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Critical Re-Appropriation

Re-Intrepreting Monadism: Leibniz’s Response to Cartesian Duality,

And, this Perspective as a Potential Solution 

To the Impasse between Relativity and Quantum Physics*
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i.
Outlining critical re-appropriation as a process of insightful re-interpretation.

ii.
A short introduction to the Cartesian problematic, noting a number of responses. 

iii.
A more detailed examination of Leibniz’s Monadology.

iv.
Exercising a critical re-appropriational program utilizing a monadic context.

v.
A monograph exploring a monadic resolution to the relativity-quantum impasse.

vi.
Overview of this program of critical re-appropriation. (0)
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1.
Outlining Critical Re-Appropriation

Philosophy, etc.,
 proceeds, makes progress, hopefully, through the critical approach of the direct or indirect re-interpretation of either pre-existing philosophical texts or texts treated in a philosophical light. By ‘re-interpretation’, rather than ‘reinterpretation’, I intend a deeper form of criticism that takes a novel sense of re-direction from the chaotic implications of reaching points of bifurcation in that text or series or set/s of texts. It is my expectation that in finding such aporia and/or creating the same, through a sufficient level of critique, that this technique can lend itself to revealing more fruitful, chaotic processes of re-interpretation that, in being critically re-addressed, will successfully proffer significantly enhanced forms of textual re-appropriation.
 The successful advent of such significant amplification of e/valuation signals both a rich text to begin with as well its significant re-working, and, to that extent, such an enriched program is positively productive it can also be treated as an ‘insightful’ process of existential re-construction.
 (1)


That the complexities of this form of treatment render such a project more as a program. I perceive this critical re-appropriative program to consist of three dialectical-like stages or moments, namely, re-critique or deep criticism (re-criticalization), salvagement or recuperation, and, re-interpretation or (rather, more, as a process of) re-construction. The latter stage taking an ‘existential’ sense of direction when the semblance of e/valuation from such re-interpretative re-construction presents itself with a considerable advancement in its e/valuative richness through this enriched amplification of significance. I.e., its apparent e/valuation, above and beyond that originally presented in its textual ‘ground’, is comparatively ‘seen’ and treated as presenting a richer process of re-e/valuation. (2)


Deep criticism, as a novel process of exercising a process of re-critique, is exercised under a number of headings that appear to promise this enhanced sense of amplification in comparative e/valuative significance. E.g., through thorough and adequately exercised well-informed, ongoing overall transcendental suspensions; the deconstruction of points of privilege or prioritization; the disintegration of relatively mis-integrated and potentially competing presuppositional agenda; the exposure of textual aporia or blindspots; demonstration of core metaphorical-rhetoric/rhetorical-metaphor; and, other subheadings such as a potential harmonization of comparatively inconsistent positions; a re-problematization of key problema; inter-disciplinary forms of commentary; etc. (3)


By salvagement, etc., is meant a constructive re-interpretation of concepts, metaphors, techniques, etc., in order to promote a richer form of conceptual practice, etc. E.g., in this course of this extended-essay I will take Leibniz’s treatment of ‘simples’ and use it to form both a concept of ‘simplification’ in the resolution of intentional enaction and to highlight the phenomenological experience of essential-like states (as a form of ‘eidetic purification’ arrived at through eidetic reflection). Or, to take and transform the concept of a ‘pre-established harmony’ to be the ‘prime reality’ between two interrelated non-independent realities despite the possibility of apparent interpretations to the contrary. So, e.g., in cognitive intentional consciousness, because the extended nature of bodies is constituted in intentional consciousness then it follows that ‘extension’ cannot be antithetical to the nature of a mental realm of thought being already constituted in intentional terms of reference, etc. It following, also, that a privileging or prioritization of either a physical realm of extension and/or a mental realm of ideation should not be philosophically entertained since intentional experience is predicated on the co-arising of both intentional objectivity and its noetic presentation… and hence our immediate dismissal of both empiricism or realism and rationalism or idealism as viable philosophical alternatives (or, for that matter, any other binaries treated as operating through absolute exclusion). (4)


By ‘re-construction’ is meant a relatively radical, innovative re-writing of concepts, etc., in order to insightfully inform an approach or series of approaches or set/s of approaches that have a greater degree of significance both in terms of either the original textual ground in question or elsewhere. By such means, hoping to be relatively more insightful, and, by such insight, proffer a viable form of philosophical progress… upon which this process can continue. (5)


In effect, I am arguing for a critical process of insightful re-interpretation. (6)


In a recent examination of the process of insight (in my Third Critique of Neo-Liberalism, Section 3) I also explore the following three headings, namely, the role played by the addition of relevant facts and the subtraction of disqualified facts (re-factualization); an innovative re-contexting of the explorations in question in such a manner that is productive of a greater degree of significance (re-framing); and, an ongoing re-evaluation of re-valuation, and v.v. (re-e/valuation). To this same type of process, we can now add these parallel concepts of re-critique or criticalization, salvagement or recuperation, and, re-interpretation or re-construction. That, effectively, ‘re-construction’ is ‘the presented consequence/s of such a re-appropriative program’, and, is ‘existentially oriented’ when ‘both positively and significantly amplified in terms of the appreciation of its critical re-e/valuation’. (7)


The expression ‘e/valuation’ is a shortened form of the expression ‘the non-systematic existential appreciation of both the evaluation of such valuation, and, the valuation of such evaluation’. In effect, the ongoing result of an enriched dialectical-like interaction between evaluation and its ensuing valuation, and v.v., without a privileging or prioritization of either process and/or content. Hence the correlativity of ‘e/valuation’. To some extent, this process of critical re-appropriation is enacted within a form of narration that hopes to articulate a process of philosophical-like insight that, more than likely, will profitably spill over into a host of other disciplines, etc., as re-iterated in and through their major and minor life-worlds, and, as a result, should help us to better facilitate our passage through this overall world as lived with-others, before-others. (8)

