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Should the Professional Theologian Be Paid?

A Working Paper in Meta-Theology in Four Parts:

Evaluating a Meta-Theological Difference: 

What Difference Does a Theological Difference Make?

Part I: Theological difference, Meta-Theological Difference, etc?

0. Introduction


The aim of this working paper is to demonstrate that the construction of a theological perspective on this world as lived is to articulate a theological difference, namely, that between a secular vision of the world and that as envisaged by a theologian that if we were to subtract the former from the latter the ensuing difference would correspond to this theological aspect as proposed by that theologian in question. Thence the presentation of a theological difference. But the more important work of a theologian, surely, would or should reside in their being able to establish and demonstrate both the viability of this difference and that this possibility of a theological difference can make a real difference in the way we live within this world. Thence this additional presentation of a meta-theological difference. However, to critically establish the possibility of both a theological difference and a meta-theological difference the theologian needs to observe a middle path that steers clear of both absolutism and relativism. Moreover, to establish the viability of a theological vision in this world the theologian would need to appositely and adequately appreciate the phenomenal-phenomenological nature of relationships in order to observe how such a putative relationship with the Divine might be authentically engaged? In our meta-theological examination of the work of the theologian, effectively, we attempt to evaluate both the conceptual viability and existential validation of such an enterprise (without necessarily being epistemologically and/or ontologically committed to the thesis of such an undertaking). (0)


In Part II of this working essay-paper I will outline an integrated nested set of four arguments, using these negative and positive critiques as outlined above. In this mission the theologian would need to be able to demonstrate the conceptual viability and its existential viability of their theological construct; i.e., exhibit it as a working construct able to contribute a positive surplus of value and, therein and thereby, demonstrate that an associated positive meta-theological difference could be claimed? (1) 


In Part III, it is noted that the Western Theological Project has often been central to the Western Philosophical Project (Prospect). In a secularist vision it has been written out of the equation. Let us now examine how it might be re-incorporated without necessarily subscribing to many of the misplaced aspirations previously associated with the former, and often still associated, with this major philosophical discourse. In effect, entertaining the critical deconstruction and reconstruction of this Western Philosophical Project (Prospect) albeit in a critical, post-enlightenment Contemporary format and form (i.e., in terms of meta-textual genres and their textual formation). (2)

*Latest version: www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelsrelphil.html
Part IV consists of a summary outline with a set of provisional conclusions. (3)

1. Introductory Outline of This Overall Working Paper (in a Schematic Format)

Part I: Negative and Positive Critiques

i.
Introduction of the Theological Difference

ii.
Introduction of the Meta-Theological Difference

iii.
Steering Clear of Absolutism and Relativism

iv.
Thematizing the Phenomenal-Phenomenological Nature of Relationships

Part II: Significant Theological Pre-Conditions, etc.

i.
Introduction: Applying Negative and Positive Critiques

ii.
Four Separate Arguments

iii.
Collapsing to Two Arguments

iv.
Collapsing to One Complex Argument and its Ramifications 

Part III: Deconstruction & Reconstruction of the Western Philosophical Project?

i.
Introduction and Outline of the Western Philosophical Project

ii.
Problematization of this Project

iii.
Rejection of a Series of Misplaced Aspirations

a.
Soul

b.
World Soul

c.
Absolute Identity

d.
Absolute Interpretation

e.
Perfect Consequential Determination (Karma)

f.
Absolute Reason

g.
Absolute Intentionality

h.
Absolute Appearance

i.
Absolute Isolation 

j.
Absolute Separation

k.
Absolute Difference

l.
Absolute Non-Difference

m.
Absolute Destiny

n.
Absolute Mathematization of the World

o.
Absolute Reductionism

p.
Absolute Systematization

q
Absolute Foundationalism (First Principles)

iv.
Ramifications of this Radical Reconstruction 

Part IV: Provisional Conclusions

i.
Introduction to a Meta-Theological Critique

ii.
Theological ‘Work’?

iii.
Theological ‘Pay’?

iv.
The ‘Salvation’ of Theological Salvation in an Existential Light? (4)

