper, critical reviews, emails to the author, audience comments, conducted and transmitted through a variety of media and social media, etc?).  Let me illustrate the implications of this shift in alerting the reader to how our understanding of a Contemporary Theology would need to need to take this shift in fashion into consideration given that it can no longer be escaped, indeed, must be faced if the relevance (i.e., value) of such a ‘discipline’ or mode of life be properly and appropriately re-engaged in these dawning days of the Contemporary era! (108)


Theology can no longer be dogmatically addressed and/or disseminated as a monolithic enterprise! The integrity of such a venture can now only be guaranteed, or promised, through an ongoing engagement with the world of that mode of life as lived with others! Such a style of living in the world must now truly be a de-centered, pluralistic choir of voices learning to engage each other in the world of the other whilst singing from a songbook that can no longer be absolutely scripted! To do otherwise is to live inauthentically in the world in such a manner that must finally rob all such commerce of its financial value if and when it were to be conducted in such a persistent manner that were to be characterized by such a demonstration of bad faith!
 The dissemination of information (and the semblance or pretense of information) can no longer be absolutely controlled. The grand narrative involved in the dissemination of a monolithic vision of the world can still be transmitted to the world at large but now, thankfully, in an open society, or a society being opened, can never again be received and engaged in a passive light. No authority has now the authority to insist on its vision of the world and expect to be passively accepted on those grounds unless the plethora of minor life-worlds were to be effectively disempowered and disenfranchised (as in a totalitarian society)! Despite the hegemonic consolidation of various media, all texts, in a mature democracy, will now be able to subversively undermine that type of overarching authorial intent through irony, humour (as in cartoons, e.g.), parallel forms of media (through, e.g., the internet, social media and desk-top publishing, etc.), general disbelief and cynicism, retrospective-analysis (in commissions, critical re-appraisals, e.g.), etc. Moreover, the ethos of an era permeates the entire manufacture of a text.
 Each and every American sit-com, e.g., is saturated with the atmosphere of an innovative and relatively successful materialism. No economically ‘poor’ country could view such a program without also perceiving its embedded political program behind the society of its ‘manufacture’ whether they be consciously aware of this fact or not. Hence the direct censorship of political material might have once prevented a more consciously aware understanding
 of some other culture’s prominent tenets still, as the same are saturated in its production hence our reception of such a productivity cannot effectively shield us from an implicit exhibition of its ideologies (unless a society be artificially immersed and drowned in an intercultural cocoon of non-interpretation or mis-interpretation. However, history has shown that such cultural isolation cannot be maintained forever and must eventually unravel in the goodness of time
). In a similar light the all-pervasive and omnipresent onslaught of a materialistic advertizing upon the many cultures of the world is something we must learn to escape from and collectively face through its eventual dis-enpowerment. By whatever means reasonably available to us the Contemporary text, I believe, is perhaps the best vehicle for this decentering of political and financial forms of hegemony and social control!? Because it already reflects the pluralistically constitution of this World-of-Life and through such a re-emphasis must inevitably de-center such conservative authorial intent even if such cannot be ascribed to any one individual, institution or counter-organization. In the same fashion all forms of a viable theology must take this relatively novel multi-cultural fact of our being-in-the world into some form of account! E.g., in the so-called world of politics we now have feminist versions of the same, gay versions of the same, indigenous peoples seeking to redress a post-colonial imbalance of power, etc. And by ‘versions’ I mean versions!
 In the feminist mode of life or any other political mode of life, there are pluralities of voices above and beyond those merely promulgated by certain key individuals even when in concert. Even the individual is a concatenation of voices and is a none too consistent variety of aliases, alliances and abilities without my going anywhere as far as to say that all people are merely ‘a confused phenomenon of dissociated personalities’.
 In the same manner, rightly, a theology, should be a collection of theologies and, hopefully, one that takes into account a difference of perspectives in this living-with-others to positively embrace a variety of perspectives, modes of operation, life-styles and perspectives without necessarily losing a Contemporary sense of integrity. On one hand, witnessing this bifurcation of a conservatively lived plane of simulation, and, without witnessing, at the same time, the total disruption of this same hyper-plane of simulation through forms of accommodation and harmonization that truly allow a plurality of voices to speak or ‘sing’ together as a choir. In this poly-dialogical form of an engagement the Contemporary formation of texts allows the very text itself, I believe, to better reflect lived-reality as it is engaged by the individual, institutions and organizational forms of alliances (in the very midst of this poly-valent world as lived. (109)


In Contemporary Theology an eye must be kept on these miscellaneous voices ‘singing’ from a variety of perspectives such as those of the feminist fraternity, the diversity of the gay ‘world’ (of life), indigenous peoples, artistic communities, the miscellany of cultural and counter-cultural worlds of spirituality that by-pass the institutionalized forms of religious life, etc., etc. How is this strategy of a non-fatally disruptive poly-dialogical voicing of the text put into effect? Through putting in place an ongoing de-centering of authorial voice that borrows from all repertoires that would support that type of a pluralistic enterprise. But, let it be known that a ‘de-centering of this de-centering’ is also called for in order to institute or re-institute a sense of poly-textual integrity in that type of enterprise, indeed, in all forms of enterprise! A sense of textual integrity that goes beyond that called for in a Modernist or a Postmodernist literature.
 And by what means is such a balance maintained? None other than through the centralized imposition and performance of an ongoing overall transcendental suspension properly and appropriately (and validly) conducted.
 (110)


Could an authentic Contemporary text be instituted by merely following a set of rules, i.e., e.g., turning essential descriptions of a set of texts considered to be prototypically Contemporary in aspiration into a parallel set of prescriptions (or proscriptions)?
 No! However, that is not impossible, but, the spirit of a contemporaneous being-in-the-world must also permeate and influence its manufacture. An authenticity must accompany the production/re-production of the performance of any text that has existential pretensions regardless of its philosophical and historical location in the culture(s) of the world. By existential pretensions is meant the dividend re-produced by the reception of a text through its induction of a considerable existential excess - a density and richness of intent reflected through the way that text metaphorically folds over onto itself in the harmonization of its internal resources (realized through the resonance of the resolution of the interplay of the effectively dissonant within the context of an overall field of consonance as orchestrated in the apparent constitution of the performance of that text
). In this process of harmonization (conveyed through the hermeneutic circle of comprehension whatever its apparent intentional format) there is realized a novel sense of originality. ‘Originality’ is now no longer defined and thematized as resident in an orthodox major literature that has established a major genre of textual performance.
 Reacting against the perception of such hegemony is the realization of a minor literature which, in the case of the Contemporary, is actively poly-dialogical in content and consequence. Hence the derivation of a set of minor voices that may or may not in time establish themselves in a dominant major literature to be in turn de-constructed in all senses of that expression in the formation of an even more contemporaneous (Contemporary and/or non-Contemporary) literature.
 (111)


Now this orchestrated plurality of voices can be extended to the very subject matter of theology itself (besides arbitrating a style of cutting edge, contemporaneous textual production and reception). By this is meant, first, the hypothetical and/or non-hypothetical perception of our ‘engagement with the semblance of the divine and/or Divine’ as taking place as a plurality of voices within a more democratically-oriented dimension in our apparent involvement in a world-of-the-numinous. Hence the relative promotion and consequent prominence of a poly-centred sense of community (in a community of the divine/Divine). Secondly, within the ambit of the divine/Divine the theologian must consider the possibility of a poly-centred sense of divinity (without invoking a full polytheism, pantheism, or any other type of ‘ism’, etc.). Certainly, a pure monolithic monotheism would no longer be tenable, indeed, if it has ever been tenable, both theoretically and practically (in matters of engagement through a variety of religious practices such as devotion, prayer, mediation, worship, trans-e/valuation of work, forms of sacrifice, etc.). But let me attend to such issues elsewhere.
 (112)

To conclude these observations and reflections on the nature of a Contemporary text and the implications this has for a Contemporary Theology let me summarize the following points. Modernism, essentially, never fully disrupts the simulational plane of a text even if the element of a reflexivity is allowed to dominate as a force of textual disruption. Such dissonance just does not bifurcate this dimension of the text. Even, Postmodernism, it could be argued, never allows for a full deconstructive disruption of this dimension despite a de-centering of the text through a de-privileging of its key oppositional terms of reference, etc. Its sense of dissonance irrupts through a playing around with both the textual and the meta-textual and not with the orientation of the non-textual and its existential reference to a more complex transcendental sense of self-integrity (and its reflection in a [m inter-mono-textual/poly-textual] sense of a transcendental-world-integrity).
 When it has been allowed to disrupt the text it has done just that – disrupt it and, therein, create a new (series of) text(s) or allowed the actual or virtual destruction of the same (in what I have previously labeled, provocatively, as a form of ‘bad’ postmodernism). The full transition to a Contemporary text is realized when there is this implicit/explicit ‘harmonized’ poly-dialogical ‘(re)voicing’ of its authoring and reception. Hence the role of reflexivity in the Contemporary text, when seen through this theoretical lens as just outlined, involves the disruption of the simulational plane of the text whilst at the same time re-accommodating its sense of integrity through a sense of ongoing disruption that does not fatally destroy that text (or merely create a new text or series/sequence of texts [or its merely reproduced dissemination as a clone or series of clones]). Hence this simultaneous sense of instability and stability resident in the Contemporary text and which, more often than not, both signals that text as a cutting edge ‘artifact’ in the culture of its context and a deeper more effective representation of the reality of that cultural context and hence a Contemporary penchant for verisimilitude be it represented in ‘good’ and/or ‘bad’ language or ‘good’ and/or ‘bad’ manners (when judged from a pre-Contemporary perspective).
 Such a text actually and/or virtually involves a concatenation of voices/audiences whose overall textual sense of ‘presence’ is manipulated (by one or more authors, directors, editors, etc.) in the spaces between ‘major literatures’ and/or ‘minor’ forms of literature with the production and reception of an unstable-stable sense of textual bifurcation of its primary plane of simulation without the fatal disruption of that text, set of texts or sequence of texts (where by ‘sequences’ is meant that which does not necessarily imply the effective systematization of a ‘set’). Created on the perceived (transcendental) edge of chaos (in terms of its textual ‘identity’) the survival of that text as a complex textual simulation often ear-marks it as a cutting edge exemplar of the Contemporary era – a text more capable of reflecting the very polymorphous nature of lived-culture as it is actually experienced in our lives-as-lived-with-each-other within the ambit of the Life-World. Hence my recognition that a poly-valent text properly and appropriately constructed is a vehicle better able to represent the nature of the world-as-lived with this closer degree of verisimilitude. (113)