2.
A Short Introduction to the Cartesian Problematic…


With such an introduction, as here outlined, let this performance of critical re-appropriation commence by introducing the Cartesian problematic, Leibniz’s response along with my critical re-appropriation of some of Leibniz’s key concepts in order, eventually, to optimistically address this problem(s) of a relativity-quantum impasse, etc., in the world of physics. (9)


René Descartes (1596-1650) is often treated as a dualist by focusing on the way he sets the stage for how the critical thinker should perceive the world. However, Descartes is more a ‘trialist’ given, for him, that the person has to deal not only with the divide between the extensive nature of the physical or material world and the non-extended nature of the mental realm of the mind, but, also, the very being of the Divine that belongs to neither realm although not without with some form of necessary divine engagement.
 For Descartes, this being of the Divine also figures prominently in his philosophy since this aspect guarantees that our view of the world is neither a mere illusion nor a delusion. Another problematic issue is the so-called question of other minds. In addressing these issues, and the very epistemological problem of the truth and validity of knowledge itself, Descartes defined a complex philosophical problem that re-directed much of the course of modern Western philosophy. Historians, on the other hand, might qualify such judgment by noting that the Cartesian problematic merely redefined how the traditional debates between rationalists and empiricists, e.g., or their historical equivalents, etc., merely reengaged each other. We could say some of the rules of the debate changed but not the characteristic tendencies of those who, in this problematic type of debate, were more inclined to traditionally privilege or prioritize one aspect of intentional experience over some other. It is my position that if a certain problem remains problematic and controversial then we should re-write the constitution of that problem in a form that bypasses such problematic territory. In effect, standing back and noting why a problem remains problematic, and, then re-writing it in such a way that it no longer remains problematic by seeing why that problem in its previous form is beyond resolution when conducted on its own limited terms of reference. In this regard, the critical philosopher needs to stand back from traditional controversies and understand why such controversies, instead, are problematic. Then, rather than merely joining in yet again, now stand back and demonstrate why such a controversy is non-soluble in the form it is traditionally disseminated. This would then be followed by the demonstration of the dissolution of such problematicity through re-writing those misguided pre-suppositions, etc., that would ground that problematic project, otherwise, in an ever-recurrent controversy.
 (10)


Edmund Husserl (1859-1938), as a transcendental phenomenologist, attempts to do just this by closely re-examining the Cartesian problematic.
 In effect, refusing to join the traditional tennis match between traditional idealists or rationalists and traditional realists or empiricists. (11)


In this respect, I am reminded of a key point stressed by one of my philosophy teachers, Luciana O’Dwyer, that as the very nature of intentional constitution is centered on ‘the intention directed towards the intentional object’ it follow that we can neither separate the noetic epistemologically oriented process from the noematic ontologically oriented implications of its content. Roughly expressed, we both ‘objectify thought’ and ‘think objectivity’, and, yet, as we cannot absolutely separate either aspect from the other it follows that such correlativity means we can neither privilege nor prioritize one aspect of intentional experience over any other aspect of intentional experience since they must all co-occur. Privileging or prioritizing the ‘object’ in intentional objectivity and you take on the mantle of the empiricist or the realist (depending on how you frame your sense of positioning). Or, if you were to try to preference or prioritize the intentional act of thinking, over its intending towards the intentional object, then you dress yourself up as a rationalist or idealist (depending, again, on how you frame your sense of positioning). But, we cannot prioritize either aspect over the other since the correlativity in which this idea is extracted is just that, co-relative! Since there can be no priority there should be no privileging of either facet over the other, and v.v! Of course, we can focus on one aspect or the other in our exploration of intentional experience but that does not entitle us to any form of absolute exclusion of any one such aspect given that such co-relative aspects must co-occur.
 In other words, traditional debates between such idealists versus realists, etc., is a pointless exercise in philosophical short-sightedness! (12)


A similar objection should also be taken to heart, namely, this near pathological desire to objectify and absolutize any form of identification regardless of whether, in addition, we might, or might not, preferentially treat the same through some form of prioritization or privilege. Usually, such absolute imputations are preferentially treated. So, e.g., the person could be treated, primarily, as absolutely a person completely divisible from others, and, where all sense of the social interaction of a community must be treated, in a secondary realm, as being problematic. But, as I argued on many occasions, the dissemination of personal power can only be exercised through others, and v.v. Or, in reverse, a community, race or nation, e.g., could be primarily treated as an absolute category with the problematic considerations of how individuals are to be observed in the light of such secondary considerations. Should the so-called rights of the community always prevail over the now problematic ‘rights’ of the individual within that collective whole in question? In a more nuanced environment we would normally fall back on a meta-textual realm of genre behaviour based on precedence and, through the dialectics of a process of adoption and adaptation, arrive at some solution of this type of anomaly where such expectations, reinforced through consensus, would further render such solutions as relatively non-anomalous. In the US, e.g., most people are naturally patriotic and would stand when the National Anthem is played. But, if people are found to be not standing then we must first (pre)suppose that they are making a protest over some issue rather than merely acting as people who are not patriots (contra Trump). And, so, we should not just read it as being ‘not patriotic’, but, rather, as someone who is being even more patriotic since they are demonstrably concerned about some aspect of their country as ‘patriots’. That we are more free to either stand or not to stand; that certain problems should be addressed; that we can silently protest about what the US President demands or otherwise, etc. In the current climate, it could be argued that a politically tone deaf and an apparent morally bankrupt president is being a racist through their over-insistence on such an exclusive reading of that situation; especially given their deliberate overlooking of the issues that prompted such actions to act contrary to institutionalized expectations. (13)


