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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 II: The Complex Pre-Conditions that (En)Structure Theological Possibility?

0. Introduction


A theology can utilize various types of argument. In Part I we ruled out absolutist arguments on the grounds they could not be entertained despite their proponents impossibly insisting you could entertain the same. As well, relativist arguments were also ruled out on the grounds that they do not represent reality (except in either the impossible sense of pure possibility or the near impossible sense of mere possibility). Science utilizes modelling and probability. No doubt a theologian would like to adopt a scientific style of discourse but evidence is usually not obviously to hand and of a form that would allow us to inter-subjectively conduct this type of approach in either our theological investigations or our meta-theological investigations. This leaves the use of analogies and the experiential ramifications arising from such modelling; i.e., an appreciation of the present implications and future consequences along with the associated transformations in behavior and the existential impact of such processes entailed in non-chaotically oriented redirection and chaotically oriented re-direction. As previously noted, in the examination of a meta-theological difference, we attempt to observe the existentially oriented or non-existentially oriented impact such a ‘philosophy’ has for the person, organization, community, etc. In the course of this section let me demonstrate through the use of a specific set of arguments that the theologian would need to negotiate in order to claim that they had both a viable theology and a theology that had a positive existential impact upon the lives of its devotees, congregations, etc. To this end I will argue for a set of four interconnected arguments using the essential nature of relationships and their holistic imprinting upon the fabric of the world as an initial point of departure. I will then show that these four sets of arguments can be broken down into two sets of arguments, and, that these two sets, in turn, can be further broken down to form one representative argument. That if the theologian can demonstrate the utility of these connected arguments in a manner that serves their profession then we could argue, meta-theologically, that the theologian has a viable discourse especially if it can also be demonstrated that positively amplified value can be found in such a complex format for the devotee, for a congregation even perhaps for some members of the secular world? In the advent of this discovered comparatively enriched existential excess of identity and value formation we then could argue that the theologian may well deserve to be paid… or, perhaps, even better paid… provided they can demonstrate that this thematized sense of an existential surplus in identity and value formation is associated with the exercise of their working theological construct..?! (0)
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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? (1)

2. The Basic Outline of this Essay-Paper


First, let me outline the overall philosophy behind this set of four interconnected arguments that might be able to establish the dissemination of a viable theology and a theology that might also proffer a positive meta-theological difference in the lives of those who would wish to adhere to and existentially enact such a philosophy. (2)


Second, let me outline an initial appreciation of this set of interconnected arguments, then, let me look more closely at the ramifications of the same. (3)


Third, let me show how the first two arguments can be collapsed into one argument, and, then, show how the last two arguments can be treated likewise through the auspices of a single argument. (4)


Fourth, then let me continue this progression by showing our two remaining arguments can be collapsed into one complex argument. (5)


In Provisional Conclusions let me recap this complex argument.
 (6)

3. Significant Theological Pre-Conditions

i. Ramifications of the Essential Nature of Relationships


Let it be noted, first, that relationships come into existence through the ongoing resolution of relational dissonance. In our phenomenological encounter with a relationship, through its representation (via presentation/representation and re-presentation
) we come to experience the apparent essence of that relationship. Now, when there is no relative dissonance, effectively, all is in an inert state of consonance then there is no ‘birth’ of a relationship… no ‘spark’ to give life to such offspring. Or, conversely, too much dissonance and there is dramatic ‘death’ through the non-mutual fission of that relationship. Or, when a state of resolution is perfectly realized then the death of that relationship immediately follows. The happy medium in all of this is the progressive unfolding of that relationship through a process of ongoing resolution. The apparent essence of that relationship being imprinted upon the totality of that relationship and defines its apparent ambit or remit, i.e., the relational extent of that relationship (in its embeddedness). So, between two friends we have a ‘friendship’. Between two intimate lovers we have a ‘sexual relationship’, etc. Through the enaction of our intentions we get textual depositions that reflect such processes of resolution hence, in our hermeneutically oriented reflection upon such ‘texts’ we get some understanding of the essential nature of that relationship in question. There being no difference in this regard between textual depositions and non-textual depositions. In the latter, from an ongoing resolution of all the forces at play upon an object the object is fashioned in keeping with its overall relationship with the world. Our direct encounter with the same lets us discern how the world imprints itself upon itself, and, through engaged representation lets us discern, when and where possible, within the bounds of human reason, how this world is reconfigured through our engaged representations of the same. So, e.g., a tree has grown in a balancing of all the forces placed upon it. If those forces are not resolved then it stops growing, falls over, etc. This dynamic balance can also be appreciated through an aesthetic lens given its harmonization of the forces placed upon it… and duly represented in our intuition of the same (e.g., in an experience of the natural world as ‘sublime’)…?  (7)


Thus, the world reflected in a grain of sand… imprinted with the imputed presence of the Divine… should such reality be the case…? [1435]
 (8)


The Divine, in whatever form it might be envisaged, directly and/or indirectly, must enter into phenomenal-phenomenological reality otherwise ‘what is not there for us is not there for-us’… ‘and neither could we be there for-it!’ No theologian deserves to be paid if all they can construct is an otiose theology with a vision of the Divine too remote to merit anything other than our mere theoretical or speculative attention. (9)