2. Negative and Positive Critiques

i. Introduction of the Theological Difference


A secularist vision of the world is that we have a world and that this world is without a theological aspect. That it exists without a theological overlay or underlying underlay, has no theological connection whatsoever, has no theological form of expression controlling how this world is to be written through such imputed theological influence. On the other hand, a theologian imputes a world with a theological complexion in some form or other. Now, if we were to take the theologian's wider vision of the world and subtract a secularist's vision of the world what we are left with, in general, is this theological difference. The way the theologian defines their vision of the theological dimension gives us either its particular type or its more specific description. Obviously, a theologian would need to argue for this imputation of difference (in order to remain true to their job description). (5)


A meta-theological perspective is the appreciation and critique of the work of a theologian be that in general, in particular terms of type, or in more specific terms of reference. (6)


A neutral perspective in this examination treats the miscellaneous ideas of the divine, such as, e.g., God, gods, Godhead, Over-Soul, Universal Spirit, etc., as numinous expressions of the Divine. The 'numinous' aspect being imputed in experience to consist of a paradoxical-like form of complex, yet integrated, engagement that is both attractive or attracting, and, also, that which is counter-attractive or is                                            to be feared at the same time to varying degrees. This numinous experience being associated with an experience interpreted as 'an experience of the Divine'. The imputation of the Divine that is without some form of experiential relation to the life of the person and their community is to produce an otiose theology. That which has no relationship to us in any form has no existence for us just as ourselves can have no existence for It! Therefore, for a theology to have value it must impute a sense of the Divine that has value for-us (and, by extension, that we too might have a value for It [given the necessary and essential expression of reciprocity to be found in all forms of relationships regardless of their subjective actors and/or objective acters]). (7)


So, simply put, a theological difference, in general, is merely a theological vision of the world minus a non-theological vision of that same world. (8)

ii. Introduction of the Meta-Theological Difference


But, as already noted, this theological difference needs to be able to make a difference in both the lives of individuals and communities, etc., otherwise the raison d'être of the work (of imputation) conducted by a theologian, effectively, is rendered valueless or, at the least, near worthless. So, the theologian needs to establish the conceptual viability of their concept of the Divine and also demonstrate its (existential) relevance and value in the life of both the individual and the life of the community (be that in short term associations, sexual or non-sexual relationships, organizations, institutions, communities, on a national or inter-national level of engagement, etc.
). (9)


So, a theological difference needs to make a difference in our lives. Hence the import attached to a meta-theological difference. Therefore, the work of the theologian is to develop and interrelate both concepts (regardless of whether they are aware of this simple division and integration of labour)! (10)


Hopefully, this search for theological relevance will be conducted in an authentic, existential manner. Without doubt a theologian, traditional or otherwise, will find to hand a grab bag of an assortment of theological aspirations from the overcoming of sin and/or ignorance, the seeking of insight and enlightenment, the yearning for some form of salvation, etc. Such ambitions should not unnecessarily devalue/disvalue, obstruct or divert our existential engagement with others, etc., and, therein and thereafter, trade or defer positive value formation arising in the here and now for some vague form of salvation beyond the here and now and whose imputation might have no valid form of alignment in this world as lived be it theologically inspired or written in non-theological terms of reference. (11)


That a meta-theological difference is the relative impact that a theological difference could have in the lives of both individuals and communities, etc. (12)


But, how might the Contemporary theologian proffer a positive theological re/vision of this world as lived and in the process steer a path between misguided forms of absolutism and relativism? (13)

iii. Steering Clear of Absolutism and Relativism


In a recent essay I developed the germ of an idea in a footnote that giving up the (misplaced and absolutist) notion of 'intrinsic evil' did not leave us in a relativist camp.
 Following these ideas up in a separate paper (as noted in the last footnote) I was able to develop a simple argument for each that allowed us to dismiss both extremes, and, thereby, walk a middle path in this regard. (14)


An absolutist position is one in which the person who mistakenly believes 'they can entertain such an idea' merely asserts they can 'entertain such impossible extremism'. In contrast, a relativist says 'they hold all positions as equal in value' when they so obviously lead their lives in the so-called real world where such equality cannot be found. But, let me demonstrate the untenability of either impossible extreme by applying to each extreme type of discourse a distinctive and definitive argument designed to defeat the particular proponent that represents that style in positioning. In this process, demonstrating that these two types of positioning are both impossible to uphold, i.e., impossible to engage (i.e., impossible to both ontologically encounter and epistemologically recognize)! (15)