However, let us temporally remove our philosophical glasses and put on our dark-glasses in order, merely, to follow the polemics and drama of this type of short-sighted debate set up by Descartes. The realist sees only the physical semblance of a world, and, would insist that we should focus on empirically derived knowledge. Or, in contrast, given the dependence of our experience on mental formulation and reflection, then, the idealist or rationalist would insist that the primary foundations of our experience, as consciously constituted experience, must be first carefully focused on, etc., and so on. As a materialist, e.g., the realm of the mental is problematic. As a non-materialist, however expressed, we would find the imputed ‘being’ of the world to be problematic, since, supposedly, we are (first) exposed only to a mental realm of ideas. Or, if we were to claim to be an ‘empiricist’ who argues that our ideas match things in the world then how could such an ‘empiricist’ ‘see’ this imputed matching of ‘such things’ and ‘such ideas’… and still claim to be an empiricist and/or a realist? (14)


One influential philosopher who proposed a solution to this complex Cartesian problematic was Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677) whose solution, simplistically represented, was to see one monistic universe where Cartesian dualities, etc., are merely facets or aspects or modes of this monistic universe.
 As facets or aspects, they are not absolute categories, and, so, there can be no absolute conflict between such presentations of this monistic universe. Leibniz builds on this sense of monistic unity through his proposition of an atomistic, monadic universe (albeit one already established and operating through the unity of a Divinely pre-established harmony set-up between these monads as hierarchically organized and imperfectly represented in conscious experience). (15)

3.
An Introductory Examination of Leibniz’s Monadology

Let me now explore this Leibnizian monadism, and, then through a process of critical re-appropriation, observe how a certain number of key-concepts might more profitably be re-interpreted, and, later, inserted into the current debate between theoretical physicists as to how ideas of relativity and quantum mechanics could, possibly, be better harmonized.
 As we supposedly live in one world, how then can these two ‘worlds’ in theoretical physics be successfully integrated? In effect, the same sort of problem, on a number of fronts, to confront the reflections of this very original thinker.
 (16)


In outlining a theory of monads, and their hierarchical relationship to each other, from around the mid 1680’s onwards, Leibniz creates a new way of seeing the world where things are metaphorically stood both on their head and turned back to front.
 Indeed, in trying to see what he has in mind we have to suspend some of our conventional ways of seeing things. In this regard, I would contend that he is outlining a more relational way of seeing the world rather than invoking the mere imputation of an external world of physical extension and material coincidence as found represented in mental ideation and communicated through language, etc.
 (17)


Leibniz tells us that monads are simple, atomistic, windowless worlds unto themselves without parts, without extension but possessing qualities or properties that are subject to change. That they are permanent, and, can be neither created nor annihilated except by the divine designs of the Deity. Furthermore, that they are hierarchically organized and all possess perception, and a sense (of a non-intentionally directed appetite of) in a movement from one perception to the next,
 albeit all from their own sense of perspective, which, in ‘souls’, with memory is enacted in consciousness, as apperception, to some degree, and, in ‘spirits’, is enacted in acts of reason.
 That God is the ultimate monad. That the Divine has established a ‘pre-established harmony’
 between such non-extended hierarchically overlapping non-mathematical points.
 Moreover, monads admit neither the entrance nor exit of either substances or accidents (of properties) hence their ‘windowlessness’.
 (18)


The ramifications, i.e., (immediate) implications and (future) consequences of this vision of the world, can be quite startling when contemplated. A commonsense vision of the world is turned on its head. Taking Cartesian definitions to heart, and building on the work of Spinoza, he proposes monads in order to overcome a number of classic Cartesians dilemmas. Each monad is like a Spinozian world unto itself, but, the organization of a world emerges from the pre-established harmony already in place between the sheer separation of these ‘true atoms’, the monads. In effect, each monad mirrors, without mirroring, all other monads through this pre-established harmony; albeit from the uniqueness of their own individual perspectives. In effect, by such a series of analogical images, Leibniz has outlined the vision of a holistic universe many centuries before the world of science recently took up such a ‘relational’ perspective. (19)


Holograms, e.g., can be cut into pieces and each piece will still present the same image imprinted upon it, albeit with less, and decreasing, quantifiable quality in information. Just as noted in the poetic image of the world reflected in any gain of sand or in a mere drop of water.
 (20)


How does Leibniz argue for his monadic vision of the world? He says there must be such simple substances, since there are composites; for the composite is nothing but a [collection or] accumulation or aggregate of simples.
 I would argue that this argument is fallacious but in order to let Leibniz proceed let us overlook all criticisms in that regard for the moment.
 He also reverses his argument to note that the apparent (transcendental) unity of the world could not be present if there were no unity already present in such simples, in its monads.
 He describes monadic ‘atoms’ as having no extension contra the Greek atomists, etc. However, they possess qualities, an innate sense of perception and an appetite to proceed from one perception to the next. In effect, such in-built, pre-programmed progressions are indicative of a process philosophy more in line with a modern scientific point of view. Where ‘the present is pregnant with the future’.
 (21)


Nicholas Rescher argues: The influence of one monad upon another is like the influence of one statement upon another in a book: God adjusts monads to one another even as the author adjusts statements to one another with a view to their compatibility in logical or material regards.
 (22)