Through ongoing relational resolution, a relationship is imprinted on its relatively material basis. E.g., a person who has had to labour hard throughout their life will leave that type of an imprint upon their skeleton. Whereas a person who has not had to labour in life will likewise leave a skeleton with less obvious wear and tear. Given this necessary cohabitation between the relatively theological and the relatively non-theological it then behooves the theologian to demonstrate the necessary existence of this theological imprint upon the world. Therein we are presented with another problem: through which meta-textual epistemological lens are we to view this so-called ‘theological imprint’? (10)


Thus, already in train, we are left with a series of concerns that the theologian will need to address (be that already in play either wittingly or unwittingly). (11)

ii. An Introduction and Appreciation of these Four Connected Arguments

Let me closely (re-)examine this argument from essential imprinting, namely, the fact that the essential nature of a relationship is imprinted on the ambit of that relationship equally from every point in that ambit albeit from the point of view of that relational point within that relational ambit. [1432] (12)


The ‘essential’ that is in question here is that ‘phenomenological experience of the relative invariance that characterizes the uniqueness of that relationship’. I am arguing here that every relationship leaves an imprint on the fabric of its relational space, i.e., ambit. We have the analogy of salt added to water – once we realize it is brackish to the taste then we have an essential understanding of that solution, and, adding more salt to that solution merely reinforces what is already determined in that regard. When we look at a tree, we can also see its genetic distinctiveness imprinted in a holistic fashion from a single leaf to the entire tree. We could argue in this regard that given the tree is the result of the dialectical resolution of all the forces that impinged upon it, both internally and externally, that it is as the ongoing resultant of such resolution. That such an ongoing resultant will imprint upon the same an essential imprint of those collective processes of resolution, which, in that instance, is the embedded fractal symmetry of that tree. So, an oak leaf looks like an oak tree and a poplar leaf looks like a poplar, etc. However, what is imprinted is also active or dynamic and not merely passive. Reflecting moments of non-chaotic incremental re-direction, ensuing moments of chaotic re-direction; that the deposition of a relationship will reflect to some extent the nature and manner of both this redirection and re-direction. If a tree, e.g., were to suffer some form of rust or fungal infection then the leaves from that same tree would show, more or less, that same infection to some extent, directly and/or indirectly. So the core invariance of this relational essence, able to be represented, etc., in phenomenal-phenomenological experience, must be relatively invariant to the extent that processes of re-direction can alter less essential features of the same… [1433] (13)

Now, such an existential appreciation of the dynamic nature of relationships is not without a number of potential objections. For a start, the discernment of a relationship may well be merely an intentional artifact of our own discrimination with little correspondence between the world to be found and this world as lived. The discernment of a relationship is an artifact of our intentional lives when, in fact, from the open potentiality of the overall life-world itself there are an infinity of relational possibilities (with varying degrees of possible-actuality). But, be that as it may, there is also this truth that not all possibilities are equal or even obtainable, and, so, some relational possibilities will stand out. E.g., walking through a grove of trees we need to know where those trees are on our route so that we do not bump into them. Such a need is important and gives us a hierarchy of intentionally directed interest in that regard. So, trees there will figure prominently in our lived engagement with this world as lived. Similarly, if I am going through a crowd of people and I see a friend it is expected of me that I will recognize them in some way (unless the nature of my engagement there should call upon me to do otherwise, and/or v.v., for them
). So, in this regard, not all things are equal (indeed, we could even argue that things, perhaps, are not even equally coincident with themselves given a difference in sense, etc, in order to entertain such an imputation, juxtaposition and/or co-imposition?
)? Now, we live in a number of minor life-worlds, entertain a variety of major and minor discourses and need to both navigate and negotiate this same semblance of a world lived with others and so it stands to reason that we will coincide, more often than not, in our opinions about this same semblance of a world. Relationships are not mere relationships but relationships both for us and/or relationships for others. Or, if we were to enter a room and knew what a book was then we would see a book or a set of books if the same were in that room and prominently displayed. If we were interested in books, we might even look to see what titles they had if, to us, they looked interesting. Then again, for a person with no interest in reading they might not even see those same books in that room. In effect, what is there for us is highly dependent upon how we stand in this world with others, with our own sense/s of self. Different people will see different things but never in an absolute state of pure difference. That same room was entered by both the book lover and the person who had no interest in books. That by such commonality the book lover can tell the non-book lover what they saw, and v.v. There is no pure relativism here. We engage with what we engage with, engaging more with that which we would rather prefer to engage with and/or engage less with that which we would rather not engage with, or, 'find', by default, that which we merely overlook. So, through such non-absolute selection we relatively isolate those relational threads that are there for us in that relational situation. On the other hand, in its actual-potentiality everything there remains for us to be in a potential-actuality of engagement. I may not see the books, but they remain there to be seen if, eventually, I should find myself seeing them. Significant relationships are noted within this background with varying degrees for-me in potential significance. Furthermore, in our emplacement and embracement, in an economy of interactions within the overall life-world, we find we are embodied, embedded (in a sea of thematized relationships) and embanked in a world that has varying degrees of value for both myself and others (and ourselves for it). This is the complexity of our emplacement in the life-world; intentionally appreciated through forms of encounter, recognition, engagement; encountered-recognitions, recognized-encounters, encountered-engagement, etc., are all essentially registered through such imprinting. Therefore, if a theologian makes the claim that the Divine exists and is there for-us it follows that this aspect in the complexion of the world as lived must implicate, in some fashion or other, this essential imprint of the Divine too. But a hermeneutic problem now arises. In order to interpret this aspect in experience, should it exist, we need to be able to develop the correct hermeneutic tools for discerning this theological strand or strands already in our experience even if not currently recognized as such. As already noted, we might better approach such required ‘insights’ by looking for this state of affairs generally generated on relatively higher levels of epistemological functioning. To this end, the meta-theologian has staked a general claim in this regard and it behooves them to take up this challenge and supply the necessary pre-interpreted insights in order to construct a hermeneutic frame of reference that might allow them to then appositely and adequately demonstrate the nature and manner of this version and vision of the Divine. Of course, the objection of dialectical equivalence would also need to be confronted in order to demonstrate that this theological vision or version does, indeed, proffer a satisfactory degree of work above and beyond its mere dialectical counterparts (presented as counter-visions/counter-versions). [1434] (14) 