Let me give this observation some flesh. First, let me propose a theoretical model and then make some observations about a recent film to highlight what might be involved. We have a parallel here in how the complexities of the sensory world are simulated. In the visual world our eyes do not act as windows except in a very crude sense of merely admitting sensory stimuli. Even then the registering of those stimuli is more a matter of their differentiation. So, we don’t ‘see’ a point of light or a certain colour. Rather, what is registered is a difference between two or more so-called points of light. It is in the differential and a change in the same that registration takes place. Then, different types of differences are selectively registered and in a series of fields are then put together and ‘read’ in a complex state of simulation. So, in the simulation of the so-called visual ‘field’ we have the sub-fields of colour recognition, movement recognition, line recognition, focus recognition, depth recognition, facial recognition, object recognition, etc., and all their aggregated sub-sub-fields also coming together in a synthesis of simulation that is not a window or mirror onto the world but a very selective re-construction or re-presentation of it. On a more concrete level I would like to make a few observations on a recent film (The Company). In the film there seems to be a succession of points of view. One moment we are looking through a window at a male figure - the lover of the woman looking at the guy. A moment later we are looking through the same window from the point of view of the guy looking at his girlfriend albeit ‘us’ through a process of self-identification? Seconds later ‘we’ might be wandering along a street. In the next sequence ‘we’ might be in a building looking at people coming and going from the room ‘we’ currently inhabit. Then, prior to the performance of a ballet, ‘we’ are one second looking at the prime, central box in the audience as if suspended in space somewhere between the audience and the stage. Then, ‘we’ are watching the ballet as if from this same vantage point of that box. During the performance ‘we’ might suddenly be suspended above the dances or next to them or in the wings watching the ballet from the side, or in the other wing watching the spot from where ‘we’ were watching a short period of time earlier, etc. This set of rapidly shifting points of view was noticed by myself as something that seemed unusual. To some degree it was disconcerting because some of these changes seemed to involve impossible actions on the behalf of the viewer (if ‘we’ were to be embodied at that point of space-time) or sudden re-identifications in our visual sense of self. But, in a spirit of voyeurism, ‘we’ allow ourselves to be fascinated and re-fascinated by these shifts in perspective that seem to contraindicate either the presence of an author, or director, or, the omnipresent presence of a divine-like being whose semblance of self is relatively pre-fixed and immutable. These constantly shifting points of perspective may not be novel feature in film-making, but, I suspect, that the way they are currently being unleashed perhaps is? Or, at least the degree such transformations are being entered into? Under the pressure of set-up expectations it almost appears as if ‘we’, the audience, are virtually writing the script of this visual feast? In this same sense we have the ‘reality’ of reality television, e.g., in essence, a co-authored phenomenon (whether virtual and/or non-virtual in its expression as discussed elsewhere
) when the audience decides who stays and who are expelled from the set. At the end of the movie and looking at the credits one realizes that certain important, central characters are being played by actors. Throughout the movie one is prompted to try to discern what is real and what is being simulated. E.g., in the segments of ballet being performed in front of an audience to what extent are the audiences acting as much as the performers on the stage. One is set up to believe that these performances are ‘actual’ performances in contrast to the ‘scripted’ parts of the movie between these ‘performances before a seemingly real public’. Now, I am not arguing here that these features are absolutely novel, rather, that their increased use is and realizes, as a result, a shift in how we see such a text. Or, perhaps we might say, that under the onslaught of a deconstructive reconstructing pressure that undermines previous genres of expectations there arises a point, realized chaotically, that shifts the text into a radically different perspective as to how it apparently should be viewed? That in this transition between the Postmodern and the Contemporary this mono-textual dimension is now no longer a mono-textual dimension but rather a poly-centered affair? The mono-dimensional plane of the text is now a disrupted non-continuous one, yet, in the spirit of the age we live with these discontinuities and somehow contrive a more inclusive sense of a hyper-textual plane that re-allows us to still see this polyvalent experience in one world, namely, the same Life-World as shared by the audience (since our experiences of this text can be re-counted and re-shared through processes of shared recollection). In some sense the world, in turn, is seen as a set of parallel texts that may or may not connect with each other yet still appear to inhere in the fabric of one world, indeed, weave the very interconnectiveness of that world through the frisson of the relative relation and non-relation of those strands to each other?! (114)

 This now brings me to re-consider in what fashion this shift in attitude finds itself reflected in how we textually formulate any one field of endeavour? So does this cutting edge shift in the manufacture of a Contemporary artistic text translate to the field of philosophy or a ‘discipline’ like theology? It is my opinion that style is determined through the manner of resolution entered into in the formulation of a text. That the ethos or overall aesthetic of a period is equally reflected in these shifts in style albeit from an overall point of view in a perspective that is broad spectrum in orientation. An attempt to interpret these stylistic features and ‘observe’ any changes in current fashion is a difficult task to achieve when our appreciation tries to focus solely on a valid and perceptive understanding of contemporary trends. In the short term discerning both incremental shifts and relatively radical changes in fashion whose direction will be sustained over time is a difficult task to perform. Be that as it may, in my opinion, this process of an ongoing differential shift in ethos is always in play in whatever era and that we should perhaps concentrate more on ascertaining just what shifts in textual production/re-production might well be taking place against this general sense of a changing historical backdrop (the differential nature of this type of transformation taking a forever unique, chaotic complexion with the semblance of a mix of various continuities and discontinuities). Again, in my opinion, this Contemporary shift in recent terms of reference appears to be one that, among other things, is seen to creatively attack the apparent authorial voice of an author, producer, interpreter, etc., realizing, as a result, a poly-dimensional textual plane
 that as a characteristic feature remains within the non-fatally disrupted life of that ‘text’?
 (115) 

That, in the same manner, a Contemporary Theology should recognize the poly-centered nature of lived-existence within the open-ended ambit of the Life-World and our hypothetical engagement, therein, with all viable senses of the divine, should, in this contemporary reading of religious ‘experience’, find itself reflected in non-uniform, numerous, unlimited, non-monolithic ‘faces’ of the Divine being discovered and/or invited to be present in such a Contemporary theological text(!?). The ‘insight’ that the transcendental constitution of the ego cannot be substantial and monolithic implicates an equal understanding that the Divine too, whether understood hypothetically or non-hypothetically, just cannot be ‘substantial’
 and ‘monolithic’
 because, otherwise, we would have an impossible form of divinity to metaphysically contemplate through such failed metaphors! Let me elaborate upon what is being provocatively argued for here in this so-called ‘insight’ that no form of phenomenal, intentionally-constituted interaction could be conducted in a substantial mode with the semblance of an absolute sense, or, rather, an absolutist sense of a monolithic integrity (since interaction of relationships implies the non-substantial emptiness of their materialize embodiment through those participating ‘members’ apparently dependent upon ‘each other’ in that relationship, and, that only a qualified effective integrity is realized in an ongoing, non-absolute realization of that process of self-identification born and thematized in such inter-relational dependence [and apparent inter-dependence as provisional identities or provisional aspects]!).
 (116)


A viable theoretical theology necessitates a viable theoretical explication of agency, and, a viable explication of agency proceeds from a viable philosophy of the self, and the latter proceeds from a proper, appropriate and validly conducted transcendental-phenomenological explication of the apparent semblance of the senses of self-identity and self-agency (as found to-hand in our passage through this World-of-Life as we course through this world as lived). In my opinion this set of relationships becomes obvious the more one attempts to offer hypothetical models of explication in dealing with the philosophical problems of self-identification and self-instigated instances of intentional or intentional-like process of activity, or, more correctly, apparent intent-directed differential changes in processes of self-instigated activity (realized through chaotic points of opportunity).
 A theology demands the phenomenal presence in some direct or indirect form or other of a sense of Divine agency. An understanding of agency demands a theory of self to model the same. In doing so we attempt to overcome at least two philosophical problems (associated in the set of philosophical problems mutually connected with the phenomenal concept of the sense or semblance of self), namely, the problem of what exactly constitutes self-identity (given all things are ‘streamed’ in a flux of change) and how exactly is an intentional-like motivation exercised in and through a process of phenomenal embodiment associated with and characterizing such self-identity that also appears to possess a sense or semblance of agency. Although this ‘sense’ is being metaphorically modeled, at no stage is such a semblance treated as an absolute metaphysical fact, i.e., as an absolutist certainty. Realized within a transcendental suspension the phenomenal semblance of self-identity and its associated powers of agency themselves are not subject to a process of absolute doubt, but, the attempt to concretize or substantialize such phenomenal presentations/re-presentations as representations is resisted if not completely desisted from! The relativity and provisional nature of our research allows us to accept at face value our metaphorical modeling of the general semblance of self but not its metaphysical treatment as an absolutistic fact. In this provisional climate we note that a theology involves a sense of agency and that the same can be explicated through an integrated philosophical modeling of both self-identity and agency. To this end let me sketch out how we might go about this task within these parameters of an overall transcendental suspension exercised in a transcendental-phenomenology (etc.) utilizing those concepts previously referred to of emptiness (of identity and self-identity), the sense of effective integrity, intentional motivation all within a relational philosophy that is approached through the conditional concept of a mutual co-dependency of the phenomenal-phenomenological (without the absolutistic invocation of a metaphysical philosophy of cause and effect, etc.).
 (117)


What is the nature of this reappraisal of agency, and, what implications does it have, if any, for our topic? For a start agency is to be seen as a conventional phenomenon (or as a collective set of self-organized phenomena
) like any other phenomenon in the world. An appearance for-us constituted in intentional consciousness realized through the exigencies of relational differences. That, from an absolute point of view, if the same could be realized (and phenomenally it cannot be achieved since that would involve a lack of relativity) there can be no absolute sense of agency. That agency can only have a conventional existence but no absolute existence! That, in the same manner, the Divine from a hypothetical point of view, must also exist only from a conventional point of view and not from an absolute point of view (since from the impossible to realize nature of the latter the possibility of value cannot arise in any form whatsoever!). Moreover, the hypothetical value of the Divine-for-us must find itself realized in this very sphere of the Life-World itself, if it should exceed this hypothetical sense of agency (that I have argued elsewhere, would find itself to some degree instantiated in and through some form of a theological process?)? Such reasoning is non-dogmatic!  Because the transcendental reasoning of conventional possibility must apply equally to all phenomena and that the value and reality of such a concept as the Divine must directly and/or indirectly have a phenomenal intersection or metaphorical footprint, etc., within this very same World-of-Life. Hence, in this light, let us look at the phenomenon of agency from a non-absolute, conventional perspective (assuming that the phenomenal nature of agency is essentially the same type of phenomenon, namely, one that involves processes of non-reflexivity and reflexivity and the reflexive appreciation of the integration and differentiation of the same along with the ability to act in the light of such a conditional dialectic).
 (118)


Because I view the conventional phenomenon of self as arising from the very duplication, replication, invagination, simulation, etc., exercised through epistemological organization itself it follows that there can be, in basic, general terms of reference, only one type of self-consciousness arising and being re-simulated in this Life-World by virtue of this hierarchical schematization in this one-World-of-Life. In other words, all forms of epistemological hierarchicalization realizes both a process of consciousness and, therein, a process of self-consciousness to some degree or other in keeping with the general nature and unique specifics of that apparent process. Hence consciousness and self-consciousness are no more and no less than a product of epistemological organization, but, that through the apparent nature of the existential excess(es) produced all processes of consciousness and self-consciousness must be unique even if characterized by their sense of place within this conventional semblance of an epistemological organization (the institution of the latter thematizing all corresponding senses of identity). (119)


