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Contra (Moral) Absolutism & Contra (Moral) Relativism, etc!

A Working Paper in Meta-Philosophy:

Denying both Absolutist and Relativist Interpretations 

In the Reading of (Transcendental Phenomenological) Experience*
1. Preface:


An absolutist proposes that only one reading is possible and preferable.  In contrast, a relativist proposes that all possible readings are possible, and no one is more preferable than any other. People who profess a liking for such extremes cannot be found living there! (1)


It will be argued that absolutist readings are not possible to entertain and their illusion should never be preferred, and, that relativist readings are only entertained in transcendental suspensions and are never found after the suspension of those same suspensions! Reasonable people can only live on a land between such impossible continents! (2)


I will argue that in a critical transcendental phenomenological examination the semblance of ‘reality’ is arrived at only through meeting a full or satisfactory realization of the expected complement of modalities associated with that type of phenomenon or phenomena under investigation. That in an engaged and critical reading of a certain phenomenon or set of phenomena we can comparatively evaluate the preservation and conservation of value in our relationships (as embraced). That an evaluation of this pro-relational stance should allow us to commence an assessment of the relational richness to be found through such resimulation of that under examination in such investigations completely without the deceptive aid of either absolutists or relativists. That such relatively-objective ordered assessments are possible contra the misguided warnings of both absolutists and relativists. (3)

2. Introduction


First, absolutism will be deconstructed by noting the epistemological limits of engagement. (4)


Second, relativism will be deconstructed by noting how dialectical equivalence is reduced to non-dialectical non-equivalence after the suspension of the suspension, in the realization of an act of judgmental appreciation. (5)


Third, a pro-relational stance will be critically constructed to demonstrate that an assessment of the preservation and conservation of value can be critically appreciated contra the non-sense purveyed by either absolutists or relativists. (6)


In a provisional conclusion the findings of this working essay-paper, as a work in progress, will be re-presented. (7)

*Latest version: www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage4.html
2. Deconstructing Absolutist Propositions


The idea for this paper is found in my second footnote to my recent essay titled ‘Theodicy’ – The Problem of ‘The Problem of Evil’. This footnote reads:

2.    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. (8)

This footnote addressed a worry that in the removal of intrinsic standards, completely untenable as they are, we would be left with a relativist swamp where all well-presented values, more or less, are equal in value. In a moral sphere such an idea is disastrous as well as also being untenable. But most of us would not let an untenable idea stand in the way of using it to our perceived advantage. Say something often enough and many will believe it… but that will not legislate such misconceived ideas into the reality of an existential truthfulness… (9)


But both absolutist and relativist positions, however formed, cannot be well-formed, and, therefore, are all untenable! But let me demonstrate this fact. (10)


Absolutist concepts cannot be engaged, i.e., neither ontologically encountered as intentional object-states nor epistemologically recognized in intentional consciousness. My argument here is based on gestalt ideas. (11)


In an intentional field the intentional object-state is focused upon. But focus can never be absolutely concentrated upon given that significance is realized only in and through a contrast between foreground and background. No background contrast, nothing to see and nothing is seen, and, too much background without focus nothing is being focused upon to be seen! So, foreground and background are polarities that cannot be absolutely entertained significantly in and through themselves alone. (12)


With all intentional entertainment there is entertained an associated sense of an intentional subject. We might account for this by saying all fields are appreciated in meta-fields of appreciation. So, the significance generating contrast of the relationship between focus and background in the relative object field itself can be focused upon in the relative meta-field of appreciation. Again, we cannot concentrate purely on this relationship between focus and background in the object field nor on the relationship this relationship has to its own meta-field of appreciation. Thence the impossibility of engaging, i.e., encountering and recognizing, either intentional acts or contents in processes of absolute polarization… as well as any associated pure sense of agency. (13)


We could say that in the intentional economy (in a parallel analogy to accelerating matter towards the speed of light) that it would take an infinite degree of psychic energy to do this and that such infinite resources are just not available. Therefore, intentionally constructed absolutes just cannot be thought, cannot be engaged; neither encountered nor recognized!! (14)

3. Deconstructing Relativist Propositions


In deconstructing relativist positions; be they in general, particular types and/or specific instances; we need to take a different tack (as a method for deconstruction). The well-formed relativist can think their vision of certain positions individually but what they cannot think (outside the transcendental suspension) is that all positions both in thought and in fact can be experienced equally, as equally valid in their value formation either hypothetically or non-hypothetically in experience. The belief that all rational positions are equally tenable is not upheld in experience where we find a non-dialectical non-equivalence. Hence this ideal dialectical equivalence (in the equal merit of all positions) versus the experiential reality of a non-dialectical non-equivalence (where and when a relatively precise, unevenly contoured position will proclaim itself in experience [although there are natural limits as to how accurate such precision can be exercised in the representation of the same]). (15)