Thus, the world reflected in a grain of sand… imprinted with the imputed presence of the Divine… should such reality be the case…? [1435] (15)


Let me restate this argument, note its potential objections and counter-objections, along with the ramifications of this sense of positioning. [1436] (16)


In bare bones the argument proceeds along these lines: an ongoing relationship comes into existence through ongoing resolution of relational dissonance. This process of resolution establishes that relationship in question and establishes our phenomenal-phenomenological experience of the essential nature of that relationship in question. Given a viable theology insists on the Divine having a phenomenological sense of presence or interaction in some form or other it follows that Divine interaction within the world as lived will leave this essential sense of ‘presence’ imprinted on the relationship/s in question. Now, given the Divine has a relationship with the world as lived per se it follows that an essential imprint to that effect must be imprinted upon the same. Or, given that the relationship of all possible relationships in question is the province of the Divine it follows that this holistic vision of the Divine will be imprinted upon all forms of phenomenological experience. It just behooves the theologian et al to hermeneutically delineate those distinctive aspects of relational experience that are found to represent this Divine complexion so that in those frames of reference the Divine contribution, through that theological difference, can be critically differentiated within this  theological re-appreciation of that phenomenological experience… [1437] (17)


But, so much for theory. Given that the entire world as lived would be irradiated with the Divine presence how are we to differentiate the same (from the relatively non-Divine) when there is no (absolute/non-relative) differentiation in place? Or, how do we even separate the relational input of one relationship from another given that all relationships would be irradiated by all relationships in this world of relationships, etc? But, given that we must be able to differentiate one relationship from some other it follows that this type of task can be accomplished! So, the question is: how do we differentiate one relationship from another? [1438] (18)


In a relationship we can experience the phenomenological essence of that relational ambit of that relationship from any point in that relationship. In this regard such essential information is holistically present (and hence phenomenologically essential by nature) but that each point still maintains its own point of view superimposed upon the essential expression of the same. In the same sort of manner, the Divine, whilst maintaining an essential characteristic upon current forms of existence, will also superimpose its own terms of reference, i.e., its own point/s of view… [1439] (19)


But, obviously, a number of problems remain that will need obviation. How can one achieve this new level in insight when we need a theological frame of reference to do this for us (if it were to be the case that such an approach could hermeneutically isolate such inputs; such contributions to the formation of a hermeneutic frame of reference that would allow us to differentiate such inputs from relatively non-Divine contributions?)? In other words, granted this imputation of the Divine, a careful reading of the complex nature of our world as lived should reveal, hopefully, the establishment of this same imputation in a non-vicious hermeneutic circle of identity and value formation through the demonstration of this theological difference. It then remains for the theologian to demonstrate that this theological difference makes a difference; i.e., namely, that a theological difference makes a theological difference in the life of the religious person as to how they should lead their life in the light of that theology in question. By such a process elevating a theological life-style… although the problem of dialectical equivalence (or non-dialectical inequivalence) remains to be appositely and adequately addressed? [1440] (20)


Let us now look more closely at this set of arguments. (21)


In noting such difficulties let us systematically attempt to address the same.
 Namely, the problem of essential-relational (non-)differentiation; the problem of thematizing a satisfactory theological frame/s of reference; the problem of dialectical equivalence (or non non-equivalence or non-inequivalence where multiple counter-readings are treated as potentially equal in existential weight). Addressing, overall, in a fourth problem, in apposite and adequate terms of reference, the important question that asks to what extent the attested imputation of a theological difference makes a satisfactory theological difference both in the world of that devotee and in our world as lived where people hold a spectrum of theological and non-theological views (with their imputation/s and ramifications from a continuous/discontinuous spectrum in a non-theological sense of positioning, or, on to a natural theology, or, on to a trans-natural theology, or, on to a trans-personal theology???
)? [1441] (22)