The inter-linked concepts of self, agency and reflexivity are illustrated by and rooted in a miscellany of metaphors (and various forms of modeling based upon the same). E.g., there is the metaphor of the king ruling over a kingdom or an owner of an estate acting as the lord of that estate (with the implication that that realm or property parallels the body and the self’s sense of embodiment). The kings sees and ‘sees’ through their agents of state. From the knowledge of their realm and the setting that realm has in the overall scheme of things politically the king is then in a position to act (directly and/or by proxy). Information being represented and then channeled inward to their presence, and, then, through forms of deliberation, by self or through a counsel, etc., various ensuing courses of action flowing out from that central point centered upon that king. Of course not all information is currently relevant to the nature of their current decision making and so the same needs to be channeled  or filtered out by those functionaries of state or by whatever other means (as in the presentation of petitions, etc.). In a similar fashion the self cannot possess a complete knowledge of its realm (of embodiment) and whatever might lie beyond that. In a similar fashion there are also limits on the extent of the exercise of that power by that sovereign both within their kingdom and outside it. Such metaphors appear to have some power of representation in this regard, but, the impossible literalization of metaphors rules out the possibility of their coinciding with reality-as-it-is both individually and collectively. Therefore, the ‘reality’ of reality cannot be reduced to the metaphorical either individually or collectively. More interestingly, one might say, it is where metaphors fail that we are given a better insight into the phenomenal constitution of reality as entertained in our passage through this World-of-Life. This metaphor of ‘a king ruling over their realm’ will possess some degree of an existential excess in the same manner as does each and every other application of a (same, similar or different) metaphor whether found to be appropriately fruitful or not. In the relativity of the relative there will always be, non-relatively, more fruitful analogues and less fruitful analogues. But, then, tempering these degrees of appropriateness and propriety all metaphors, whether treated individually or systematically, must fail to absolutely represent that reality they are intended to represent. So, e.g., if we treat the self’s rulership over the body as paralleled by a king ruling over their realm then we must ask what rules over this ‘king’… and so on ad infinitum? In a similar fashion if my seeing is merely looking through the ‘metaphorical windows of my eyes’ then what is in the ‘metaphorical room of my mind’ looking out through ‘the metaphorical window of those eyes’ that then looks out through the windows of those non-metaphorical eyes, etc., etc? So, this metaphor of the self, of rulership, can have only a relative and limited value. Even though a metaphor or a set of metaphors can be applied to throw some light on a certain phenomenon at no stage in any form can they absolutely represent the (the presentation of the) same. Indeed, quite the opposite, since an understanding of the point at which each metaphor fails is, or should be, a more illuminating aspect into our understanding of that phenomenon by virtue of the depth of re-presentation that that failure might well be able to negatively illuminate, illuminate by default, through an act of such non-illumination. At this point I would like to introduce a gestalt modeling of this apparent phenomenon of agency. (120)

The concept of a field is essentially the metaphor of a field. In the metaphorical ‘space’ of this field there is the field per se and that part of the field under focalization. As argued elsewhere, on innumerable occasions, there is a third aspect that completes this hermeneutic circle between focalized ‘parts’ of the field and the collective sense of the overall field itself as a ‘whole’. This third aspect is the involvement of a reflexivity that engages with the relationship ‘perceived’ between those ‘parts’ and ‘wholes’ and vice versa. Metaphorically I envisage this third aspect to be a ‘vertical’ field wherein the totality of the field between parts-and-wholes which is entertained on a ‘horizontal’ plane is now objectified and treated as that under focalization in the ‘vertical’ field. In essence, this relationship between parts-and-wholes is itself, in turn, focused upon, i.e., treated as an intentional object-state. This second relationship, in effect, engenders a sense of self in keeping with the nature of that first field under examination (since the intentional objectivity of a field reflects the nature of that field and vice versa, with the implication that the associated sense of self in the ‘vertical’ plane reflects the nature of that ‘horizontal’ plane). Now, continue to envisage the integrated replication of this type of process within and throughout the epistemological hierarchy and imagine what emerges is none other than an emergent, simulated sense of self – a relatively non-material sense of self that cannot be reduced to its material basis (of itself as embodied in that section of the epistemological hierarchy apparently ‘inhabited’ by the same) (as put into effect for us through our ‘embodiment’ in this World-of-Life!)! Through this repeated replication of this basic horizontal-vertical motif consciousness emerges and, with it, some degree and manner of a self-consciousness (be the ‘subject’ in question a rock or a person, an institution or some sense of the Divine[?]). Through the integrity of such emergence arises a sense of self-consciousness – a sense of self that cannot be adequately reduced through mere metaphoricalization and other processes of analogical depiction. Let me illustrate this horizontal-vertical metaphor in the following diagram: (121)

Sense of self S
:

:

versus

:

:

the relationship F between parts a,b,c, etc., and wholes x, y, z, etc., in a certain field f

………………………………………………………………………………

F: (parts a, b, c, etc.........within a certain field f’……..whole(s) x, y, z, etc.)

I.e., a ‘vertical’ sense of S versus F in its ‘horizontal’ sense of a,b,c... versus x,y, z….

Replicate this reflexive relationship in an integrated epistemologically organized hierarchy and you realize a complex sense of self. The replication of this vertical-horizontal dialectic finds itself reflected in our current understanding that various sense fields are constructed and simulated from the composition of a number of sub-sensory fields, etc.
 Of course, this modeling along gestalt lines itself cannot be made to ‘represent’ some metaphysical sense of self only ‘model’ its phenomenal-conventional nature. The qualified adoption and adaptation of this type of gestalt modeling can only ‘present’ and ‘re-present’ some partial and provisional understanding of the complex nature of self-constitution and its accompanying senses of reflexivity (in keeping with the phenomenal-phenomenological nature of those fields that collectively constitute this emergent, non-reductive sense of self). In a critical investigation of this qualified modeling of self, what implications might we be allowed to deduce, infer, argue for, etc? (122)


First, that the metaphysical imputation of an absolute (or, more correctly, an absolutist) sense of a reductively reduced sense of an intrinsic sense of self is an absolute fiction! Indeed, worse than a fiction – (almost) an absolute nonsense! Already we have ruled out metaphysical imputation as an impossible process to conduct and one that only possesses the shell or semblance of value from the residual semblance of the metaphorical that defies or resists being subjected to such an impossible, reductive process in any attempt to insist on the absolutist literalization and imputation of the same. Hence the self can neither possess nor be given an absolute intrinsically absolutist sense of self. Thence both the absolute, non-conventional absence of self and the relative, conventional existence of self; if the latter is found to be valid in an appropriately verifiable phenomenal-phenomenological frame of reference. So Santa Claus has a conventional sense of self in a mythical frame of reference and you, the reader, have a verifiable sense of self in an empirically oriented (phenomenally treated) conventional frame of reference. On the other hand, neither Santa Claus nor your self, dear reader, is constituted with an absolutist, non-conventional sense of self! Such an aspect or feature of agency is neither needed nor could be envisaged for if we can refer to ‘Santa Claus’ despite his empirical non-existence then why should we need some absolutistic non-conventional form of self in order to complete this task of referring to your dear ‘self’ in that (impossible to construct and re-construct) non-conventional frame of reference. (123)


Hence a metaphysical (non-)sense of self is an absolute nonsense! All non-metaphorically treated metaphysical senses of self are fictions! To pay attention to such ‘entities’ is to indulge in a fictitious enterprise with only non-beneficial consequences arising from the invoked imputation and mis-perception of such illusory entities when they are not insightfully recognized as only conventional entities (to be engaged in an appropriate and proper (set of) frame(s) of phenomenal-phenomenological ascertainment)! (124)


That type of enterprise granted, as (both spiritually and materially) unproductive, how do we account for the idea that the individual appears to be an ‘individual’ that is uniquely constituted and found to possess some form of an intrinsic value, and, found to be moving through this world with some sense of an intrinsic personality possessed of a unique cluster of relatively invariable variables? Now, correctly, this type of question should not be dismissed and needs to be properly addressed! If the apparent semblance of self cannot be reductively reduced to its mere embodiment in this World-of-Life how do we account for this phenomenon of an apparent individuality of each and every person as a distinctive agent in this world? Let me address the concerns raised in this type of observation. (125)


Without a doubt the current state of our embodiment must individually characterize the general background nature of our disposition upon this stage of the world. Moreover, our unique existential history must also uniquely characterize our existential descriptor - that history of our passage through this World-of-Life that can be defined through key existential descriptions (that in essence uniquely locate us in our psychic mapping of the world). But, all this is conducted in conventional terms of reference and hence the importation and imputation of an absolutely intrinsic, absolutistic sense of self is just unnecessary besides being an impossible process to also conduct in non-conventional terms of reference as already argued! If we try to conduct such a process and appear to have succeeded we have merely traded the transcendental illusion of a sense of self for its metaphysical imputation without recognizing that the necessity of the former cannot be traded for the impossibility of the latter. Indeed, the continuation of such a process (of imputation), however inauthentic, necessarily depends upon the continued existence of the former in order to enact such a continual charade in that deceptive act of its absolutistic, metaphysical imputation. From a conventional, empirical perspective we have a conventionally unique existential description of the life-history of that under examination – why do we bother to go further when we may already have to hand what is needed for our being able to differentiate one agent from another agent, or, one non-agent from an agent and vice versa, or, one non-agent from another non-agent? (126)


Interestingly, this metaphor of the self as a ‘king’ or an ‘agent’ (with the senses like ‘windows’) at face value appears attractive and yet, when analyzed, seems to merely defer a more appropriate sense of modeling. If the sense-organs are like ‘windows’ then what looks through those windows, and, if that sense of self has windows too to look out of what or who then looks though those windows and so on… But, then, this continual deferment may well be what is needed to more adequately construct a model of agency?! From the integrated existential excess realized through such a replicated organization (where the vertical aspect, in turn, is intentionally objectified and treated horizontally, etc, and v.v.) a complex (chaotic) sense of self emerges that, (in its conventional reality) as a transcendental illusion, needs neither metaphysical imputation in an intrinsic immanent mode nor metaphysical imputation in a transcendent mode in order to be able to effectively act (both passively as a perceiver and actively as an actor or agent). (127)

In the light of this deferred model replicated within a uniquely described epistemological hierarchy we can note, therefore, the following tentative conclusions. First, that the sense of self, although ‘really’ perceived or self-perceived as a transcendental illusion, is only an emergent, simulated sense of self without a basis in or a need for metaphysical imputation. Thence its transcendental reality and its metaphysical non-reality!
 Second, the sense of self as an existential excess is expressed through consciousness and self-consciousness; the manner and nature of which defines the function of that identified-state or state of identification. Third, an existential description of the relative uniqueness of the phenomenal ‘integrity’ of that identified-state is essentially located in a conventional frame of reference; the particular phenomenon or phenomena being identified by that existential descriptor or set of existential descriptors/descriptions. Fourth, in the relative integrity of this World-of-Life the absolute (i.e., the absolutist) identification of the uniqueness of an existential descriptor (or set of descriptors) is not permitted, nor needed, theoretically and/or practically since existential location cannot be conducted in a non-relationally treated field of context that would be demanded in any attempt to ‘establish’ its metaphysical imputation. Hence the simulation(s) of self, consciousness, self-consciousness, agency, etc., is/are realized in a dialectic between this relative uniqueness of the existential descriptor and the non-relative non-uniqueness of the same! I.e., there exist relativistic (relatively-absolute) forms of existential uniqueness but never absolutistic (absolutely-absolute) versions or visions of the same! Let me now examine more closely these implications of this replicated modeling both relatively intrinsic to this type of model itself and extrinsically to the hypothetical conceptual treatment of the Divine as simulating an emergent sense of agency in this World-of-Life in some form or other (these investigations being conducted in a hypothetical, transcendental, generalized form or format)? Both ‘types of agency’, the relatively non-divine and the relatively Divine, being treated in phenomenal and conventional terms of reference (albeit on a generalized, hypothetical level of exposition and examination). In this regard let me first explore what might be involved in this concept of a conventional frame of reference. (128)