Even as among mutually incompatible statements only one can be true, so among mutually impossible worlds only one can be existent.
 Leibniz argues that there must be a sufficient reason for God’s choice; for choosing one and not some other.
 And this sufficient reason… can only be found in the fitness or in the degree of perfection that these worlds contain, each possible world
 having the right to lay claim to existence to the extent of the perfection it enfolds (in a position somewhat reminiscent of an anticipation of Darwinian selection).
 A position suggestive of an organic-like unity of the world.
 (23)


Now, simple monadic arrangements can be viewed as entelechies. A monadic soul can be viewed as a dominant monad in an entelechy. Between spirits, who possess reason, we have the city of God, and, at the apex of this hierarchy is God themselves. Why has Leibniz adopted such a scheme? As a way, among a complex set of reasons, of addressing and redressing a number of Cartesian dilemmas. In this vision, the physical world of extension is more an illusion. Space and time are a product of the apparent relational interaction between an ocean of monads organized in a hierarchy of entelechies where God alone can stand outside such a system. Given that extension is not like a substance but more an accident of monadic organization it follows that there is no real problem as to how a corporeal world interacts within a mental realm, and v.v., or, how a spiritual dimension interacts with a corporeal world, and v.v. In a similar manner, a process of Divine interaction is instituted given that the Divine is the creator of this world of monads and is ever able to seemingly intervene through forms of pre-established harmony perfectly in synchronicity with their ultimate perfection… given a harmony between an efficient causality, presented through the appearance of a physical world, and, a teleological world of final causes, as seemingly manifested in and through consciousness, moral decision making, reasoning, etc… (24)

4.
Exercising a Critical Re-Appropriational Program


However, the quick picture as just painted can only be a provisional snapshot of this Leibnizian world of monads. From this sketch, I would like now to radically and creatively re-interpret a small number of concepts utilized in its construction. (25)


I believe Leibniz’s arguments for simples, the simplicity of monads, are quite fallacious. Relative complexes are constructed already from relatively less complex unit-like materials. In the explanation of the function and use of a clock, e.g., a process that oversees the absolute reduction of the mechanism of that clock to atoms should absolutely fail us. The clockness of a mechanical clock emerges from the overall integrity of all the relevant mechanical interactions of its well-ordered and well-maintained components. This observation applies even to a clock running on a non-mechanical method for representing the passage of time. The mere material basis of a clock is not a necessary feature of the functioning of a clock per se. Clocks have been made out of a variety of metals, even wood, and, today, circuit boards have been designed to serve the same purpose. However, I would like to preserve and utilize a small set of phenomenological concepts dealing with this idea of simplicity. (26)


E.g., aficionados of water may well be able to detect very subtle flavours and textures from the minerals that might be found within the same. However, for most of us pure spring water is without taste. Add a pinch of salt to a jug of that fresh water and we might not notice that the water might have a slight brackish taste to it. However, with a few more pinches of salt the taste of that water is then soon registered as salty. No matter how much more salt is then added to that water it is now perceived to be salty, just like brine. A phenomenologist likens this classification of saltiness to our experiencing a phenomenological essence, namely, saltiness, and, where that saltiness is registered as salty whether it is only slightly brackish or concentrated like brine. Once we have recognized saltiness, our imaginations can anticipate varying degrees of intermediary saltiness in a process called eidetic reflection. Here we are presented with a form of simplicity. Saltiness is practically ‘atomic’ in its experiential simplicity. ‘Saltiness’ is experienced as ‘salty’ once this distinctive kind of experience is recognized as such, regardless of the intensity of a specific experience of saltiness. A phenomenologist would argue that there are many types of essential or essential-like experiences on par with our experience of that which is recognized as ‘salty’. Then, from such atomic-like simplicity we can form a variety of molecular ‘flavours’ from the addition of the mixing of different essences with a similar categorical position in our overall semantic mapping of this world. So, we can mix various flavours together to produce complex flavours, but, it would be a category mistake to add colours, e.g., although there is a close connection between tastes and smells which merely reinforces this semantic point of proximity. Alternatively, various colours could be mixed in the hope of producing the shade of a colour we might find agreeable for the purpose we might wish for. However, in this regard, for breakfast, sky-blue eggs and grass-green bacon with blood-red sausages might not be appreciated? (27)


I would now like to extend this idea of an atomic, phenomenological, modal simplicity to how we can experience the semblance of a relationship; albeit from its ‘own point of view’; i.e., from its own relational sense of perspective? Just as each person is unique (even if only treated from a geographical and historical point of view) it follows that each relationship between any two persons must also be equally unique. We may experience similar types of relationships but those different relationships can never be equal and identical. It then follows that our attentive experience of a relationship must be of this semblance of uniqueness even if it might appear similar to some other relationship had with another person. But, can we then argue that that uniqueness is experientially shared by the two persons in a relationship with each other? But, just as Leibniz might qualify this, albeit from the difference in perspective each finds or brings to that relationship, still, although we cannot necessarily ever argue for an equal co-experience in this regard, then, for those two people to be in a relationship, to be in ‘that’ relationship with each other, they must be sharing a significant semblance of that relationship in order to say, indeed, that they were, in deed, in a relationship with each other. I would argue that this commonality of relational experience is an essential-like experience. E.g., two lovers ‘have’ a love-relationship, two friends ‘have’ a friendship, a teacher and a pupil ‘have’ a relationship of one person instructing the other, etc. But we should qualify this use of ‘have’. If a (relational) ‘whole’ is afforded the privilege of being greater than the mere sum of its (relational) ‘parts’ then we should also afford, in this same sense, a privileging of the relationship over its participants. In existential parlance, we should perhaps speak, first, of our ‘sharing’ a relationship, and, second, in a better regard for that relationship itself, speak of that relationship as ‘having us’ and ‘sharing us’ within the relational ambit of its experiential embrace. In a ‘reversal’ of the Leibnizian mondology we could treat the greater and richer uniqueness of the relationship as like having the simplicity of a monad. In truth, a greater degree of simplicity arrived at, in proportional measure, to the degree of ongoing harmonization being had in that relationship to that extent a process of ongoing harmony is actually being realized and experienced. Let me examine this relational intuition that a relationship has relational existence to that extent it is an emergent process of (an existentially oriented) harmonization between itself and its participating elements (be they subjects and/or otherwise; whilst embedded in this world at large). (28)