Now, with some thought we should be able to re(-)view these four problems just noted as two sets of two (and that the same can then be further collapsed into one overall problem of theological integration, namely, an integrated differentiation of theological differentiation; i.e., finding a semblance of theological difference [between the theist and the non-theist] that makes a positive difference in the life of the theist and their community/communities). Let me nominate these four problems with a simple designation, respectively, as non-differentiation, framing, equivalence, and differentiation. (where all four concepts are meant to operate in a rhetorical mode of enquestioning or meta-philosophical/philosophical interrogation). First let me re-state these theological problems. Second, let me collapse the same, respectively, into two sets. Third, let me then collapse these two sets into one set (under the problem of theological integration). Last, let me examine the ramifications of this complex approach, i.e., present implications and future consequences (as outlined under our ongoing, tentative and provisional resolution of this overall problem of ‘theological integration’). [1442] (23)


‘Non-differentiation’ is the problem (for the philosophical theist) where the essential nature of the putative theological complexion of the Life-world is so closely overlaid upon the nature of the world as lived that it is perceived as not able to be disentangled from the latter (especially without an apposite frame of reference for doing this). [1443] (24)


‘Framing’ is the problem (for the philosophical theist) where the essential nature of the putative theological complexion of the Life-world is so closely overlaid upon the nature of the world as lived that it needs and can only be ‘perceived’ in and through an apposite frame of reference. So, the question now becomes how do we define a frame of reference that actually frames that form of discrimination? [1444] (25)


‘Equivalence’ is the problem (for the philosophical theist) where the essential nature of the putative theological complexion of the Life-world, at face value, could be read in either a theistic or a non-theistic frame of reference with no good reason as to why one or other style of interpretation should be chosen (except as a matter of personal preference, linguistic habit and/or cultural education). [1445] (26)


‘Differentiation’ is the problem that for a theology to be truly viable it should demonstrate that ability for it to both work and work in such a fashion so as to successfully differentiate itself from a non-theistic interpretation so as to add a positive surplus in identity and value formation for that practicing theist in their community. In other words, the treatment of a putative theological difference should be seen to make a positive theological difference in the life of the devotee (through noting the ramifications of this double differentiation; through observing to what extent that meta-theological difference appears to make a positive difference in existential e/valuation?). [1446] (27)

‘Integration’, as the overall name of this problem, is the recognition that through forms of existential dialogue, through reciprocity, a theological difference can be both positively demonstrated and lived. But, first let me outline how this conclusion can be argued for, practically reached, and critically appreciated. [1447] (28)

iii. Complex-Simplification Producing Two Connected Arguments

Now, keeping this ‘mapping’ on the same page let me note how these problems collapse into two sets of two and then one overall set with its nominated form of solution or resolution of ‘integration-(through)-reintegration’ (or re-integrated integration). The reader can view this diagrammatically in Appendix A. [1448] (29)


Non-differentiation and framing become the joint problem of ‘hermeneutic non-differentiation’ with a resolution through ‘de-non-differentiation’ being its proposed resolution.  [1449] (30)

Equivalence and differentiation (through a re-stated theological difference) become the joint problem of ‘existential differentiation’ with a resolution through ‘re-differentiation’ (wherein a comparatively positive meta-theological difference is to be envisaged and enacted by the theologian and their congregations). [1450] (31)

iv. Complex-Simplification Producing One Unified Argument


Then, our two sets of problems can be jointly resolved by examining how integration through ongoing re-integration can be achieved. In this instance, carving out a theological space where hermeneutic de-non-differentiation and existential re-differentiation can be connected through phenomenological re-integration in and through the auspices of the appositely and adequately enacted ongoing overall transcendental suspension. However, to get there let me amble through these various problems and their proposed solution in order to arrive at this final semblance of resolution, through re-integration, and, its utilization of a sense of an integrated dialogue, through reciprocity, in order to make sense of a theological approach as to how the theist might wish to engage with others in and through such an open frame of reference in this world as lived where we must live together in a form of harmonic cooperation (in a form already outlined through the apparently implicit, harmonic cooperation between minor life-worlds as previously noted elsewhere
). [1451] (32)


Now, just let us have some fun as we wander over this landscape, as we thematize problems and articulate possible forms of resolution. Hopefully, the reader can take some delight in examining and working though these challenges as outlined before us… [1452] (33)


The problem of non-differentiation is just how could we determine the putuative input/s of a theological dimension/the theological dimension/s given that the essential nature of this contribution to essential phenomenological experience so indiscriminately overlays all forms of relational interaction from the objective to the inter-objective, from the subjective to the inter-subjective; from the communal to the trans-national; from the atomic to the cosmological; from the local to the global; from the particular to the universal, etc., etc? A hermeneutic problem compounded by the fact that through what frame or frames of reference do we have to hand, i.e., meta-textual genres of discernment, i.e., enacted-interpretation/s, that might allow us to perform and appreciate this degree of differentiation (between the relatively theological and the relatively non-theological in orientation)? [1453] (34)


Without an apposite genre of discernment such discernment cannot proceed. Without such intentional object(ive)s to discern in and through intentional consciousness there can be no formation of a genre to discern the same. So, we might say, metaphorically, given this putative possibility, that the hands and feet of the Divine leave an imprint everywhere (on this so-called creation), then, we must ask, how do we see the same ‘if we do not have eyes to see and ears to hear?’ Just how do we discern such an imprint if we do not have the requisite genre/s for discerning the same, and, just how could we appreciate such genres of discernment if such objects of discernment are not already in phenomenological discernment for us to discern, etc? [1454] (35)