First, let us put the absolutist our of their misery (since their addiction to such impossibilia can only bring difficulties in their train given their state of non-alignment with the world as lived as a consequence of our absolute inability to engage such 'entities'). (16)


Significance is discerned in an appropriate epistemological field of intentional consciousness. Intentional objects of a certain type are discerned in and through their respective field associated with such discernment and differentiation. To do this we must focus on that under such 'focus'. This foregrounding of the intentional object occurs in a process where we must attend to both the object of intentional focus and the background field that gives that semblance of focus its distinctive essential configuration in phenomenological experience in and through the type of field/s associated with that phenomenological state being focused upon. Now, too much focus and the connection with its associated background field is lost. Or, conversely, too much concentration on the background of that field and the point of focus is lost. In other words, there is a dialectical contest between both polarities but neither polarity can be viewed in its own right. Therefore, we cannot entertain in intentional consciousness pure objects of intentional focus. Likewise, we cannot entertain in intentional consciousness pure background fields. Although a background field can be entertained in a meta-field (and this mechanism can be utilized to explain how the semblance of an intentional subject comes into intentional consciousness associated with its associated intentional object). But, again, a focus on a background field, i.e., the field, in turn cannot be purely focused upon given its dialectical relationship with its meta-background field, etc. Therefore, all intentional objects of focus are non-absolutely thematized in their associated fields of discernment be they perceptual objects, conceptual objects, processes of judgment, a focus on present mood or current emotions, etc., etc. (17)


Important ramifications follow from this insight. E.g., no idea, no concept can be purely thought in and of itself, by itself, apart from its field of discernment. Therefore, in engagement no pure, isolated objects of thought can be entertained being neither encountered (ontologically) nor recognized (epistemologically)! (18)


Let me re-state this argument. Intentional object(-state)s or objectives cannot be discern purely in terms of their own (impossible to engage) absolute being. Too much focus realizes a loss of significance, and, too much background awareness realizes a loss of intentional objectivity. Only in their dialectical interaction can significance, i.e., identity and value, arise! (19)


The process of judgmental appreciation (through trans-cognitive awareness), therefore, cannot occur in terms that concentrate absolutely on the intentional objective in question. Thus, absolutes cannot be engaged, being neither encountered nor recognized! Neither the critical philosopher nor the well-educated lay-person, etc., can engage such impossibilia and, therefore, we should have no truck with the same! Indeed, we cannot relate to that which can not be related to. Ask how such a stupid position could be entertained when the phenomenological objects in question as presented in their respective intentional fields can be 'engaged' outside their respective fields of presentation... and, at the same time, not experience the 'pure' paradox of such a positionless-position. Accept that the extracted and reified imputations of the natural world to be only superimpositions that as phenomenological presentations can only be engaged as such! So, put aside all such childish fantasies... absolutes just cannot be entertained as absolutes qua absolutes! Absolutes cannot be seen, cannot be thought, cannot be engaged; neither encountered nor recognized!
 (20)


With the dismissal of absolutes are we then left in the moral swamp of so-called relativists where your version of reality is just as good or just as bad as any other version of reality? No, because reality is definitively headed in certain directions to some extent and never merely left in a mere 'state of suspension'. In the (overall) transcendental suspension we might entertain rhetorically the question 'is x a or non-a?' In the suspension of that suspension we usually find an answer that it is either a or non-a (or can apply to neither party). Or, more correctly, an answer that is oriented more towards a or non-a given our previous observation that absolutes cannot be engaged, etc! (21)


A phenomenologist, etc., operating in a critical mode of phenomenological discernment (in identity and value formation) knows that pure a and/or pure non-a cannot be engaged, and, that in phenomenal-phenomenological reality such an orientation should be headed definitively towards either a or non-a (given the existentially engaged propriety, appropriateness and appositeness (or passabililty) or validity of such reflections).
  However, even if a definitive answer, resolution or response cannot be currently arrived at, at least we should suspect that as things are never completely equal in this world it follows that a certain orientation, one way or the other, would eventually be arrived at given closer and closer forms of investigation even if such a fine-tuned perspective cannot be experientially engaged. (22)