If the point of the conventional frame of reference is to create/re-create a conditional ‘space’ free of all forms of metaphysical imputation that presents/re-presents the Life-World with some degree of a lived-verisimilitude then how can we account for Santa Claus and other mythical entities being allowed to occupy the same type of territory, a space that has no real lived-sense of conditional transformation? If there exists such a Santa Claus… then Santa Claus, namely, the exactly same Santa Claus without any real conditional changes in his constitution? What world is this without any real sense of a conditional transformation (other than being one that has this semblance of a metaphysical imputation of a state of non-causally transformed persistence?)? How can we talk about Santa Claus et al as an individual phenomenon, as a set of individualized phenomena as occupying a so-called conventional frame of reference? (127)


In reply let me state, first, that there can be no absolutist sense of individuality? There can be no absolutely-absolute form of Santa Claus and equally there can be no absolutely-absolute form of a person (such as yourself dear reader). As phenomena are non-independently originated, are dependently originated, there can be no absolutist sense of independence! Now, this applies equally to the individual sense of a particular person just as much as an(y) individuated mythical entity, etc. How and why is this the case? The presented/re-presented phenomenon or phenomena is/are presented/re-presented in an appropriate field of introduction/re-introduction. Santa Claus inhabits a mythical field and the person, e.g., inhabits an empirical field (or a quazi-empirical field as in the depiction of such a person in a novel, e.g.). No field – no entity (as an inhabitant of that field)! Moreover, no field can be independent of the Life-World (as a field in dependence upon the same [in the open-endedness of its experienced horizons]). Therefore, although we may talk about Santa Claus isolated from his mythical field of context such isolation is truly a complete fiction. Therefore, ‘Santa Claus’ is dependent upon the social phenomenon of a cultural world that entertains the same (from time to time, say at Xmas time). To this extent ‘he’ is as much a ‘phenomenon’ as any person who inhabits that same cultural world. On the other hand, being only a mythical entity we cannot expect this ‘entity’ to occupy and inhabit a social world described in an empirically oriented frame of reference. The only indirect empirical footprint possessed by such an entity is that they are conceived as occupying a mythical frame of reference by real people, i.e., people that actually inhabit an empirically-oriented frame of reference. To do otherwise is to entertain a false belief as entertained by a young child who takes their parent’s statements about the same at face value. Of course we, as adults, know what would be entailed in order to know when Santa Claus was to no longer merely possess a mythical form of existence (in the off chance such an individual did live at the North Pole, e.g.). Such a disposition is in evidence when we see some gentleman dressed as Santa Claus and we tell our children “look there is Santa Claus” although we might be embarrassed if a second ‘Santa Claus’ was to pass by at the same time or if a different one to pass by a little later since we all know ‘Santa Claus’ is ‘an’ individual (mythical figure) despite their proxy proliferation and pseudo-instantialized dissemination around the time of Xmas. So, granted only their indirect phenomenal footprint as a cultural phenomenon what right have we to state they still occupy a conditional frame of reference say in an empirical mode? (130)


By virtue of the Life-World all relationships are entertained in a direct form or format!
 Santa Claus is directly entertained as a phenomenon in a mythical frame of reference, and, a person (who is still alive) is encountered directly in an empirical frame of reference given an adequate degree of empirical proximity to the same. So we ‘discover’ ‘Santa Claus’ is a mythical entity when directly confronted in a mythical, non-empirically oriented conventional frame of reference. Similarly, a certain person is encountered when they are met in an appropriate empirical frame of reference that establishes the nature of that empirical encounter (be they dressed or not dressed as Santa Claus). Or, in the advent of certain person’s death we might say that if we were to be in a certain place p at a particular time t we might well have been able to have engaged them as an empirically-based person (given the validity of those coordinates). So, although I have now established these frames of reference as phenomenal (either directly or indirectly) what right have I in declaring them all to be merely conventional? Could there be, as a possibility, an individual or a set or sets of metaphysical reference frames that existed or subsisted in a non-conventional form or format? If you can think you can think ‘a thought that cannot be thought’ then you must accept their ascribed reality as an impossible state of affairs! (131)


Just as I have argued that there can be no pure absolutist sense of an individual in the same manner I would argue that there can be no pure absolutist sense of an individual frame of reference.
 It is because of this fact, this (transcendental) fact of the lived integrity of the Life-World, that we can point out various ‘Santa Clauses’ in various department stores, e.g., and ask a child who had met a number of them “which one did you think was really Santa Claus?” or “which Santa Claus” was the nicest person?” From ‘a particularized form to a generalized format’, or, from ‘a generalized format to a particularized form’ we have the ability to travel from one conventional frame of reference to some other. This is how we determine, through the relative success or failure of such ‘travelling’, as to whether we are truly engaging an individual person in an empirical frame of reference or some person in an historical frame of reference or whether we merely engaging a mythical entity, etc., etc. All conventional frames of reference are nested within our experience and subjectively authored and inter-subjectively co-authored interpretation of this ‘one’-World-of-Life, albeit from our own points of view (which in turn can neither be absolutely unified nor absolutely dissociated). So, e.g., I can go to the airport and meet someone I have seen a photo of or even recognized from only a mere verbal description (hopefully one knows their name and is in a position to ask if they have correctly verified our tentative identification in some way or other, such as e.g., with a sign stating their name or your name or designation, etc.). So, all these conventional frames of reference (whether formed or merely formatted in generalized terms of reference) are interconnected through processes of (meta-transformational
) transformation wherein we may succeed or fail in passing from one conventional frame of reference to some other and therein discover the nature of that which we are directly engaging, albeit in and through the apparent phenomenal successfulness or non-successfulness of that transformational encounter if encountered as ‘open’ to us in the manner as expected. In this regard, we find ‘Santa Claus’ as ‘open’ to us in a mythical format but as ‘not open’ to us in an empirical form except when we encounter a simulated Santa Claus in his fancy dress costume, e.g., and know that that person is only acting as Santa Claus-lookalike. (132)


With this understanding into the non-independent, phenomenal nature of all conventional frames of reference to hand how should we go about our theoretical phenomenological research into the nature of agency and, thence, our hypothetical research into the theoretical nature of Divine agency? Previously, it was construed that the semblance of a phenomenon, be it of self or otherwise, was realized in and through a transcendental illusion.
 The apparent reality of that phenomenon qua phenomenon established its transcendental reality as a phenomenon in that corresponding conventional frame of reference but that the metaphysical imputation of the same could only establish its metaphysical non-reality. Hence we can say that a phenomenon has a transcendental reality if found validated in its appropriate conventional frame of reference but no form of metaphysical reality whatsoever! That no metaphysical form of reality is necessary for us to contemplate and/or engage with that phenomenon or set of phenomena. That, effectively, the semblance of individuality is an artifact of that conventional frame of reference adopted (as a genre of discriminative activity) and adapted in the light of the needs associated with our ‘approaching’ that intentional object-state as intended. So, e.g., in one conventional frame of reference we see a tree and in some other frame of reference the forest in which that former tree is a dependent member. The fact that both of those frames of reference happen to be empirical, therein and thereafter, establishing the empirical nature of both that tree and that forest (and the nature to some extent of their interaction). Hence, relatively-absolute individuality is an artifact of the nature of the frame of reference adopted since in some other the same ‘individual item’ may be found to be less individualistic if not non-individualistic in nature. In the same fashion we can empirically discriminate the branches and leaves on that same tree if that same tree is currently to hand to us for such an analytical examination (or has been to hand in some form or other that would allow us to conduct that same type of examination retrospectively). So, would we be correct to assume that all forms of ‘individuality’ are mere artifacts of the dependent-corresponding frames of reference correctly validated in that regard? What then of our own sense of individuality – does it not seem to transcend the conditional transformation of all frames of reference in some form of an absolutely invariant invariable? It is true that we are privileged to view the world from our own point of view and not privileged to directly entertain the world from the point of view of some other person. But, then, we may well ask, what, in turn, then views this point of view? Since it is the simulation of a transcendental point of view that simulates that same point of view and never a simulation of the transcendental point of view per se it follows that even the transcendental point of view is only a simulation and never an absolutely-absolute version or vision of a transcendent transcendental sense of self! E.g., I can imagine myself walking down the other side of the street to the one I am currently proceeding along. How is this possible? I am here and not over there. My ability to conceive of this contrary state of affairs implies that I have no absolutely-absolute privileged access to my own simulated sense of self. What privilege I have is only relatively-absolute (or absolutely-relative). Furthermore, in a phenomenological examination of the constitution of a text we discover (through our vision of the hermeneutic circle of comprehension) there are co-authored meta-textual formations cooperating always in that same enterprise, and, thence, some degree of an indirect inter-subjective element as well! Indeed, the formation of the simulation of self is also an inter-subjective affair in this regard. Without an ‘other’ there could be no ‘non-other otherness’, namely, the existential grounds for the very experience of our own sense of self. Without this engaged ‘sense of an other’ and its dialectical involvement in the formation of a ‘sense of self’ we would be left selfless, utterly without any sense or semblance of self whatsoever! Thus, in like fashion, one cannot dialectically conceive of a sense of ‘other’ without the thematization of a sense of ‘self’. In this regard there can be neither ontological privileging nor epistemological privileging of one over the other. Hence, the thematization of the senses of selfness and the sense of otherness are both born in the same dialectic between the same. That the theologian needs to exercise the same ontological and epistemological neutrality in their theological investigations! Hence, again, one must stress the importance of maintaining a thorough, proper, appropriate and contextually valid overall transcendental suspension (in order to re-cover an accurate representation of the nature of our research in whatever field of endeavour is being actively entered into)! Thence the dialectic of embodiment must recognize that there is no problematic territory between any sense of self and any sense of an other since they must be already pre-given in order to proceed in the very activity of our engagement-there-between and research therein. That, there can be no problem of inter-subjectivity since it is already a for(e)given fact of ‘our’-being-in-the- world-with-others! Only the shortsighted philosopher or dilettante might try to argue so unwisely otherwise. (133)