Elsewhere, I have examined the process of harmony as the dialectical-like relationship between three relatively distinctive moments which, for convenience, let me just call ‘consonance’, ‘dissonance’ and ‘resolution’. I have treated each of these moments as correlatively contrasted through their joint negations. In other words, they collective co-define each other through their negated couplings. So, e.g., the relativity of ‘consonance’ is such that it is both ‘not dissonance and not resolution’, etc. Furthermore, I have argued that too much presence or too little presence of any one of these co-relative aspects results in a dissolution of this ongoing process of harmonization.
 That equally, too much or too little consonance or dissonance or resolution results in both the metaphorical and literal death of that relationship through the disruption of that process of ongoing harmonic resolution. That, in essence, we can relationally privilege a relationship over its relational participants to that extent an ongoing process of harmonization is and remains actively engaged successfully in that same harmonic process. This relational difference I have called an existential difference and is our essential experience of the uniqueness of that relationship in question. This existential difference, in effect, is that semblance of an existential excess or existential surplus in value (valuation) being experienced (through such evaluation) in our relational experience of that relationship. In essence, metaphorically, it is the essential flavour of that relationship. E.g., in our experience of an intact broom we experience the amplified ‘sweeping of that broom’ and not the ‘mere handling of its handle’ and/or the ‘mere sweeping of a brush separated from the head of that broom’. This existential surplus in valuation being this greater ease and efficiency being experienced in this act of sweeping vis-à-vis our sweeping with a mere brush. (29)


Now, again to echo Leibniz, we can say that we have the ‘establishment’ of a certain ongoing degree of harmony in and through the process of that relational experience, but, contrary to Leibniz, we do not need to declare it to be ‘pre-established’ since it is ‘immediately’ arrived at in and through the very process of ongoing resolution itself. This appreciation of such ongoing harmonization, in experiential representation, can also be seen as a process of judgment; a process that has two aspects, namely, as ‘a process of judgment’ in which ‘a judgment is delivered as the content of that process’. These two senses are already embedded in our use of this word ‘judgment’. In critical, philosophical awareness, etc., these two senses need to be both critically distinguished and accommodated since they are also intimately bound together in an ongoing process of harmonization. ‘Ongoing’ because in a process of perfect resolution that relationship immediately meets both its metaphorical and literal ‘death’ in directly engaged experience. (30)


I have argued elsewhere that our experience of a relational perspective, of the relationship itself, is relatively existential in orientation and relatively ‘immaterial’ or ‘non-material’ in aspect, and, in contrast, that our experience of the participants of a relationship is relatively non-existential in orientation and relatively ‘material’ in aspect. That we have two distinctively different kinds of experience in each and every form of relational experience we enter into. That we promote an existentially oriented experience of a relationship through engaging it from its own point of view. In such an orientation, we experience a different sense of time, space, self and other from that had in a relatively non-existentially oriented non-relational experience. In this regard, I would argue that in an existential orientation we experience the essential constitution of that relationship in its phenomenological configuration as discerned in our appreciation of the simulated representation of the ‘form’ of that intentional engagement. That such an existential orientation is entered and left through the adequate imposition of an ongoing, overall transcendental suspension as argued elsewhere (but which will not be further examined in the limited confines of this extended-essay). (31)


In effect, I have radically re-interpreted three Leibnizian concepts of ‘simples’, ‘monads’, and, a ‘pre-established harmony’ to re-present them, respectively, as a form of phenomenological ‘simplicity’ to be discerned in our judgmental appreciation of a relationally oriented experience of the essential-intentional constitution of a relationship being engaged in this manner; the ‘monadic’ and ‘harmonic’ flavour of the relationship when existentially viewed from its own point of view; i.e., from a relationally oriented perspective. Effectively, without spelling out every detail of this process, I have invoked a serious process of re-criticalization, through some adequate form of critique; then I have salvaged what conceptual material can be recuperated in this process of restoration; and, then subjected this critical process of transformation to a further process of an overall critical re-e/valuation wherein we both match and integrate (this process of) evaluation and valuation (as the content of that process of judgmental appreciation). In conjunction with this process, when and where relevant, we can also note processes of re-factualization (through the discovery and verification of both old and new facts), invoke new contexts in a more informative process of re-framing, and, hopefully, find we have existentially re-constructed the configuration of our discourse in question in such a manner so as to provide an experiential amplification in positive existential e/valuation. Imagine having to sweep a large yard and thinking we only have a small brush to use to then find a much larger broom more suited to the expedition of this simple task… (32)


In this process of ‘insightful re-interpretation’, what aspects of this examination of Leibnizian monads do I wish to highlight as potentially useful in their transference to the scientific realm of physics and its many seemingly insoluble scandals? (33)