But, it might be argued, that as entangled particles in quantum theory are perfectly superimposed in both states or in all states relevant to such expression in question it follows that the breaking of such symmetry (as a 'suspension of such a suspension') then realizes a definitive breakdown. Thence the way of the world is such that in its natural expression/s definitively characterized states of affairs are the natural order of the day. That the same applies to moral discernment and all other forms of discernment (given its phenomenological nature to be non-absolutely thematized and/or awaiting such thematization through the suspension of such intentional superimposition). Hence my concept of non-dialectical inequivalence; that natural terrain is not flat. (23)


So, 'absolutes' cannot be engaged and if people say they do engage the same ask 'how our focus on intentional object(ive)s in intentional consciousness can operate without their respective intentional fields?' Or, if a relativist position is proposed ask 'how natural is it to be left in a state of indecision given the suspension of the suspension (or its equivalent in the natural world) always produces a definitive direction or orientation in our (non-transcendental) discernment of the natural world?'. (24)


A critical philosopher or a critical theologian et al cannot be professional in the exercise of their respective discourses if they argue for absolutes and/or argue for an indecisive non-distinctive natural landscape in any shape or form. Even quantum states of entanglement break distinctively one way or the other in their de-superimposition. Toss a coin and it falls either 'heads' or 'tails'. We cannot be certain how that will happen, and, we cannot be absolutely sure that our discernment of such determination is absolutely correct. On the other hand, these varying degrees of doubt do not usually trouble either the professional or the non-professional. If we are happy the coin is either 'heads up’ or ‘tails up' what more do we need to know given that further information would most likely merely reinforce your essential understanding in this regard (or, again, now definitively get you to change your mind in that same regard). (25)


The professional philosopher, whatever their calling, as a consequence, must take a middle path between absolutism and relativism in the critical re-formulation of their discourses (be they theologically oriented or otherwise)! (26)


Given the theologian's imputation of the Divine (in some meta-textual format of genre/s and textual form/s) it follows that such an imputation must figure in the experiential life of the individual and their community, and, therefore, between these imputations of the world and the Divine there must be some meaningful form of interaction between the same given 'that what is not there for us may as well not exist for us, and v.v!' Therefore, let us look closely at the phenomenal-phenomenological nature of relationships in general in order to divine the relational characteristics that should be present in the imputed relationship between the imputation/s of the Divine and the imputation of this world as lived. (27)

iv. Thematizing the Phenomenal-Phenomenological Nature of Relationships


To be in a relationship means 'to be in a relationship'. A relationship is engaged through being in a relationship with the (subjective) actors and/or (objective) acters in question. So, e.g., a marriage is (or could be) (a potentially sexual or sexual-like) relationship between two (or more) subjective (human) parties in conformity with the conventions for marriage as defined or re-defined, and this state of union is entered into intentionally, i.e., as an understand act of will entertained by those parties concerned'. I am sure this definition could be simplified or made more complex. The point is that there is a form of interaction that under conventional terms of reference could be regarded as a 'marriage'. Now, the manner of interaction is distinctive to that 'institution' or 'type of relationship', but, that the nature of interaction itself has a phenomenological  semblance of essence that allows us to assume that a relational form of interaction is seen as taking place. Can we divine this distinctive nature to be found necessarily associated with a relationship in order, through reverse engineering, argue that relationship is in place because it is observed to have these distinctive essential phenomenological characteristics that allow us to call it a ‘relationship’? (28)


In our recollected comprehension of relationships in general just what are we allowed to say in that regard? (29)


First, that a relationship is between a certain circumscribed field of subjective actors (such as people) and/or objective acters (like inert objects) and that field is discerned to be characterized by the manner of interactional events that can occur within those limits, within the ambit or remit of that field. So, e.g., a marriage is usually between two adults and can be differentiated from a relationship between a group of friends. (30)


Second, that that relationship is characterized by the nature of those parties and the nature of their potential-actual interactions. That such distinctions are possible, subjectively and inter-subjectively, by virtue of our discernment of distinctive characteristics associated with those parties, their interactions within the circumscription of the ambit or remit of such interactions. (31)


Third, that the overall nature of that relational field is characterized by the distinctive phenomenological nature demonstrated by the integrity of that field of relations. (32)