As previously noted, it is through an existential excess that the semblance of self emerges as a simulation that can both suffer the world passively acting upon it and ‘the semblance of a self acting actively upon the fabric of the world’.
 As implied this excess is realized through the repeated replication of this ‘vertical’-‘horizontal’ modeling of the intentional object-state within certain defined boundaries within an open-ended version or vision of the epistemological hierarchy. That by extension a ‘space’ for the Divine could be hypothetically carved out in exactly the same manner providing those boundaries are considerably enlarged (in order to account for our definition that any sense of the Divine [rather than some relatively minor sense of the divine in general or particular, say another individual person] must be relatively greater than us in the corresponding measure of the degree and nature of its epistemological organization
). Such a difference in organization creating both obstacles in our being able to engage hypothetically with it and it with us, and, the arising of various possible mechanism wherein such an engagement could be conceived through an epistemological overlapping or parallel epistemological formation, in part, of organizational structures to those possessed by the relatively non-Divine. These avenues needing to be approached and examined when we find ourselves in a better position to tackle these problematic theological concepts of work, identity and value. (134)


What can we conclude, therefore, on this topic of the transcendental reality of the simulation of self? When both the self and the world, and all therein, are declared to be empty by certain Buddhist philosophers just what is meant here (in accordance with the interpretation being re-constructed by myself?)? If the self is a transcendental fiction from a non-conventional point of view what is the self then empty of? Just that – all traces of metaphysical imputation! There is no self other than the transcendental reality of its existential simulation in a conventional frame of reference. The self exists conventionally – it has no non-conventional, metaphysical existence – therefore, it is empty of the latter. I.e., there is no metaphysical substance that self is based upon, there is no metaphysical sense of a soul, it is not contained within some form of a divine metaphysical embrace, etc! On the other hand, we can note that the ‘self’ is conventionally embodied, has some degree of a relatively-absolute sense of integrity, has its ‘place’ in the world-of-the-other, and , may well be embedded, hypothetically, in some Divine-like scheme or other!? To insist otherwise is to lose what we already have to hand, namely, a phenomenological sense of being embodied, of having a relatively-absolute sense of integrity (that is defined through the conventional use of an existential descriptor) and having a place in a world that is greater than any sense of self; be that the world-of-the-other treated in either a non-Divine format or a vision of the world-of-the-other treated in a relatively Divine-like format. To let us continue in our research here all of us need to thoroughly suspend each and every ontological commitment that presents itself to us on these paths of investigation since to insist on the same can only ensure that we lose what we might well be seeking for, or, at the very least, not recognize what we might well be already privy to… In good faith let us enter into this type of exploration, or any type of exploration, with such an open mind and in such emptiness of spirit that allows us to meet with what can be engaged with and not meet with what cannot be engaged with, and, therein, find ourselves forming our own opinions on these matters, religious and non-religious in orientation, that hitherto have been mistreated through metaphysical forms of imputation and, therein, have caused us ‘to suffer’ the formation of all such illusory obstruction on the path to a better vision of the phenomenological nature of the Life-World (whether that World be treated and read as religious or non-religious in orientation, and, engaged as theologically or non-theologically oriented in aspiration). (135)*

*Latest version (2theol.doc): www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelsrelphil/html
� 	The plan I originally envisaged for starting this exposition was to argue that theological work can be examined from an overall transcendental suspension of our pre-judgment or pre-judices adopted for that type of investigation, be they concepts in traditional and/or non-traditional theological perspectives, such as, e.g., prayer, benediction, salvation, revelation, etc., etc. In this regard, it is not my intention to examine the merit or theological value of these concepts per se from a particular pragmatic point of view, or any other, but rather to examine them from a more pragmatic, general overall point of view (even perhaps looking at their overall topology in the way of choices made with regard to attitudes held with respect to the same). But, as all of these concepts of work, etc., devolve around forms of information and their potential for a transformation of our lives in this world-of-life I have decided, instead, to look more closely at the role of ‘information’, etc., even though in this hypothetical research the reality of this subject matter may or may not appear to be ‘actually’ resident in such metaphorical-metaphysical constructs (noting also that this transition from the metaphorical to a metaphysical level has already been declared as invalid!). Rather than beginning in an examination of the working of theological concepts and hoping we can make some relatively valid generalization on this topic, along with those of theological value and identity formation, etc., let me instead investigate this complex field of information. This also ties in with previous work done on the hermeneutic circle as I envisage the production/re-production and transference of information to be realized only through processes of resolution involving the totality of the hermeneutic circle.


� 	Especially, e.g., between traditional forms of Buddhist philosophy and the ongoing forms of Western appropriation of that religious philosophy in the hope that the understanding of the theological dimension(s) already present in certain forms and aspects of Buddhist philosophy can be better seen and appreciated, and, in the process offering a deeper avenue for an ongoing dialogue between Western Buddhist and Traditional Eastern Buddhist forms of religious philosophy (since it is my belief that the Western appropriation of Eastern Buddhist religious philosophy would be better approached through an understanding of this theological dimension more overtly developed in Western thought). At the same time, this theological turn, or rather a theological re-turn, would mean an overturning and a considerable re-thinking through of much traditional Western theological thinking. I am certainly not arguing for a traditional point of view in this regard although recognize the fact that for some theologians and/or their congregations they may well wish to re-inaugurate many of their traditional concepts, interpretations and approaches, etc., on the basis of this research (which as, a possibility, I find for myself to be totally non-problematic assuming constructions are not produced/re-produced through the lens of a metaphysical distortion of their resident metaphors in a deployment of the same beyond the appropriate level of deployment utilized in the exercise of the metaphorical).


� 	I am not going to make a distinction between an informational system and a value system (as a system for the formation of value). Refer to footnote no. 5.


� 	All this was explored in great detail in my Reanalysis on the Nature of Things, Vol II – Ontology (circa – 1976 and not currently transcribed in a digital format).


� 	I am thinking here of Deleuze: the game of chess as a ‘becoming’; in some measure, a minor literature (and therein redefining the future of chess) and not operating in a representational mode since even though a particular game can be represented in notation, in some form or other, all possible games of chess cannot be represented (except at the trivial level of its rules and as ‘represented’ through individual games).


� 	This is an important question. I am going to argue that this theological mode of life demonstrates the value of theological value and thence the value of theological work, identity and such value examined in general and on a particular basis). I am also going to argue that this theological mode of life, like all modes of life, through its infiltration of other modes of life establishes this accommodation between various systems of value (as demanded by this definition that the "Divine is relatively greater in epistemological organization [of information/value]"). Because all forms of value are transcendentally based on the ongoing resolution of dissonance there can be no real distinction between information and value, and, informational systems and value systems.


� 	Theological difference being simply defined, in the previous volume, as that difference between 'a vision of the world with some sense of the Divine' and 'a vision of the world without some sense of the Divine'.


� 	Arguing here that chess, religion, meeting halls, renting, city councils, taxation, states and governments are all modes of life that in this instance appear to happily, i.e., harmoniously, interact together.


� 	I am reminded, here, of Lewis Carroll's comment ‘Why, sometimes I've believed as many as six impossible things before breakfast’ (in Alice in Wonderland). One might even conjecture the observation, if not belief, that the more unreasonable a religious proposition the easier it is for 'religious' people to believe it? Personally, I am of the opinion in this regard, that the more skeptical a person is the more religious they may well be if at the same time they remain open to 'what is to hand and what is not to hand' (in and through the proper and appropriate exercise of the overall transcendental suspension).


� 	In this light one might like to claim that every 'ism', whether cultural, ideological, philosophical or religious, has an embedded contradiction, or a set of contradictions, embedded at the psychic center of that enterprise?! Hence their interminable attempts to explain themselves. With respect to this region of oversight, as a type of blind-spot, one might say that the adherent of that type of 'philosophy' engages in this interminable attempt to overcome the cognitive dissonance created both therein and there about the same. The operator of that 'system' in this regard possessing no overt insight with some intuitive covert insight (and hence their motivation in this regard?). Our (tentative) insight into this type of phenomenon giving us a hermeneutic technique, namely, a searching out for those areas of text that seem to be preoccupied with this type of interminable task and, therein, the means for identifying this type of blind-spot. As one philosophic mentor told me "know your man(person)" and "find out what is problematic for them" - such problems are usually with the philosopher throughout their professional lives as a set of literary themes in variation, motifs continuously re-surfacing, irrupting into their textual production… and driving that production….


� 	I am not arguing for absolute self-consistency as I believe that is equally as impossible as the opposite formulation of complete nonsense (since we have to use recognizable elements that are already conventionally defined, such as, e.g., strings of letters or numbers generated at random along with a recognition that some form of direct or indirect intent was involved in the initiation of the same).


� 	For the moment this will have to be a rhetorical question; I am not certain if I can answer this one? However, in asking someone this question their answer was that people "feel a need to believe". Perhaps this is an insight here? The more there is cognitive dissonance the greater the intensity of the feeling of a need to overcome this state of disbelief centered in this feeling of discomfit. The attendant philosophy trying to overcome this state of anomaly through processes of harmonization and apparent resolution (although the nature of the beast is such that there can never be an absolutely effective resolution of the same under such conditions [hence, e.g., the prolixity of religious/philosophical commentaries, etc.]). This ‘feeling for a need for belief x’ in some measure or other must be stronger than the cognitive dissonance that might be experienced in an analytical treatment of that belief if contradictions, etc., are patently resident within its basic formulation (as must occur in the metaphysical literalization and extrapolation of the metaphorical). An avenue of approach that might be fruitful in this regard could be my examination of the cognitive rifts created by a religious philosophy or any philosophy or ideology for that matter. Having created through induction a certain tension, or discomfort in life, (through the introduction of a certain problematic) that philosophy then fills that breach with its own suggestions and offerings and, therein and thereby, creating a niche for itself in the overall religious psyche of that individual and thence, by dialectical extension, in the very culture of those individuals that take on that type of approach. Indeed, one might examine a ‘culture’ itself as an overall process of resolution along the same lines as accumulated and sedimented over time in its ongoing dealings with various core issues, and non-core issues, that have helped to define it in and through that particular manner of approach or style (of conflict resolution) (and therein creating its own distinctive, particular aesthetic or ethos if not, as well, a distinctive sense of telos). In truth, no doubt, this problem of cognitive dissonance utilized to resolve the induction of a prior cognitive dissonance is a complex affair and one that would need more than a footnote to unpack. If I am right to believe that all philosophic endeavour is motivated by this type of doubly dissonant structure we will have to pay more attention to the ramifications of this issue at a later date (and further reflect upon the ramifications it has for this type of project herein being conducted). 


� 	The profound difference between, in this instance, say, of a Gnostic literalization of the world as an illusion (and thence, surely, as evil and created by the Devil) and the Neoplatonic/Christian treatment of the world as an illusion or distraction, but, for all that, one that still remains "a beautifully created world" (as noted by Plotinus) (and, thence, as one created by God and not some demonic force, acting in opposition or parallel to the same, etc.).