I perceive an existential orientation as our experiencing the relationship in question from its own relational perspective. This perspective is quite a different experience from experiencing the relationship as the mere, non-integrated collection of participating elements. That latter experience is more a material-like experience constructed in a historical sense of time and with a geographical sense of space, where subjects are either my own sense of self or the appearance of other embodied entities also possessing both consciousness and will and through which, for the purposes of an extension of the dissemination of my own personal power, I must cooperate with, and, in a similar manner that they, too, must cooperate with myself and others in the extension of the dissemination of their personal power, etc. That the expedition of both our personal ambitions and social aspirations necessitates such interactive cooperation… whose complexion must entail some sufficient degree in mutual reciprocity in order for any relationship to persist in historical time, etc. This mutual element of reciprocity is equivalent to the degree it finds this existential harmonization of that relationship. That the quanta of this aspect is equal to the degree such ongoing harmonization is effectively achieved. Moreover, we experience the relational uniqueness of this existential dimension equally, throughout the entire relational ambit of that relationship, as if we were equally entangled throughout that relationship; albeit from the distinctive advantage of where we are actually situated in that same relationship (when considered in non-existential terms of reference). (34)

That, philosophically, we could argue that the essential nature of all relationships is the same, namely, that this semblance of a surplus in valuation, in keeping with the nature of that relationship, is realized through ongoing processes of harmonization between it, the relationship, embedded in a sea of relationships, and, its participatory elements; be they subjects and/or non-subjects; i.e., objects, states, objectives, etc. Hence this insight that the relational nature of relationships is the same regardless of whether they are experienced in experience, could be experienced, or, remain theoretically or hypothetically outside the realm of such subjective and inter-subjective experience. (35)

5.
A Monograph Exploring the Relativity-Quantum Impasse, etc.


Philosophically, I have argued that all relationships have the same phenomenology, namely, the ongoing resolution of dissonance within a field of consonance, and, that these three dialectical factors of consonance, dissonance and resolution are correlatively interrelated. Entangled in these dynamic-mechanics we can also note that these three factors need to be properly balanced in the context of an ongoing process of interaction. Interestingly, this concept of a dynamic balance notes the relativity, and correlativity, between, say, consonance and dissonance as standing in an inverse relationship with each other. I.e., too much relative dissonance is too little relative consonance with an ensuing diminution in the overall relational status being observed in the continuance of that emerging relationship. We also have a Leibnizian parallel here to the extent mathematical ‘differentiation’ is the ‘inverse of integration’, and v.v. Both Newton and Leibniz independently developed these mathematical tools. That we have Leibniz to thank for much of the mathematical notation still in use today. By noting equations that describe, respectively, these three factors,
 individually, in pairs, and/or, collectively,
 we have a set of potential correlations in which to solve such relations should one or two aspects be difficult to compute for whatever reason or reasons. In theoretical physics, we can sometimes find similar correlations or correspondences. E.g., in a complex mathematization of theoretical physics, in the demonstration of a Maldacena duality,
 in proposing a theoretical relationship between quantum gravity, formulated in terms of string theory, and, conformal field theories we seem to have a similar correlational process. Difficult calculations found on one side of this duality can be more easily completed on the other side, or v.v., and we would hope that this process of correlation or correspondence can be extended to cross this impasse between the microcosmic nature of quantum physics and the macrocosmic nature of relativity, etc. As Leibniz would no doubt agree, we do (seem to) live in one world, and, so, through sheer logical necessity the currently incompatible worlds of quantum physics and relativity should eventually be able to be crossed and theoretically interconnected, etc. That, this provisional axiom of unification, should also extend to complete the integration of the three forces of the electromagnetic, weak and strong with the fourth force of gravitation. That a number of other impasses in theoretical physical should also be addressed, e.g., those dealing with so-called dark matter, dark energy, inflation theory, and many of the other anomalies scattered across the currently non-integrated ‘field’ of theoretical physics. (36)


What other parallels might I tentatively propose using these re-interpretations of Leibniz’s Monadology? (37)


His idea of ‘windowless monads’, I would argue, strongly anticipates a holographic vision of the universe and, by extension, a strong relationship with informational theory. In an acceptance of a relationally oriented ‘existential’ experience of a relationship versus a relatively conventional, non-relational, non-existential perspective we can also find a correspondence between seemingly incompatible interpretations of lived-reality. In this regard, as a metaphor, we could say that conventional approaches more look at relationships from ‘outside’ the relationship while a pro-relational perspective attempts to view the relationship from ‘inside’ the relationship as if such a perspective were monadic, holographic, etc. That, in an internal perspective we find ourselves ‘entangled’ in the essential simplicity of that relationship as it finds itself realized through processes of ongoing resolution. The essential ‘simplicity’ or holographic ‘integrity’ being disseminated equally about the entire ambit of a relationship; albeit from the perspective of that point of view under question. So, e.g., in a relationship between two lovers we have a love-relationship in which those subjects are immersed or ‘entangled’, and, only when one or two of those parties fall out of love does the nature of that entanglement find itself dis-entangled, transformed into a different sense of entanglement be that now as friends, or, two people who now have little empathy or antipathy for each other, or, two subjects with some degree of antipathy between themselves. The nature of the resolution in play in a relationship naturally classifying its current characteristics, and, transformations in the nature of that process of resolution being reflected in transformational changes in the iterated manner that that relationship is being currently re-lived. (38)