Such hypothetical equality is exercised in and through the apposite and adequately enacted overall transcendental suspension but cannot immediately survive the collapse of the overall transcendental suspension in the balanced form approached and exercised. Because in reality we are confronted by the results of bifurcations that are determined through processes of resolution be that in intentional, pre-intentional, trans-intentional or non-intentional terms of reference.
 Hence a non-dialectical non-equivalence. Thence our non-engagement with absolutist entities and the non-survival of a relativistic equivalence given reality engages a non-dialectical non-equivalence (between all well-formed positions and their well-formed counter-positions) (just as the tossing of a coin realizes either heads or tails). (16)

4. Constructing a Phenomenological Observance of Epistemological Limits


Given this non-engagement (of absolutist entities) and non-survival (of a plethora of equal positions) do we have anything left that could be quantified in and through comparative evaluation? (17)


(Implying) that anything and everything that is currently viable (i.e., is neither individually absolutistic nor equally co-relativistic in orientation) remains viable. (18)


Even though we attempt to observe the equality of positioning in the utilization of the overall transcendental suspension we do not nor should not expect to observe outside the coursing of the overall transcendental suspension such equality in any form whatsoever! (19)


Intentionally orchestrated acts of (trans-cognitive/trans-intentional) judgment have us engaging representations (through phenomenal-phenomenological presentation, hermeneutic representation, and existential re-presentation). In an existential attitude we engage the existentialization of the relatively non-existential, namely, the production of textual artifacts deposited in the coursing of the relationship enacted between levels of intentional/trans-intentional consciousness. In this pro-relational state, we can, through an evaluation of value, oversee an appreciation of our prominent relationships currently to hand by noting their current levels of preservation and to what extent, through conservation, such value has been added or amplified (through non-chaotic, incremental augmentation and/or chaotic non-incremental enhancement). (20)


Through ‘preservation’ we note the comparative value of our more prominent relationships along with what is needed to preserve the same should they be in decline. In an evaluation of the ‘conservation’ of our relationships we note what value is realized through intentional acts and their consequences (be they as intended, part-intended or mis-intended, unintended, not intended, etc.). (21)


Such comparisons and enacted patterns of rectification (in consequential analysis) allow us to evaluate the state of the health of our relationships and reply, when questioned, as to whether we believe they have been amplified or non-amplified or effectively destroyed (through death, absence, obstruction, neglect, misappropriation, misadventure, etc., of those relationships themselves per se) to the extent they can be isolated and thought as independent or interdependent. (22)


Such appreciation is an ordered affair. I.e., as conforming to the six forms of value formation and appreciation available to us, namely, in and through (first order) logical consistency; (second order) aesthetical coherence; de-ontological propriety; pragmatical appropriateness; hermeneutical explication of possibility; and, the articulation of ontical (factual) facticity (as believed to be historically actualized). (23)


Hence in the field of the moral (through the intersection of the aesthetical, de-ontological and pragmatical) we should find both an absence of moral absolutes and the non-survival of a moral relativism cast in any shape or form. And that viable degrees of comparison can be entered into in assessing the current, anticipated and/or historical value of those relationships under such critical scrutiny to be exercised in and through the open, ongoing overall transcendental suspension that has been appositely and adequately engendered. (24)


That the same applies to all other field, and their associated discourses, as they are found to fall within or between our six ordered forms of analysis. (25)


Hence the relative comparative quantification of value formation through noting density of anticipated modal presence, the intensity of engagement realized by such modalities, propensity for thematic iteration (of genres, etc.), salience (or relevance), consilience (through forms of interaction across fields and discourses), etc. (26)


Amplification in preservational and conservational aspects being noted, usually, with approbation. (27)

5. Provisional Conclusion: Promoting and Appreciating a Pro-Relational Stance


Absolutes, moral or otherwise, cannot be engaged; neither encountered nor recognized. What cannot be encountered and recognized cannot exist for us, and v.v. (28)


Relativist claims, moral or otherwise, cannot survive their suspension in the overall transcendental suspension (from the perspective of their post-suspension). (29)


The intentional/trans-intentional landscape that is left can be comparatively quantified through noting the relative preservation and/or conservation entered into or not entered into in our relative existential/non-existential treatment and appreciation of our relationships. (30)