� 	E.g., if I said "you are like water" you would not know for sure what I may have meant without some form of an adequate conventional context being pre-conditionally present prior to your reading of my expression of this metaphor. On the other hand if I expressed some indication how this metaphor was meant to be interpreted through the insertion of an adequate mix of meta-textual elements co-enunciated with the metaphorical text you might find yourself then in a better position to properly and appropriately read it. So, if I said instead "in your moral life you are pure like the crystalline water running in a lofty mountain steam" you might read that in a positive light as complimentary (if you thought I was not being ironic). On the other hand, if I said instead "in your moral life you are as dark and dank as the foetid water of stagnant swamp" you might not be so pleased (unless you thought I was only joking). Hence the mere representation of a certain phenomenon (e.g., water) is not going to produce a metaphorical reading, etc. Only its proper and appropriate insertion/re-insertion into the economy of its associated hermeneutic circle is going to do this for us!


� 	Much of this work has been inspired from my close reading, in the Sanskrit, of Nagarjuna, and, an attempt to appreciate how the phenomenon of the metaphysical is phenomenologically engaged despite its ‘inner collapse of value’. In other words, why are metaphysical habits so deceptive and addictive when the mistreatment of resident metaphor should have us dismissing any role for such fictions?


� 	I am not arguing that there can be no form of metaphysics. Later in this paper I am going to explore the role of a qualified constructive metaphysics, i.e., a constructed metaphorical proposal that is relatively consistent and coherent for which possible evidence may or may not be found to establish the same in phenomenal/phenomenological fact and whose primary role is to illustrate possible scenarios that may or may not be treated in a speculative fashion, and, whose overall intent is not for metaphysical purposes (i.e., is not dogmatic, but, perhaps, for purposes of illustration, faith, exploring religious possibilities, as a mode of interpretation for the appreciation of religious/non-religious phenomena, etc.) etc.


� 	The first order deals with pre-essential essentials. E.g., 'roundness' and 'squareness' (which combined together cannot advance to the second order by virtue of the fact that a square-circle is an impossible concept to integrate in a second order of analysis.


� 	This topic has been examined in a Transformational Treatment-Retreatment Philosophy.


� 	A proper analysis should demonstrate that there can be no absolute dichotomy between a ‘real’ reality and a ‘virtual’ reality because there can be no pure virtual reality. In the experience of cyber space, e.g., there is always the monitor, our body-in-the-world, our previous understanding of the world, etc. At the same time we also cannot argue for an absolutely actual world (either in a so-called ‘external world’ format or ‘internal world’ format, or, in a somewhat metaphysically mistreated sense of an absolutistically interpreted Life-World modality, illusory modality, etc.). Hence my treatment of ‘our’ so-called ‘actual’ reality/world as '‘non-virtual’ or, more correctly, as ‘relatively non-virtual’.


� 	A pragmatic rule that operates in not just instances of possible/impossible processes of literalization. In this situation, w.r.t. possible processes of literalization, asking ourselves “whether complete transformation is achievable and/or has been achieved?”


� 	By designation is meant either a description or nominative. The nominative applies to the logical subjected as meta-textually intended (through the potential medium of an overt or covert description, a process simplified through active association and mere association).


� 	A similar situation arises in the deception of lying - most of the deception must be truthful. Upon that common state of a shared reality the lie is then fostered.


� 	I.e., by ‘etc.’ is meant ‘other-existence’ and absolute ‘non-existence’. Ruling out absolute self-existence rules out other-existence at the same time. But the ruling out of both self-existence and other-existence does not rule out conventional phenomenal-phenomenological existence. I.e., relational ‘emptiness’ is not a recipe or blank cheque for treating/mistreating ‘existence’ based on cause-and-conditions as nihilistically void! A metaphysical causal philosophy based on metaphysical causes and effects can be ruled out, but, that does not rule in a negative nihilism! A positive nihilism recognizing conventional forms of relative identity but not metaphysical forms of absolute identity! By conventional is meant whatever has a (prospective) meta-textual formation and (a retrospective)  textual formulation (and, thence, its transcendental-non-transcendental, non-reductively treated linguistic base/basis in our one-world-of-life, i.e., the Life-World).


� 	The production of subjective/inter-subjective identity, therefore, is not merely a conventional process of virtual identity formation, e.g., in some idealistic-constructive mode of simulation, i.e., what we find we have ‘seen’ is not purely a product of ‘our’ ‘seeing things’ (and that as a result we should recognize that all apparent entity-states have a history and existential description that we may or may not be able to adequately approach from ‘its side’ and therein discover an effective essentially description of the same. But, then, for all that we should be able to recognize that this process, at least, has already begun!).


� 	Being always there-for-us meta-textually and hence prospectively… as well as existentially (when they are to hand to us with some complex, composite degree of authenticity and inauthenticity).


�	I am thinking of the concept(s) of vagination, invagaination, re-invagination….


� 	By ‘format’ I am thinking of something like an axe or computer. W.r.t the former we recognize its intentional formation as an axe made-to-be-to-hand-for-us. Or, a computer program that is simulating the simulated presence of agency in our questioning of it. By ‘direct’ we mean through an interaction in some form or other with the agent themselves. By ‘indirect’ is meant some object-state acting as a proxy for the same, e,g, a note listing the shopping to be done and addressed to you.


� 	As noted elsewhere that trace is always multi-modal in its overall constitution or associated constitutions. So I walk along the beach and leave footprints, a trail of sweat and dead skin particles, there are memory traces, perhaps a series of photos, memories of others who see you there whether they remember that or not, etc., etc. The hermeneut focusing their investigations, when and where possible, by looking for correspondences between these parallel trails of traces, degrees of overall coherence of interpretation, signs of an existential authenticity, etc., etc.


� 	This is more than a mere rectification of names (as discussed in Confucian philosophy). In this there is a rectification of sense, meaning and meaningfulness, i.e., in effect, a rectification of value; i.e., a alignment/re-alignment between the ‘phenomenon of reality’ and the ‘reality of the phenomenon’ (a re-alignment between the relatively transcendental and the relatively non-transcendental).


� 	I have in mind here the space between the first two slokas of Nagarjuna’s opus magnum where he rules out ‘causes and effects’ and rules in ‘causes and conditions’. I am arguing that the latter falls within an authentic metaphysics wherein, therein, there is no extrapolation beyond the appropriate level of metaphorical deployment of the resident metaphors properly and appropriately contexted by the mechanics and dynamics of the hermeneutic circle wherein the Life-World is constructed through re-constitution as that lived-space there before-us.


� 	Just as the process of an apparent refusal to re-identify can itself be a disturbing process both for the non-re-identifier and for others who also have to bear the consequences of this deluded-like state and its non-re-identification (as examined in Beyond Therapy). 


� 	Or put into plainer English: If in re-thematization we find a preservation of identity being reinforced existentially, etc., then we currently accept that our appreciation of the value of that re-presentation, effectively, is correctly aligned and in proper alignment, and, as a valid support for future processes of logical investigation, etc., albeit provisionally, and, that re-alignment is the readjustment necessary in a process of re-identification through our recognition of a discontinuity in value (between the [mutual/non-mutual co-existence of the] ‘interpretation of the phenomenal’ and its ‘phenomenological re-interpretation’).


� 	A theme that preoccupies much of my work on psychological themes. Refer to the series of recent  essays titled Beyond Therapy


� 	Aspect or perspective is described by sense (in our cultural-intercultural psychic mapping of the Life-World) – and is always complex hence ‘points’ of view. E.g., a geologist might be looking at the landscape in front of them and currently seeing it from perceptual, geological and economic points of view, etc.


�            The mis-representation of titles is a topic discussed by myself in a number of papers, e.g., Overlooking the Non-Textual Dimension of the Text (Nontext.rtf), page 6; A Short paper on the Role of Repetition in the Production and Re-Production of Formal and Non-Formal Poetic Texts (Peatpeat.rtf), p.23; refer also to the Preface-Introduction to my poetry in Volume 8, Book 3 (8p3love.rtf). Refer also to All the World is a Stage, endnote ii astaged.


� 	Even if titles were appended at random without reference to that text once that text is accepted to be so titled it matters not what that title is once the association of that nomination is conventionally accepted. Indeed, a title that is merely associated with a text and which has no resemblance to any of the themes of the text itself is the ultimate in misrepresentation. E.g., a bit like calling a poem “No.6” (whether it is number six in a series or not), or, an untitled painting “Untitled”.


� 	As demanded by our definition of the intentional in the previous paragraph: intentionality is always directed towards an intentional object-state by some sense/s of self in keeping with the complex nature of that intentional field. The non-critical or critical evaluation of the same merely adding to this complexity, etc.


� 	Effectively misreading metaphor in and through a transcendental mistake and therein creating a transcendental illusion.


� 	As a living edge. An ongoing ‘edge’ between life and death, past and future, self and others, intentional agent and intentional object-state/intentional field, etc.


� 	This does not involve an infinite regress (other than to argue for the inevitable unity of the Life-World) because we are dealing with processes already constituted to some degree or other!


� 	The reason why the only possibly valid theology must be a process theology! What might constitute ‘validity’ in this regard will be dealt with later in this extended paper.


� 	I.e., to that extent that it is not constituted in an inauthentic metaphysical imputational frame of reference.


� 	Because no relationship is ever absolutely isolated independently within the Life-World or lived apart from all other relationships (even if most ‘relationships’ in the ‘ocean’ of the Life-World do not effectively wash around and ‘visibly’ influence’ any individual ‘relationship’ under consideration they are still ‘there’ by default through the holistic nature of relationships and the resultant interrelationship between the same [which is nothing more or less than the Life-World!]).


� 	This existential edge being meant as an edge and as lived on this edge (between the relatively non-transcendental and the transcendental. Whilst there is some degree of lived integrity this can never be absolute in extent (and this ‘fact’ in its absence defines the death of the body – that ultimate reduction?).


� 	We have a parallel problem in philosophy in so far as we believe ‘Truth’ could be approached without necessarily being reached. That, it is in its being able to be approached that greater differential existential value resides and not in the impossible objective of thinking it could be reached and, therein and thereafter, obtained. In other words, the theologian might be more profitably engaged if they were to approach how theological engagement, apparently, might be better engaged through various forms of approach rather than being treated as an absolute goal with some form of non-relational access entertained through some form of a non-process oriented form of ‘engagement’. The latter part of this extended essay will concern itself much more with this aspect of  transformative ‘revelation’ (as re-sighted in the context of a discipline and the general field of that discipline as its ‘prospect’ in which shorter term projects and longer term programs are conducted, enacted and consequentially engaged).


� 	Correctly this ‘position’ is not a position for at least two reason, namely, it is a meta-position by virtue of its dealing with the position or philosophy of the overall transcendental suspension/hermeneutic economy in which positions are thematized, etc., rightly or wrongly, and, conducted from the neutral point of view of the overall transcendental suspension it correctly cannot be a non-transcendental position per se, etc.


� 	As listed, e.g., in paragraph no. 61.


� 	What the person in front of the mirror sees of themselves in front of that mirror is itself a simulation subject to phenomenological re-simulation. In this respect the nature of the image in the mirror effectively has the same ontological status, i.e., as a re-simulation as meant in this phenomenological sense.