This ‘non-dichotomous’ dichotomy between relatively non-absolute relational internality and relational externality could also throw a light on how to better understand the Copenhagen Interpretation as devised by Niels Bohr and Werner Heisenberg between the years of 1915 and 1917. In effect, a relationship, in external terms, can only be determined after the perceived collapse of the internal entanglement in question. However, in an internal perspective, entanglement is experienced equally throughout that relationship; albeit from its own point of view (to invoke a Leibnizian allusion). From this perspective, entanglement merely transforms into another form of entanglement given that ‘entanglement’ is merely the ongoing relational-resolution currently in play (and could be treated mathematically as the effective resolution of such a multi-versal approach?)? (39)


A more balanced perspective
 in our re-interpreted experience of a relationship would be obtained if we were to carefully run and closely correlate self-reports conducted by ourselves, other-reports conducted by other people referring to the same or similar phenomena, and, relational reports that report the entangled-internality of the relationship or relationships in question. E.g., imagine being on an island, say, Bali, where a volcano is about to explode. We could be two friends who just happen to be separately on holiday there; one safely to the north of this volcano and the other safely to the south. When this volcano does explode, these two individuals could, using their mobiles or cell-phones, compare and correlate notes from where they are currently stationed on either side of this volcano. A relational perspective, in this analogy, could be realized through collecting the parallel information obtained from a set of monitors arranged around this mountain to record earth tremours. ‘Quakes’ sustained above a certain level of intensity being treated as the result of overt volcanic activity, i.e., the explosive events of visible volcanic activity. The close correlation between this variety of reports being one way to verify the presence and quantify the intensity of such events and observations. (40) 

6.
Overview of this Program of Critical Re-Appropriation


In a critical re-criticalization of the Leibnizian world-view a number of his pre-suppositions must be revisited and seriously re-contested. E.g., one presupposition that that would also need to be re-visited would be his belief that nature proceeds in a smooth direction as nature does not ‘leap’ or ‘jump’ but proceeds smoothly.
 This presupposition has been successfully contested in presuppositions required in the construction of quantum physics (with the photo-electric effect, etc.) and in chaos theory (when intersecting points of chaotic bifurcation).
 By successfully re-writing such presuppositions we can rightly perceive ourselves as making ‘progress’ through the presuppositional institution of this now more insightfully enacted re-interpretation. This sense of ‘progress’ being reinforced through processes of correlational verification, the observing of a positively amplified sense of significance arising from the distinctive ramifications stemming from such insightfully re-written re-interpretations, etc., and/or, an enlargement of more effective or more efficient processes re-identified in pragmatic terms of reference, etc., etc. To conclude let me now proffer the following summary; noting a number of tentative suggestions for enacting processes of insightful re-interpretation; be that in philosophy or science, in politics or in literary criticism, etc., etc. (41)


In instituting a process of insightfully enacted re-interpretation, in our critical treatment of a text, a series and/or set/s of texts, we can invoke the three subheadings of re-criticalization (in a criticism of key presuppositions, propositions, metaphors, rhetorical tropes, etc.), recuperation (in a salvage of conceptual material), able to be used in conducting a process of significantly informative re-e/valuation; i.e., re-valuation through re-evaluation, and v.v. Insightful re-interpretation is further promoted through re-factualization (through the addition of verified facts and/or the subtraction of non-verified or disqualified ‘facts’), (the relevant exercise of) re-framing, and, (the restoration of a process of [existential]) re-construction (in an alignment with re-e/valuation, etc.). (42)

An enrichment of this process of insightful re-interpretation can also be promoted through a harmonization of self-reports, other-reports and relational-reports (which, through their dynamic balance, is also one way of conducting an ongoing, overall transcendental suspension through which intentional behaviour can be either iteratively redirected and/or re-iteratively re-directed in the course of its enaction
). (43)

Harmonic resolution is engaged through a balanced mix of consonance, dissonance and resolution,
 the emergence of such ongoing harmony establishes the relational facticity
 of the relationship, and, the promotion of the relational promotes the equal delivery of an existential orientation
 reflected in a positive enrichment of that relationship as lived, more insightful forms of re-interpretation, etc. Hence the unique simplicity of our entanglement in our relationships,
 information as holographically re(-)/presented therein, and, positive valuation realized through positive evaluation, and v.v. through the inter-subjective harmonization of our inter-subjective dissemination of personal ambitions and social aspirations, etc. Thence existential re-construction through critical re-appropriation, and v.v!
 (44)

What working, tentative proposals could I put forward to resolve this impasse between relativity and quantum physics? (45)


As we live in one world, we would expect one world to underlie both macrocosmic and microcosmic levels of relational expression.
 (46)


However, even if there were one world, be it finite and/or infinite in its structure, that does not mean that this world, or any world, could only be described through a single formula however representative it might be of the structures enstructuring that world in question.
 (47)


The relational world of a relationship is a world in its own right expressed through the uniqueness of its own (self-)entanglement
 where, through ongoing resolution, the flavour of this world is equally expressed, therein, at each and every point, albeit from the perspective of each and every point throughout the extent of it relational ambit despite also being embedded in a hierarchical sea of overlapping relationships. (48)


But, as significance (as information) is generated and represented relationally, and disseminated through economical
 forms of re-presentation between a minimum of three perspectives (as argued elsewhere) it follows that through entanglement it is holistically presented, but, as that presentation, indeed, any presentation, being correlatively presented it follows that such relational perspectives can be inter-translatable given its adequate representation. Or, in other words, reality cannot be uni-vocally appreciated nor, for that matter, appreciated in a pure bi-modal set of translations, and, thus, must be appreciated through the minimum condition of a tri-polar economic perspective between correlatively treated dialectical facets. Consequently, when these three perspectives in a relational world are adequately represented then it stands to reason we are then in a position to proffer translations between these three perspectives.
 The implication being for a resolution of our impasse that we need to adequately represent relativistic phenomena, quantum phenomena and some form of an amalgam that appears to adequately represent the imputed relationship between the relativistic and that which can be quantumatized. Therefore, we have a number of routes to adequately perfect this process of resolution, namely, e.g., to perfect our translations of the worlds of relativity and quantum oriented phenomena in the hope of being able to productively proffer an adequate translation between the same, or, construct a third world whose representation can be more easily translated in both relativistic or quantumatized terms of reference, and v.v. (49)