Thence the philosophical death of all forms of absolutism and relativism, and, the rectification of our relationships through enacting a pro-relational stance wherein our relationships are existentially enriched through the viable application of existential forms of re-e/valuation (in the preservation and conservation of those key relationships). (31)


Our enplacements, through engaged embracements, taking the form of all interactions within or between our embodiment/s, our embeddedness/es in our relationships with others, and, our embankment/s with this world as lived. (32)


Such possibilities articulating the possible range of the overall life-world that is to be found in experience for-us, by-us… as we course through this world as lived before-others, with-others…. (33)

6. Appendix A: Establishing a Simplified Set of Arguments

1.    Absolutist claims cannot be engaged; can be neither encountered nor recognized.

2.    Relativist positions of equivalence cannot survive transcendental suspensions.

3. Non-absolutist and non-relativist claims can be comparatively evaluated.

4. Comparative quantification is ordered and applies to the associated discourse.

5. Therefore, we can communicate and re-evaluate such comparative quantifications.

6.    Through noting the relative state of relational preservation and/or conservation.

7.  That through such appreciation thence moral determination, e.g.

8.     Dismissing both absolutist and relativist claims, promoting the existential! (34)

7. Appendix B: Establishing a Simplified Narrative for Denying Extremism

The proposal of an extremist point of view can seem very attractive for a number of reasons. Put in the form of a series of propositions the outline of the overall argument may seem valid. In such a ‘definitive form’ it could win adherents. However, as already argued, in an extreme absolutist format or form we are asked to imagine the impossible. Or, in an extreme relativist format or form we are asked to see a landscape of equal possibilities when in reality all positions, therein, are anything other than equal. This existential fact is not a basis for denying, say, democratic forms of equality as in opportunity, or the right to vote, etc., but it does mean that outside the basis of the overall transcendental suspension such a flat landscape has absolutely no existence whatsoever. Toss a coin and it will end up either heads or tails. Come to an intersection and you must choose since you cannot walk in two or more directions simultaneously nor walk down both sides of the street in the same fashion, etc. There is no equality here! Although we could say, and make the same point, that everything has an equal opportunity to be different in their phenomenological expression, other-expression and/or self-expression, their individual uniqueness is testament otherwise! (35)


So, propositions cast in an absolutists mould are impossible to engage, i.e., neither being able to be encountered nor recognized. Relativist expectations can be equally shot down by merely noting that the world in passively being given a position or actively taking a position means that no two positions are going to be equal. Two people in separate rooms could be paid to toss coins one thousand times and although it might be a safe bet to assume a number very close to five hundred heads and five hundred tails in both rooms we cannot say for certain if the tally of heads and tails in each room is the same as that in the other room let along any other room where this testing of a specific mode of probability is being conducted. (36)


Do we any other forms of extremism? We could suggest apriorism where the apparently definitive is legislated. E.g., setting out the conditions for how a contestant could obtain a perfect score. Then, all things being equal, all homework adequately conducted, then a certain number of contestants could end up with the same ‘perfect’ score. But this type of positioning is non-problematic since it is all defined, more or less, beforehand although if that be overlooked or forgotten our vision of reality is again subjected to even more stress and distress through such non-alignment. (37)


What is said and what is done in line with speech deserves to be adequately and appositely examined. Absolutists cannot even think what they would like to do. In contrast, relativist would like to imply every version of reality is equal when in reality the hand of fate falls unevenly upon a world of various expectations and discoveries, etc. In a misguided apriorism the landscape is regularized in such a fashion that equality is fashioned by our own hands. But do not be fooled – a good metaphor may tell a story, but it cannot be made to be that story. So, the moon is like a cheese, and, roads may one day be paved in gold. We might live in hope, but we should not hold our breath. In this all folk should be brought to account! If their words do not match the real landscape of our interactions in this world how can we attempt to live together harmoniously, resolve our differences, if each of us were to live in this world as if on a different planet? But, alas, rectifying this mismatch between ‘ideal’ and ‘real’ is another story! (38)       

          Noël Tointon, Sydney, 21.1.15; Re-edited, N.T., Wentworth Falls, 5.3.22.
� 	I.e., in intentional terms of reference, in subconscious terms of reference, in and through acts of judgmental deliberation and in non-intentional terms of reference as occur in the physical world. A theologian et al might like to add the possibility of super-intentional orientation of resolution (as enacted on the part of the Divine in whatever form that might wish that to be defined or alluded to).