A critical meta-philosopher/meta-theologian must insist that for a theology to be conceptually and existentially viable (and not merely speculative and without practical import) the Divine must interact with this world as lived, and v.v., be this interaction appreciated wittingly and/or unwittingly by either the devotee or non-devotee (subjectively or inter-subjectively).  This putative supposition for the theist is effectively non-negotiable and should be recognized (negatively by a non-theist, neutrally by an agnostic and positively by a theist)(without impugning either the Divine or the devotee by arguing for this classification given that some people describe themselves as non-religious and that fact should be accepted just as some people are colour blind or non-imaginative, etc., etc.). So, hypothetically, the Divine exists, the Divine interacts with this world as lived, and v.v. Such interaction must leave a trace, be experienced as an entracement when experientially engaged directly or indirectly, which is experientially appreciated as an essential phenomenon/phenomena in phenomenological experience. But given we are embraced in this Life-world in and through this world as lived, in and through our embodiment/s, embeddedness/es and embankment/s, it follows that in our appreciation of relational experience we have a sea of entracements. So, it follows, that in order to discern theological input/s we need to be able to differentiate this sea of essential phenomenological experience hence the hermeneutic problem of phenomenological non-differentiation. Then, hermeneutically, without the requisite means, namely apposite genres of theological discernment, we would be unable to make this differentiation even if this theological material were to hand. And, so the problem is compounded..! [1455] (36)


Genres are not plucked out of the air. They are formed through engagement and thematized through reflection/s upon the same over time. Genres already to hand are thematized and subjected, in process of transformation, to either analytical distinctions or synthetically hybridized with some other or others, or, re-directed in processes of re-adaptation. Still, they evolve(d) from what is already found to hand in that regard. So, a theological genre of relational discernment would have a similar prehistory/history. In this regard, we might find already to hand a genre that could assist the theist in such a process of speculative re-assessment? On the other hand, it is obvious that current theological genres are not going to help us much in that same regard. Yet, again, we cannot begin from absolute scratch. So, we must appropriate those genres, already to hand, that we think might assist us in this process of adoption and adaptation. Thus, in this regard, what should we look out for? [1456] (37)


But, we need not be at a complete loss here! A theologian would define the relatively Divine as that possessing a considerable degree of epistemological organization’ i.e., a state of affairs considerably in advance of that needed for the mere performance of intentional consciousness/trans-intentional appreciation of judgment. I.e., by putative definition as: super-intentional/super-trans-intentional. How, then, might mundane human intentional/trans-intentional consciousness interact with the same? – through an engagement with such theological entracements! How might that be organized? Through being open to all (trans-intentional) judgments that appear to exhibit a high degree of existential enrichment, etc.
 I.e., by attending to our reflections on all patterns of existentially oriented engagement in and through a critically enacted process of ordered appreciation. I.e., by attending to the apparently real (in first ordered terms of reference as both internally non-contradictory and externally coherent and subjected to an overall semblance of integration [through re-aligned re-integration]), aesthetically transformed, ethically channeled through processes of de-ontological receptivity, stamped as pragmatically responsible, hermeneutically enriched and ontically enabled in activated engagement, etc., etc. In essence, moving to the existentially amplified end of this ordered spectrum (in a hierarchy of judgment-types as examined elsewhere) in identity and value formation both exercised in and through an ongoing overall transcendental suspension and reflected upon in a similar manner. Such engagement, in turn, through recurring patterns of existential re-engagement; both noting such preservation and conservation of that to hand as being currently exercised through such critically enacted reflections (simultaneously engaged in both passive and active terms of reference [in a manner in keeping with the current terms of reference]), etc. [1457] (38)


In other words, heading to that existential end of the spectrum in identity and value formation that seems to operate from a relative pro-relational stance, i.e., a receptivity to the relationship/s being embraced in that act of reciprocated interactivity? In this the theologian or theist might say, more or less to this effect, that the Divine is reflected through such an existential orientation (although must also reveal itself, albeit with more difficulty, through such perception/apperception, when found in the midst of the relatively non-existential or the relatively evil…)… [1458] (39)


Of course, in the problem of dialectical equivalence all (relatively integrated) interpretations, at face value, have an equal possibility ‘to be real’ in reality even though both interpretations cannot co-exist (without some form of dialectical-intermediation). E.g., this last sentence above could have been written whilst I was either in Sydney or outside the city of Sydney. If I were to claim that it was written in both places, I would have to explain myself. Perhaps the sentence was started in Sydney and then completed outside the city in a later period of time, or v.v. The net effect being, that the principle of non-dialectical equivalence holds in actuality (that reality does not take the balanced form of a transcendental suspension in non-quantum reality), whereas, in possibility, all possible possibilities need to be entertained (albeit with different degrees of probability if such general ascertainment were a possibility for the person open [actively and/or passively] to this apparent spectrum of all possibilities that could be enacted
). [1459] (40)


In effect, let the theologian or theist argue that the imputed imprint of the relatively (more) Divine would or should be more evident, hypothetically, at an existentially oriented end of the existential spectrum in value formation. That this approach can be exercised through an ordered subdivision and/or a systematic level of embracement, etc., enacted through the apposite and adequate utilization of an open, ongoing, overall transcendental suspension, etc. [1460] (41)

3. Provisional Conclusions


In order to conclude, through revisiting this complex set of arguments, let me cite the following sections.
 (42)