� 	An instance of the first would be the treatment of our ideas in a representative correspondence to things in the so-called external world (or internal world) as they are imputed to be (incorrectly since that is an impossible phenomenological performance to conduct). An instance of the latter would be an argument that states only the first moment, or some other/s) of a perceptual process is in direct contact with its perceptual object as intentionally determined (when being in this one Life-World we are always in direct contact with the object as intentionally determined in and through that relationship since we cannot be in a relationship with object/state x if we are not already in a relationship with that same object/state x) (where x can only be a transcendental illusion from a non-conventional, non-absolutistic, absolute point of view [as if that could be non-hypothetically entertained since its entertainment can only be correlatively determined through its non-conventionality from a hypothetical trans-conventional perspective]). 


� 	Style has been perceived, previously, as the manner of our resolution of dissonance. In musical composition, e.g., this gives, effectively, the signature of that composer. The more distinctive that composer the more distinctive that sense of a complex signature. In this paragraph I am drawing the reader to the conclusion that from the existential excess experienced in our engagement above and beyond that merely invested in that process of engagement is experienced, metaphorically like a wind or flow of water in a river which forces us to stand our ground so to speak. In ‘standing our ground’ we meet this non-reductive sense of resistance – that residue engaged with that seems to defy, when properly inspected and recognized, all absolute senses of a reduction and must be met head-on 


� 	Hence phenomenal-phenomenological grounds for a phenomenological concept of purification or clarification, etc., along with ensuing processes of associated insightfulness.


� 	This subject has been broached already in Beyond Therapy. Refer to, e.g., the Sixth Essay, Part I, p.21 (psy6a.rtf). 


� 	The reader might also like to refer to my volume entitled Insight. The experience of this resistance as a ‘hot spot’, e.g.


� 	E.g., refer to Beyond Therapy, Fifth Essay, Part II, p.21 (psy5b.rtf). A number of other essays also discuss this type of lack of resistance, e.g., Overlooking the Non-Textual Dimension of The Text, p.2, 6-8. (nontext.rtf).


� 	Paragraphs 53-55, e.g.


� 	I will let my reader choose which term they would prefer here (bearing in mind that I am also echoing Heidegger’s Being in Time on this point).


� 	Which, of course, is never more than a mere semblance, yet, at the same time, never can each and every semblance be a merely identical semblance to all other semblances even in a state of re-presentation if only for the reason that there cannot be pure acts of absolute mere re-presentational re-configurational accuracy (despite the intent for the same coupled with error correcting mechanisms that might create that illusion of absolute contiguity and apparent stability of identity). Through repetition there is (the illusion of) change and through change there is (the illusion of) repetition!


� 	I am thinking here of (my re-interpretation of) the Buddhist concept of yathabhuta.


� 	Obsessions being passively configured/re-configured as intentional object-states to which our correlative compulsions are actively engaged and further re-configured, etc.


� 	Please note that I am not making here any distinction between information or value since they are essentially the same. Such value/information being presented as a reinforced, or re-iterated, as an existential excess through the invocation of a metaphysical system that supports that apparently intended intention (through an alignment, etc., of meta-text, text, etc.).


� 	E.g., in the Part I of Vol I; p. 4, Part II, p. 16, etc; Part II, p. 1, etc. The expression ‘pole’ here is synonymous with ‘polarity’ and ‘moment’. Refer to Part IV, p. 12-14, 22.


� 	Since we are transforming our intentional interest between one meta-textual field and some other(s).


� 	Between the bi-polar parties, and, the tri-polar parties.


� 	Between the integration of the bi-polar and the tri-polar configurations of the phenomenal-phenomenologically realized experiential space carved out in our progressively understood thematization(s) of the Life-World in theory and in situ.


� 	To over-emphasize the moment of the World would then invite an over-emphasize of the role of a metaphysics (which, in turn, would either be left in a non-specified, general state or dogmatically specified in some form or other in the light of cultural and/or inter-cultural prejudices)? This realism versus idealism debate can also be centered on ontological/epistemological polarization of the trans-ontological-epistemological ‘nature’ of the Life-World (wherein the Ego moment is juxtaposed against the Object and/or World moments).


� 	The theologian extending this hyphenated expression to include some vision of the Divine.


� 	Scare quotes are used around the word ‘value’ for what is meant here is not the usual definition of “value = sense, meaning and meaningfulness” but theological value as an evaluation of theological work and theological identity formation. So, in this shift of meaning here we have the paralleling of sense with information with identity formation; meaningfulness with value system with work; and, meaning with metaphysical simulation with evaluation. Hence we identify theological (e)valuation with hermeneutical meaning and the implication of a metaphysical frame of reference that allows us to do that. On the other hand, all these expressions are facets of the hermeneutic circle which collectively constitute our understanding of the Life-World. Moreover, as we are about to explore, namely, in the next paragraph, an ordered analysis should help us to refine what is meant by these theological terms of reference.


� 	A contragram has the logical form “‘the a of b’ & ‘the b of a’”. Essentially it carves out a transcendental ‘space’ through the transcendental balance created by its mirroring of genitives. E.g., ‘the art of philosophy’ and ‘the philosophy of art’ in co-examination should produce a ‘space in common’ which ‘exposes’ a transcendental territory belonging to both aspects and thus held in common. In the process such a device would articulate an absolute philosophy interested in the transcendental, trans-conceptual nature (centered in acts of judgment) that constitute both aspects(?). This (transcendental phenomenological-hermeneutical-existential) essential quest noting, however, that “the essence of essence is effectively without essence”, i.e., is empty (since what is apparently essential is only constituted through it sphenomenal-phenomenological relativity, i.e., in and through a mutual co-referentiality of identities (as constituted in and through the moments of our hermeneutic circle, e.g.).


� 	Although we can always imagine part of its existence disappearing (as with Husserl in his thought experiment in the Ideas) we cannot do this in any absolute sense (contra Husserl) (as significance cannot sanction the disappearance of the hermeneutic circle and, thence, with it, all semblance of value).


� 	By covert/overt is meant background/focal considerations respectively. I am also arguing here that our three moments of the hermeneutic circle can be considered from overt and covert points of view and that our orders can be considered in the same fashion. Essentially, I am arguing that the thematization of a particular topic is conducted between these two limits of the overt and covert degrees of qualitative thematization, i.e., between the weakest link in our covert ordered background thematizaton and our distinctively centred level of overt thematization (in keeping with the ordered natured of that currently being focused upon by that associated agent – a field of focus determined through the greatest, current differential of psychic attention).


� 	By ‘practically’ is meant our only noting key relevant reference points in the charting of the life-history of an individual (or institution) whereas ‘theoretically’ includes the entire quantumatized history of those ‘points’ in the life-history of that apparent individual (or institution) which for obvious practical reasons could not be individually notated or represented collectively en masse.


� 	Respectively, these three concepts have their parallel in the Sanskrit expressions of pratityasamutpada, sunya/sunyata, and pratyaya.


� 	Although a number of philosophers might claim to see and subscribe to this post-representationalist shift such an understanding can only be demonstrated as superficial in extent when it is found that they still continue to argue in a traditional-like manner in a realistic-versus-idealistic style of debate, can be shown to have no real appreciation of concepts dealing with the sense of the transcendental, phenomenological, hermeneutical, existential, suspensions, the Life-World, etc. 


� 	This ‘fifth insight’ being more the result of my own research as it attempts to apologise for the increasing idealistic nature of a so-called later Yogacara (as typified by Paramartha, e.g., recognizing that much of the language of the Tatathagatagarbha is already present, if not emphasized, in texts associated with the shadowy figure of Maitreyanartha [as expressed by his concept of vimala/purity, e.g.]). My argument runs along these lines: idealism may not be actually indicated in the use of metaphor that are idealistically oriented by virtue of their being treated only in a non-literal, metaphorical frame of reference, although, metaphor also do directly ‘metaphor the world’ through their powers of simulation/re-simulation when left in an adequate state of an overall transcendental suspension whilst incorporated into an appropriate hermeneutic circle (as I have already argued on a number of occasions).


� 	Later in this extended essay I note relatively short term projects, relatively longer programs, and, prospects as fields of endeavour that support the construction of a certain type of disciplines, in this instance theological in kind.


� 	This theme of insight has been a preoccupation of mine. E.g., a small book, a set of essays, with this title Insight can be found on my homepage. A considerable proportion of my essays on psychological topics have been concerned with this same theme. Here, I am merely presenting, ostensively, a simple definition to illuminate my use of this expression in paragraph 87, etc., although this same topic will need to be re-introduced later in this extended essay.


� 	The point made here that we can dismiss complete illusions needs to be qualified to the extent that no illusion is an absolute illusion although, in effect, it could act that way. I could wake up one morning and think the current Australian Prime Minister to be X but I could be wrong. A leadership coup may have intervened without my awareness. Still, there remains the position of an Australian Prime Minster, and, this country of Australia still exists.


� 	Mulamadhyamakakarika, I.2. Refer to: Jay L. Garfield: The Fundamental Wisdom of the Middle Way: Nargarjuna’s Mulamadhyamakakarika; Oxford University Press, 1995, Oxford & New York. For the Sanskrit of the text in a Romanized form refer to: David J. Kalupahana,, Nagarjuna: The philosophy of the Middle Way; State University of New York Press, N.Y., 1986.


� 	So the complex expression that says, e.g., “that looks like Roger” and (when I put my glasses on I can see that) “that person is Roger” is not a true metaphor. Correctly, we have a question which is based on a “’either that is Roger’ or ‘that is not Roger’?”, the answer assuming the validity of one of those two possibilities (on the grounds that that presuppositional basis is properly constructed).


� 	Jay L. Garfield: The Fundamental Wisdom of the Middle Way: Nargarjuna’s Mulamadhyamakakarika; Oxford University Press, 1995, Oxford & New York, p. 105


� 	Ibid., p. 107.


� 	Ibid., p.109.


� 	Refer to, e.g., Inauthentic Space II (a series of notes) and elsewhere. This way of mine of seeing conditions ultimately has uni-modal emissions, bi-modal currents and tri-modal systems as contrasting correlatives with the same architecture as the polar-moments in an overall transcendental suspension, the overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension, etc.


� 	The nature of this hypothetical dimension here is left open, e.g., it might be pre-systematic or trans-systematic, post-systematic, etc.).


� 	The Yogacara philosophers have been seriously mis-treated in just this fashion: when this type of philosophy is misconstrued to mean, e.g., that phenomena are like an illusion does not automatically imply that phenomena are merely an illusion (from the conventional point of view)! The reader might like to refer to my essay: The Close(d) Reading of a Text: A Re-Consideration of the 'Idealism' of the Buddhist Yogacara Tradition, 30.10.99/(14.11.99) which can be found on my homepage site.


� 	The reader might like to follow up a number of psychological issues briefly raised in this paragraph on the topics of metaphor, insights, etc., by reading papers posted on my psychology page in my homepage site: � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelsintro.html" ��www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelsintro.html� 


� 	Essentially the difference here is between the inauthenticity of metaphysical imputation and the inadequate non-authenticity realized through an insufficiently engaged investigation of the phenomena/phenomenal contexts under examination.


� 	As argued elsewhere and later, full resolution is death (along with the death of the text)!


� 	This short essay is titled “Reflexivity in Don Quixote”. This particular file is reflexivity.rtf and can be found on my Homepage Site in Recent Philosophy Papers, Page 2.