Fourth, that this distinctive integrity is realized in phenomenal-phenomenological experience by virtue of the resolution of dissonance to be discerned in the distinctive ambit of that field. So, e.g., a sexual relationship can be differentiated from a non-sexual relationship, and, defined through such positive and negative circumscriptions as both “'a sexual-like field' and 'as not a non-sexual like field of potential interaction'”. 'Dissonance' being experienced as the ‘foreground’ or ‘focus’ in 'a background field of relative consonance' as relatively disconcerting, as different, that which can be differentiated in and ‘from’ that field of experience, etc. 'Resolution' being realized through the dialectical interaction of that 'background field of consonance' and the 'foreground field of dissonance'. Ongoing resolution establishing the persistence or retention of that state of ongoing resolution wherein that relationship in question is permitted, therein, to have a continued (or continual) existence (moment by moment). (33)


Fifth, that this semblance of ongoing resolution entered into is experienced as the essential nature or phenomenological essence of that relationship in question. That this semblance of the essential nature of that relationship has a distinctive, general relational nature that is basically self-organized and self-re-organized to varying degrees. That such 'organization' is hierarchically enstructured, spontaneously re-self-organized within the ambit or remit of that relationship in question, that this happens simultaneously, in a synchronized fashion, and, has a holistic like footprint across the circumscribed relational extent of that ambit or remit. That a number of other phenomenological characteristics can be associated with the relational nature of relationships. (34)


So, the ramifications of these insights is such that in a pro-relational stance we discern, to that extent possible, the nature of the relationship currently under examination. That, effectively, all subjects in that relationship are going to experience, or should experience, any sudden changes in its self-organization simultaneously, in a synchronized fashion (be they uni-sequential or multi-sequential sequences), etc. (35)


For convenience, a relationship in general could be looked at under the following four headings (in these explorations), namely, relational participation; interactive reciprocity; relational holism; and, relational enrichment (through engagement). (36)


Let me explain what is implied, here, or rather, explicitly demanded from our interaction with this imputed semblance of the Divine, and v.v? In our hypothetical theological investigations, from a meta-theological point of view, we can examine statements put forward by a theologian and propose statement-types that appear to make sense, are relevant to this topic and define the conditions under which a theological discourse makes sense, etc. In this latter regard we note that the Divine must be there for us otherwise it might as well not exist for us; that all relationships have a certain degree of reciprocity; that all relationships are stamped with their own unique essential imprint; and, a relationship is to be valued through the enrichment proffered in and through our engagement with the same. Given that a theologian must argue that there is relationship both to be had and is already in existence, between ourselves and the Divine, then let us take them for their word in this regard and establish the conditions under which this must take place and in what manner it might be engaged? (37)


In other words, let us ask ourselves what are the (hypothetical) theological ramifications; the implications and consequences, of this pro-relational stance wherein we observe the essential configuration and re-configurations of that state of affairs? (38)


Given the theological necessity of a theological interrelationship with the Divine, in order to maintain a degree of insight into that relationship the essential configuration of that relationship would need to be able to be discerned in order to enter into processes of theologically inspired identity formation and value formation. Quite simply the engaged basis of a theological discourse is such that the Divine must interact with us and we with it, in some manner or other, otherwise a version of the Divine that is not there for us might as well not exist for us… hence this necessity for this state of relational participation regardless of whether we were aware or not of such a state of relational interaction should this possibility have some degree of actual existence? Interactive reciprocity states the obvious fact that in a relationship there is some form and degree of reciprocity between all acters and/or actors in that relationship in question. E.g., I have a gravitational interaction with the Earth and v.v. Indeed, the Earth is infinitesimally de-centered if I were to (walk or) jump but of course the same Earth de-centers and grounds my flight in a more dramatic manner through quickly grounding any attempt on my part to fly. Given that reciprocity is a phenomenal-phenomenological hallmark of a relationship in general we must ask the theologian how does this insight apply in a theological relationship be that in particular terms of reference or in more specifically detailed terms of reference? Theologies are usually replete with such information witness descriptions of the Divine as compassionate and merciful, capable of punishing the sinner, altering the fate of persons, institutions, and countries, etc. However, our interest in this paper is in general, or particular, terms of possibility rather than detailed visions of actual specificity perhaps more illustrative of that religious philosophy in question (in both positive and negative senses)? (39)