Now, so called proofs of the existence of the Divine cannot achieve their objective. They either take a misguided absolutist tack,
 a relativist state of indecision, legislation in and through some form of apriorism, or, find a mere probability in an established synthetic mode [with modelling]. The first cannot be thought, the second is of no use to either theists or non-theists, the third is useful for defining a frame of reference only, while the last could be useful if the theologist were able to supply what might count as acceptable evidence (in order to establish a high probability for a verified form of imputation) [and, therein, relying on the value of its modelling]. [27] (43)


However, the following is suggested as a complex (set of) problem/problems the theist or theologist
 might wish to resolve and, therein and thereby, determine the parameters of their (re-)constructed theology?
 [28] (44))


The overall argument is for integration through re-integration defined in and through an integrated-differentiation (centered in the overall transcendental suspension/overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension [as examined elsewhere]). [29] (45)


The broad overall argument, in four parts, runs like this: in a relationship the relational facticity of that relationship, the extent an emergent relationship cannot be reduced to its pre-relational material basis, is in existence through ongoing resolution of dissonance ‘experienced’ in that relational field. This process of resolution establishes the essential flavour of that relationship and is present throughout the entire ambit of that relational field with that same flavour albeit from its own material point/s of view. It would follow from an acceptance of the first two prerequisites that from the interaction of all relationships in the world of all potentially differentiable relationships, the acceptance of the theological dimension granted, that a theological complexion, should also be imprinted upon that overall essential flavour as well as any specific instance of the same. This is the first problem, namely, should and does the putative theological dimension imprint itself on the complex relational nature of all relational experience, etc., and if it were to do so how might we tell a theological contribution (or set of theological contributions) apart from a relatively non theological (set of) contribution(s). Hence the problem of non-differentiation. [30] (46)


But the next problem is this: if we were able to differentiate this holistic imprinting of the Divine complexion from the relatively non-Divine then it could only be done through the apposite formulation and thematization of a meta-textual frame/s of reference (as a hermeneutic genre or set of genres of interpretation/behaviour)? Hence the problem of framing. [31] (47)


But if all things were to be treated as equal, impartially (as dialectical preparation for the critical exercise of the overall transcendental suspension, e.g.) it would follow that we would not be able to differentiate a theistic frame from a non-theistic frame in the reality of our experience, in the (intentional) reality of such (intentional) experience. Hence the problem of equivalence. [32] (48)


But a theologian needs to positively demonstrate that a theological difference actually makes a difference (as a meta-theological difference) (in their construction of a viable theology and its application in practice and in and through critical reflection). I.e., that such a construct or conceptual edifice is efficacious, i.e., actually does positive theological work. Hence the problem of differentiation. [33] (49)

{Now}, first let me re-state these {four primary} theological problems. Second, let me collapse the same, respectively, into two sets {as already nominated}. Third, let me then collapse these two sets into one set (under the problem of theological integration {through re-integrated-integrated}). Last, let me examine the ramifications of this complex approach, i.e., present implications and future consequences (as outlined under our ongoing, tentative and provisional resolution of this overall problem of theological integration). {1442}
 [34] (50)


‘Non-differentiation’ is the problem (for the philosophical theist) where the essential nature of the putative theological complexion of the Life-world is so closely overlaid upon the nature of the world as lived that it is perceived, at first, as not able to be disentangled from the latter (especially without an apposite frame of reference for doing this). {1443} [35] (51)


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

    









       [36] (52)


‘Equivalence’ is the problem (for the philosophical theist) where the essential nature of the putative theological complexion of the Life-world, at face value, could be read in either a theistic or a non-theistic frame of reference with no good reason as to why one or other style of interpretation should be chosen (except as a matter of personal preference, linguistic habit and/or cultural education). {1445} [37] (53)


‘Differentiation’ is the problem that for a theology to be truly viable it should demonstrate that ability for it to both work and work in such a fashion so as to successfully differentiate itself from a non-theistic interpretation in such a manner so as to add a positive surplus in value formation for that practicing theist. In other words, the treatment of a putative theological difference can be seen to make a positive theological difference in the life of the devotee (through noting the ramifications of this double differentiation entailed in this meta-theological difference). {1446} [38] (54)

‘Integration’ is the recognition that through forms of existential dialogue, through reciprocity, a theological difference can be both positively demonstrated and lived. But, first let me outline how this conclusion can be argued for, practically reached and critically appreciated. {1447} [39] (55)

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

    








     {1448} [40] (56)


Non-differentiation and framing become ‘hermeneutic non-differentiation’ with a resolution through ‘de-non-differentiation’.  {1449} [41] (57)

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

       









       [42] (58)

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

      








{1451} [43] (59)


Now, just let us have some fun as we wander over this landscape, as we thematize problems and articulate possible forms of resolution. Hopefully, the reader can take some delight in examining and working though these challenges as outlined before us… {1452} [44] (60)


The problem of non-differentiation is just how could we determine the putative input/s of a theological dimension/the theological dimension/s given that the essential nature of this contribution to essential phenomenological experience so indiscriminately overlays all forms of relational interaction from the objective to the inter-objective, from the subjective to the inter-subjective, from the communal to the trans-national, from the atomic to the cosmological, from the local to the global, from the particular to the universal, etc., etc? A hermeneutic problem compounded by the fact that through what frame or frames of reference do we have to hand, i.e., meta-textual genres of discernment, that might allow us to perform and appreciate this degree of differentiation (between the relatively theological and the relatively non-theological in orientation)? {1453} [45] (61)