� 	As typified by the cartoon television program South Park, e.g., and so-called ‘reality tv’.


� 	As noted in, and going beyond, this essay titled “Reflexivity in Don Quixote”.


� 	E.g., as examples of these four classification one might like to consider the following four sets: letters, novels, shopping lists, poems, etc; paintings, photos, sculptures, musical scores and records, etc; examples of the classical can include the former whereas non-classical might include footprints in the sand (unless they are pre-given a certain meaning) versus how the world is simulated in perceptual consciousness, etc. In all four classifications intentional intent deposits a text, a set of texts, etc., in the very process of its intentional formation (moreover, this intent is replicated in all involved intentional media. E.g., I walk along the beach and leave footprints, memories, maybe the odd photo, memories as created by others in their seeing me walk along the beach, drops of sweat, erosion of sand grains, certain physiological changes upon my bodily structures, perhaps a poem or tale told in a short story at some future date, etc.).


� 	These last distinctions have been explored in my recent psychological papers in the volume titled Beyond Therapy especially in relation to co-authored phenomena.


� 	I suspect, in the modernistic context, the bifurcation of a modernist text would spell either the death of that text and/or the formation of a new text or set of texts (with or without their relation to the former text as a sequel).


� 	I suspect, in the postmodernistic context, the bifurcation of a postmodernist text would spell the either death of that text and/or the formation of a new text or set of texts (with or without their relation to the former text as a sequel).


� 	Less prominent ‘voices’ acting as a participating virtual ‘audience’.


� 	Or, e.g., to my mind, the bizarre form of current television entertainment where we watch people who know they are being watched watching television programs and are expected to comment, humorously or insightfully, upon the same (Gogglebox).


� 	Thence the necessary presence in a reality television program of a need to engineer interest through various forms of quests, competitions, contests, etc.


� 	This prediction would also apply to media empires if they were to persist in entertaining a lack of editorial independence. Cartoons are already an indication of the deconstructive tendencies in society that will work against such non-democratic hegemony; other forms of media in turn coming to fill this breech? Hopefully, I am not being too optimistic here (although it might be more a matter of time and waiting before such hegemonic empires are deconstructed/self-deconstructed in the creative disruptions of the social plane given, and riven by, the transformations of a multi-culturalism into a poly-political pluralism (as examined in my set of essays titled Transformation through Re-Self-organization; e.g., Part LX).


� 	And the same is reflected in a hermeneutical sense of fashion. E.g., historical movies always reveal the age in which they were conceived (especially when reviewed after a ‘period’ of time has passed). To ‘review’ the current era is always a very difficult task to conduct and, perhaps, only ‘great’ ‘artists’ are inadvertently able to put their finger on the pulse of the day?


� 	I have no time for any concept of the unconscious, but, would instead argue for various shades of awareness such as those forms of intentionality that might be part-conscious, sub-conscious, pre-conscious, post-conscious, trans-conscious in orientation, etc.


� 	I am thinking, here, of such a country as North Korea and its attempt to create a cultural isolation ward from the international interplay and cross-fertilization of cultures. It may partially succeed in the relative short-term it can never succeed in the long-term to implement such a backward policy. On the other hand, short, precise periods of culturally and clearly defined, and practically engineered, insulation can give a nation or institution time to prepare and/or repair itself should that be needed in this much vaunted age of commerce without boundaries when in chaotic periods of transition wherein the relatively stronger external institution might more naturally wish to prevail over their corresponding weaker internal equivalents or approximations.


� 	Gay Politics, I believe, has never been univocal or monological in ‘its’ aspirations or believed that that that pointless and impossible dream could achieved. It just cannot speak with one voice (in an attempt to define itself as a minor literature different from a so-called ‘straight’ society). The very concept of a rainbow coalition, e.g., (incorporating both lesbians and gays; trans-sexual, trans-gendered, and inter-sexual possibilities; so-called bisexual options; gays desiring full marriage with or without children; bears; a leather scene; cults of the androgynous, etc, etc.) recognizes this fact of a pluralistic contemporary life. That this same observation goes for all types of political groupings (whether relatively orthodox or non-orthodox, conservative or non-conservative, so-called left and right [which means that Contemporary Politics can now never be successfully or adequately simplified by pre-Contemporary political terms like ‘left’ and ‘right’, etc., since, e.g., conservative and non-conservative tendencies can now be made to apply to both ends of this out of date concept of the political spectrum, etc!]).


� 	A topic examined at length in my set of essays titled Beyond Therapy, especially when dealing with the topic of co-authored phenomena. Basically, we are mistaken to argue that the overall sense of self either possesses a monolithic sense of agency or a totally fragmented, non-integrated sense of agency.


� 	Essentially, I am arguing for a de-centering of the text that, qualitatively and quantitatively, goes beyond a Postmodern mere de-privileging of authorial intent wherein an actual and/or virtual bifurcation of the simulational plane of the text, I intuit, is not properly entered into, harmonized and continually re-engaged without its conservative re-integration back into an assumed (‘major’) simulational plane being authorially dictated as present/represented in that text; at the same time recognizing that no text can ever fully escape the presence of a simulated plane being present in a text. The Contemporary plane of simulation now being inclusive of a plane of implicit/explicit bifurcation, and, that the apparent integrity of a text or set of texts is effectively realized through a recognition of this degree of stabilized-instability/unstable-stability present throughout the Contemporary text. This simulational plane now being a hyper-simulational plane in so far as it continues to support and maintain an apparent integrated irruption of a de-centered textual bifurcation.


� 	By valid or ‘validated’ I would later argue that a text is properly, appropriately and appositely enacted in tune with the ongoing, overall transcendental suspension, etc. (as noted in Section 12).


� 	On the other hand those rules as ‘insights’ could be constructively and creatively engaged to positively inject some life into that ‘cutting edge text’ under construction whilst also noting at the same time, from a critical, negative point of view, the relative absence of such enlivening features in the current form of that text. I am sure much ‘good’ television and cinema content is perceptively and skillfully re-written by committee adopting this approach when a fruitful text is already to hand. Such co-authoring is going to advertently or inadvertently add a poly-textual re-voicing of that text (both textually and sub-textually [through the injection of relatively non-commensurate parallel minor themes or subtexts often of a relatively subversive nature in their comparison to the text]).


� 	In tune with the performative nature of that genre or set of genres being invoked.


� 	As defined, e.g., by Giles Delueze.


� 	Therefore, a so-called reality TV program may be a relatively original genre unless properly and appropriately provoked, directed, edited, etc., it will lack all other sense of an originality. This type of television, therefor, as a prototypical Contemporaneous text, can act as a type of paradigm standard by which other Contemporary and/or non-Contemporary texts can have their constitution ‘measured’, through such contrast, both structurally and aesthetically.


� 	A topic not properly taken up and addressed in this extended essay.


� 	Arguably a more natural sense of self-identity, etc., and hence my concept of verisimilitude. 


� 	I am thinking here, e.g., how the television program South Park represents in each of its episodes all four of these categories of ‘good’/‘bad’ language/manners. In this regard the use of ‘bad’ language and ‘bad’ manners is not just for shock value as they are made also to represent current social realities? One should also note that all these elements of dissonance are usually inserted into very classical types of narrative where, more often than not, satisfactory processes of resolution realize quite traditional-like ‘endings’. An analysis of how these relatively novel elements are inserted into the text and resolved might well help us to understand how the Contemporary text utilizes such novel features?


� 	As in my set of essays titled Beyond Therapy (especially the five essays that constitute its fourth section).


� 	Or, we could read this as, a multi-bifurcated set of simulational planes.


� 	I think ‘life’ here is an apposite metaphor given the less superficial continuities and more superficial discontinuities faced in the course of our own existence as a person in this world as lived. In this regard the Contemporary more closely mirrors or represents/re-presents the phenomenal-phenomenological nature of life itself.


� 	As portrayed by someone like Descartes, e.g.


� 	As impossibly argued for in a classical deism, e.g.


� 	Hence my argument in Volume I that only a process theology could constitute the only possibly viable option for the construction of a theology (that possessed any ‘true’ sense of value; that the presence of potentially viable forms of value would implicate just that type of mechanism as being in play whether expressed in a manner that is a de facto or de jure acceptance of this principle).


� 	Chaotic points of opportunity is a concept that argues that an intentional decision to act is realized through a chaotic bifurcation. That only though such points can intentional deliberation be discharged through such forms of activity that reflect the apparent characterization of its intentional motivation (without giving an absolutist precedence to either the motivation or activity discharged since they are both a product of the same type of process, namely, an apparent, intentionally directed process of intent. The classical cause-effect modelling of intent that argues for the priority of intent [through intentional directedness towards an intentional object-state] is deconstructed in a conditional philosophy that recognizes both as a chaotically centred discharge equally reflected, in this instance, in the imputed intent and its associated discharge of the same as apparently observed in the activity or change in activity as seen and interpreted to occur by reason of that type of process of deliberation [either by that ‘agent’ themselves or an ‘observing agent’] in contrast to what might be considered to a non-intentionally directed process of activity). A conditional philosophy arguing that when you have ‘this set of conditions’ you get ‘that set of conditions’ without arguing for the impossible imputation of metaphysical entities like ‘cause’ and ‘effect’ (and ‘intent’ and ‘intentional discharge’ {with the latter becoming a new intent and/or another intentional discharge, etc.}).


� 	In the process I am translating my re-interpreted understanding of a number of Buddhist Mahayanic concepts to the task at hand, namely, the creation of a phenomenal philosophy of agency (i.e., a philosophy of the phenomenon of agency [as ‘a’ distinctive type of phenomenal process]).


� 	I am alerting the reader to the possibility that agency and sense of self could be phenomenally constituted along the lines of distinctively different phenomenal formulations. However, I will argue, that, generally, all senses of agency, etc. stem from the emergence and sense of ‘presence’ that devolve from the very fact of the epistemological hierarchicalization itself already present in the world regardless of the distinctive manner of that epistemological organization although the manner of structure will define the nature of that particular instance of agency, etc. That, in this regard, we need to invoke chaotic concepts like incrementally organized organization, self-organization, re-self-organization, etc.


� 	A tentative definition of agency is being proposed at this point. ‘Conditional’ by virtue of the fact that we are neither going to perform any metaphysical imputations nor do we allow the performance of the same.


� 	Refer to paragraphs no. 112, e.g.


� 	Or, the transcendental reality of its non-absolutistic metaphysical reality.


� 	By format is meant ‘form’ when treated in an ideal, generalized form.


� 	Equally, we must argue that there can be no pure form of relativism likewise (whether subjective or objective in aspect).


� 	The topic of a meta-transformational treatment-retreatment philosophy has been dealt with in a number of papers, e.g., Transformational-Treatment-Retreatment-Philosophy: A Critical Tool for Disentangling Philosophical Disputes Involving Processes of Transformation. Refer to my Homepage Site, Recent Papers, Page 2 to the document titled ‘treatmnt.rtf’.


� 	See paragraph no. 126, e.g.


� 	E.g., the second point noted in paragraph no. 126.


� 	And ensuing self-organization/self-re-organization, etc.