Under the rubric of a relational holism I have examined elsewhere a cluster of properties more indicative of a pro-relational understanding and its equation with an existential orientation in engagement. E.g., that the essential configuration of a relationship is the same for all participants (as acters and/or actors) albeit as reflected from their point/s of view. If a group of people are looking at a mountain, say Mt Fuji, then all those participants who can see that mountain are seeing a mountain albeit from their unique point of view (in and through the hermeneutic nature of the genres they invoke for viewing that same mountain, i.e., as sublime, aesthetically, as a mountain to climb, geologically, as a volcano, etc.). This same essential configuration is the result of a process of self-organization and is re-configured through processes of re-self-organization. So, e.g., this volcano starts to re-erupt and a small cone on the shoulders of this mountain is viewed as erupting larva, ash, and steam. In ideal terms, all participants in a relationship have an essential taste of the flavour of that relationship and this semblance of essence is realized in and through phenomenological modes of appreciation. Furthermore, ideally, any change in the essential nature of a relationship is or could be experienced simultaneously by all acters and/or actors in a manner keeping with their own abilities to appreciate the nature of this relationship. As well as such simultaneity there is also synchronicity, spontaneity, ongoing resolution (rather than non-resolution or perfect resolution with, respectively, either no ‘birth’ of that relationship or the ‘death’ of that relationship), etc. In Part II the role played by theological holism will be examined in hypothetical or meta-theological terms of reference (as an important contribution to the demonstration, but not proof, of the Divine should the theologian be able to convince both their congregations and us in this regard?). (40)


Lastly, a theologian would most certainly be able to earn their keep if they were able to demonstrate that theological engagement is both possible and enriching for the devotee, for their congregations, etc. I.e., through relational participation, interactive reciprocity, modes of relational holism, and, through forms of engagement that elicit an understanding of both the existence of an encounter and a recognition of the phenomenal-phenomenological nature of that encounter. Moreover, it is to be hoped that such engagement, previously defined as an ‘encountered-recognition’, results in a process of relational enrichment through processes of transformation that oversee the same. That, hopefully, such a process is realized in and through an existential attitude wherein the richness of that putative relationship between the Divine and their devotee/s is one that preserves, conserves, invests and divests forms of enrichment that amplify the value of that relationship for all the parties concerned. (41)


Now, let me end this Part I by merely listing the (hypothetical) nature and ramifications of these points examined in this essay under the following headings, namely, theological difference; meta-theological difference; the valuelessness of both absolutist and relativist arguments; and, the imputed nature of the theological relationship in the light of these aspects of our pro-relational understanding concerning relational participation; interactive reciprocity; relational holism; and, relational enrichment (through positive forms of transformation realized through apposite forms of engagement). (42)
      
           Noël Tointon, Sydney, 20.3.15/Re-edited, N.T., Wentworth Falls, 5.3.22.
�	By 'etc.' we could mean animals, plants, the world at large, aliens, etc, i.e., whatever acts as an actor or whatever is constituted by actors as proxies for the same (such as companies, etc.).


�	‘Theodicy’ - The Problem of ‘The Problem of Evil’? A Working Paper in Meta-Theology: For the Love of God – Confronting Theological Visions of Evil. This was footnote 2. and it read: We should also recognize the fact that much of what is perceived as evil also remains relatively invariant over time. What changes that do seem to occur seem to be made in wider degrees of inclusivity, a dropping of peripheral, less central controversies, the development of an existential attitude to ethical management and a greater openness towards and an acceptance of different moral readings? Although such relative invariance can be observed and argued for this should not be read as ‘intrinsic’. As I will argue this ‘concept’ cannot be engaged being neither recognized nor encountered in experience. In fact, the word can be used/misused to legislate prejudice and institutionalize that same attitude. On the other hand, excising this dangerous expression does not leave us in ‘the moral swamp of mere relativism’ since the adoption of an existentially oriented pro-relational stance allows us to re-define our ‘moral compasses’ by comparatively examining to what extent we both mindfully preserve and conserve our relationships through the adequately re-directed enaction of apposite modes of consequential analysis. 


	These ideas were then followed up in a separate essay titled: Contra (Moral) Absolutism and Contra (Moral) Relativism, etc? In this current paper I will deal with a summary snapshot of the arguments presented there. 


�	Just as 'the eyes are not windows' and 'the mind is not an intentional vacuum'.


�	Such impossible 'purity' is not to be confused with eidetic purity when the discernment of phenomenological essence is distinctly realized and where additional investigation can only affirm the characteristically essential nature of such phenomenal-phenomenological experience. Just as a salty experience is distinctive recognized and where the addition of more salt only confirms the essential confirmation already arrived at.