But this problem of finding a frame of reference is already rendered non-problematic in the sense that to understand this problem as a problem qua problem implies we already have to hand a frame of reference, if not a set of such frames of reference, that merely need to be critically re-adopted and re-adapted in the light of this current problematic task to hand…. [46] (62)


Let me diagrammatically represent this complex series of arguments in Appendix A: (63)

4. Appendix A

Schematic Representation of this Argument for Re-Integrated Differentiation  

   









  [47] (64)

1. Non-differentiation



a. Hermeneutic non-differentiation 
(A. De-non-differentiation)

2. Framing








    x. Integration (X. Re-integration)

3. Equivalence



b. Existential differentiation 

(B. Re-differentiation)

4. Differentiation



In other words, problems 1. and 2. become problem a. with a resolution in the form of A. [48] (65)


Then, problems 3. and 4. become problem b. with a resolution realized in the form of B. [49] (66)

Finally, problems a. and b. and their resolutions A. and B. combine to form the overall problem of integration or integrated-differentiation through re-integration, i.e., re-integrated-differentiation…. [50] (67)


Now, it is for the theologian (or theist, theologist, meta-philosopher, meta-theologian, devotee, congregation, etc.) to utilize this format in order to flesh out their own individual solutions, as resolutions, of this complex problem (and its implication of a need for a dialogical integration through re-integration.) [51] (68)

5. Appendix B: Looking at this Complex Argument in a Traditional Light


Let us look at these arguments through a more traditional theological lens. (69)


Our first argument of non-differentiation, wherein the putative Divine complexion is stamped upon the world, can have some degree of reference to various versions of the concept of a creation – creationism, re(-)creationism, ongoing chaotic re-creationism, etc., as well as ideas of providence – fate, karma, pre-destination, destiny, etc. Once the presuppositions and supposition of essential imprinting are established the problem then becomes one of how do we discern this putative Divine complexion associated directly and/or indirectly with the world? (70)


The second problem, finding a hermeneutic frame of reference that allows us to read the presence and nature of this Divine complexion, can be found in traditional hermeneutics and exegesis, etc. We are also constrained to the extent that we must adopt a genre or set of genres already to hand and, therein and thereafter, adapt the same to the nature of the current task (in this case reading this Divine complexion if that were found to be both possible and fruitful?). (71)


The problem of equivalence is one in which we must attempt to decide if there is a difference between a theistic reading and a non-theistic reading of the world hypothetically situated in a(n impossible) perspective that ‘sees’ the world in its totality, integrity, etc? We can be dialectical here and see reality as rich enough to have multiple readings with varying degrees of commensurability. A resolution of this argument could see a potential rapprochement between the secular and non-secular worlds. (72)


In this regard, let me illustrate this dialectical position with two analogies. The first is the concept of a tunable hologram. In the formation of a hologram information is essentially represented holistically throughout the ambit or remit of the hologram and is recovered when the same frequency is utilized as the one in which that information was initially laid down and ‘stored’. Alter the frequency and store some other informational set at that different frequency and you would have what I have nominated as a tunable hologram. [However the quantity of the overall information(al bits) would still be limited by the hypothetical surface volume of its event horizon and the density of quanta that could be stored thereupon?]. A second analogy could also be introduced here. I recently saw a movie in a recent French film festival titled Summer Nights (Les Nuit d’Eté) where we had a group of men who liked to dress in women’s clothing. Looking at this room with these men passing as ‘ladies’, as we do in this film as if an outsider when the wife of one of these characters inadvertently arrives, you might initially feel they are all enacting this type of behavior with the same type of motivation given that they all seem to be doing the same thing. But, the straight men have a fetish for wearing female attire; some gay men felt that they were better expressing their sexuality through this change in identity; whereas, in a further contrast, the transgendered persons or the persons with transgendered aspirations felt they were already women. So, this same phenomenon in hermeneutic reality needed to be interpreted at least through three different lenses in order to be adequately grasped as to how this specific situation should have been read rather than misreading this entire spectacle through the lens of only one genre of behaviour. Indeed, relevant multiple readings, and their inter-commensuration, may well be the richer way of interpreting reality (rather than falling back on an apparent major discourse in this regard?)? ‘Relevance’ being determined through the comparative profitability of the genres that would appear apposite in such readings. Hence our need to accept, e.g., the non-exclusivity of holding in parallel both secular and non-secular phenomenological interpretations of this same phenomenal world as lived. (73)


The problem of differentiation is one in which the perception of a theological difference is found to possess the potential for a meta-theological difference wherein that constructed theology is found, through practical enaction, to possess a comparatively greater degree of existential identity and value formation (than that seemingly possessed by either a secularistic vision of the world or that potential possessed by some other theistic vision of the world). It is on these grounds of existentially oriented identity and value formation that the theologian can make a claim that they ‘deserve to be paid’ for their discursive work in this field of the theological. However, I will leave it to the reader to reflect upon the possible and potential value of this form of discourse (reflecting the adoption and adaptation of its meta-textual format) and its (textual modes of) dissemination? (74)


Overcoming hermeneutic non-differentiation through de-non-differentiation is an approach wherein methods for discerning and reading this putative Divine complexion are advanced. The value of such an approach/es lies in the eventual productivity of that type of endeavour. (75)


Overcoming resistance, obstruction, mis-representation, etc., in discerning the apparent manner and degree of existential differentiation to hand is realized, hypothetically, through re-differentiation; i.e., an ability to existentially appreciate the ramifications of our re-constructed theological re-positioning/s; i.e., appreciating both the immediate implications entailed in our theological re-interpretation/s
 and the ensuing consequences entailed in exercising such patterns of expected theologically oriented enaction. Of course, whether such a course is existentially merit-forming and not meretricious is another matter and would need a critical
 process of e/valuation in situ (be that non-virtually envisaged and/or virtually envisaged)? (76)


Lastly, the baking of any cake is best appreciated in its being eaten. Here the theologian should rise or fall by the nature and productivity of their own efforts. Like most things, all constructions are two-edged swords and we must hope the theologian can also be perspicacious enough to realize when their efforts are deficient in their existential ramifications (wherein we hope their endeavour is neither the relative creation of evil and/or its non-confrontation) (given that religion in the wrong hands can easily be a recipe for the enaction of the relatively evil [as demonstrated, e.g., through misguided forms of religiously inspired terrorism])! Integration through re-integration is the condensed aspiration behind this set of arguments. The ability to discern a theological reading of the world that actually contributes to its overall welfare regardless of its more essential alignment with the overall being-becoming of this world-of-fife as expressed through this inhabited world as lived given… that no one can be absolutely non-aligned. In this process of openness finding an existential rapprochement with and between all manner of secularists and theists? However, it should be added, that theists also have a lot to answer for. In the next essay in this series, let me examine the misplaced aspirations attached to The Western Philosophical Project (as a long-term program or prospect) often unduly influenced by theologically inspired distortions. In this regard I will both deconstruct this program and reconstruct it apart from theological input but in such a manner that the theist could adopt this same program and re-write it in a theological frame of reference should they then so wish to do so. Hopefully, without re-introducing, the same or similar, misguided aspirational distortions… in this Contemporary era and its newly minted forms of cultural inclusivity…?
 (77)


          Noël Tointon, Sydney, 24.3.15; Re-edited, N.T., Wentworth Falls, 5.3.22.
�	 In Appendix A there is a diagrammatical representation of this complex argument. In Appendix B this complex argument is looked at in a traditional light. 


�	 Realized/realizing an overall hermeneutic circle/overall transcendental suspension, etc., as examined elsewhere.


�	 Square brackets refer to the number of paragraphs cited from a second volume of meta-theological explorations titled: Finding a Place for the Idea of God: Volume II: An Extended Essay Exploring Theological Identity, Work and Value in Our Phenomenological Exploration of the Life-world, Section 9.                   


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


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


�	 A schematic representation of these four arguments, etc., can be found in Appendix A.


�	 I.e., a theology that merely notes the relative integrity of the world, its ability to intervene within itself, and on to a more traditional theology.


�	 Transformation through Re-Self-Organization, Part LVI, e.g. For instance, as witnessed in the advent of a widening sense of social equality and inclusivity.


�	 The suggestion is here that we are no ‘closer’ or more ‘distant’ from the Divine at any one time but that through processes of existential alignment we may well ‘feel’ closer to this numinous semblance of the Divine?


�	 But, fortunately, genre restricts and dictates which possibilities are more likely to be focused upon, etc.


�	 Meta-Theological Reflections on the Putative Theological Condition? A Working Paper in Meta-Theology: The Ongoing Self-Rectification of a Theological Discourse? Citation of paragraphs in square brackets.


�	 Refer to my recent essay Contra (Moral) Absolutism and Contra (Moral) Relativism.


�	 Defining the ‘theologist’ as a ‘theoretical theist’ or ‘theologian’ (the latter being treated more as a professional who may or may not have a congregation).


�	 Quoting a section of the extended essay in meta-theological investigations: Finding a Place for the Idea of God: Volume II: An Extended Essay Exploring Theological Identity, Work and Value in Our Phenomenological Investigations of the Life-world (cited in square brackets).


�	 The first citation refers to the number of paragraphs cited from a second volume of meta-theological explorations titled: Finding a Place for the Idea of God: Volume II: An Extended Essay Exploring Theological Identity, Work and Value in Our Phenomenological Exploration of the Life-world, Section 9.


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


�	 Square bracket in this section are references to their citation of Meta-Theological Reflections on the Putative Theological Condition? A Working Paper in Meta-Theology: The Ongoing Self-Rectification of a Theological Discourse? (As a Concise Course in Meta-Theology in 100 Propositions) (31.1.15/10.2.15).





�	 A critical appreciation of such re-interpretations noting both adoption and adaptation of our meta-textual genres, etc. I.e., through the comprehensive light of a full order analysis. Refer to para. 38.


�	 I.e., through the use of an apposite and adequate overall transcendental suspension.


�	 More along the lines of a poly-political pluralism rather than a multiculturalism. As attested to in the presence of an evolving harmony between a plethora of minor life-worlds found engaged within a circumscribed cultural frame of reference (e.g., a certain community or nation, etc.).