That the development of this tri-polar set of correlations or correspondences
 is proposed as the route to be taken in the resolution of this impasse. That, even though the transcendental unity of the world is presupposed, our deep understanding of this world must adopt at least a tri-polar economic perspective through whose correlations a solution will eventually be found to resolve this impasse even if they cannot be definitively represented given the limitations of relational appreciation as ontologically encountered and epistemologically recognized, and, as collectively engaged. (50)

Noël Tointon, Leura, 30.9.17. 
� 	In any field or discipline whatsoever. 


� 	That no text, etc., can be absolutely self-harmonized or other-harmonized and so deeper aporia are inescapable. A ‘prospect’ (as a textual realm replete with such particular types of projects and programs) is further reinforced through competitive or competing agenda within any project or program (given this impossibility for the complete and perfect harmonization of agenda likewise).


� 	The complexities of this type of ‘project’ rendering it as a ‘program’. ‘Amplification’ being defined previously as both ‘positive chaotic non-incrementally derived enhancement and positive incrementally non-chaotic orchestration’.


� 	If only for the simple reason that if the Divine had no real, experiential relationship with the world, and v.v., then the discipline of theology could be construed as having little value other than as a theoretical construct(ion), etc. 


� 	Usually, by dismissing absolute definitions (because we cannot entertain absolute forms of identity, etc., given that, in an intentional field, that under focus, itself, cannot be absolutely focused upon since the relativity of its contrasting background is necessary in order to experience an informative contrast). E.g., Leibniz argues that compounds must be composed of simples (and that the self-unity of the latter, in reverse, imparts a semblance of unity to the compound that it otherwise could never attain). But, Leibniz’s argument is completely fallacious since the relativity of compounds is composed of the relativity of simpler compounds that in no way presupposes that those simpler compounds need to be composed of simples, that, moreover, correctly, cannot even be envisaged given that absolutes cannot be neither thought nor alluded to since their nature is impossible to epistemologically recognize or ontologically encounter or to epistemologically-and-ontologically engage.


� 	E.g., Husserl’s Cartesian Mediations: An Introduction to Phenomenology. In his fifth chapter, titled: Fifth Meditation: Transcendental Being as Monadological Intersubjectivity, we can see Husserl alluding to Leibniz’s Monadology.


� 	Such correlativity can be noted between intentional objectivity, intentional process, intentional subjectivity, intentional inter-subjectivity, etc.


� 	His philosophical position could be treated either as a neutral monism or as a classical pantheism, etc. Leibniz met and/or corresponded with a number of Europe’s intellectuals including Spinoza, the Cartesians Antoine Arnauld and Nicholas Malebranche, a number of scientist such as Isaac Newton, Christian Huygens, etc.


� 	The overall discipline of philosophy is redolent with ongoing controversies but, nevertheless, a place where dialogical forms of consensus are often reached. However, in contrast, the world of physics is an entire discipline in a profound state of scandal given that it can only account for about five percent of the Universe, and, even there, cannot explain the nature of the relationship between the macrocosmic relativity of gravity and the microcosmic reality of quantum physics; nor be able to suitably account for concepts in physics of inflation, dark matter, dark energy, the asymmetry of time, entanglement, the apparent absence of material aggregates of anti-matter, etc.


� 	I.e., how might this Cartesian gauntlet be taken up and resolved through a successful explication of the nature of the relationships between the extended nature of the physical world and the non-extended nature of ideation, between the problematic questions of other minds, and the inescapably necessary invocation of Divine being, etc? The theological concept of ‘God’ being ‘inescapable’ on a number of grounds such as, e.g., politically being needed to be referred to through the insistence of Church and State; being invoked, on philosophical grounds, as a ‘verified’ basis for the accounting for a traditional morality, etc.


� 	“As of 1686, Leibnitz’s philosophy had pretty much reached its mature completion… “Refer to Nicholas Rescher; G.W.Lebnitz’s Monadology: An Edition for Students; University of Pittsburgh Press, 1991; p.8. Written by 1714, titled: Les Principes de la Philosophie but published in 1720 as ‘Monadologie’.


� 	In my own explorations of an existential dimension I, too, invoke a relational perspective and argue that there is a natural preference for the relational over the relatively non-relational given that relationships cannot just be significantly reduced to their material basis. I.e., that we need to recognize the relative pre-eminence of this relational excess of e/valuation over the mere summation of the e/valuation of it material basis. Hence the need for the existential recognition of this existential surplus or existential excess of value (or valuation) in relational evaluation. Elsewhere, I examine this heading of ‘valuation’ under the three non-exclusive subheadings of textual identity, meta-textual functionality and non-systematic existential value.


� 	Monadology, Section 14. Posthumously published first in a German translation in 1720.


� 	Monadology, Section 19.


� 	Monadology, Section 81, etc. As if bodies had no souls and no souls possessed bodies… in a harmony between efficient causality and teleological causality, etc., and, a harmony between all monads that must produce the best of all (possible) worlds. 


� 	Monadology, Section 8.


� 	Monadology, Section 7.


� 	E.g.: “To see a World in a Grain of sand, And a Heaven in a Wild Flower…” William Blake, in the opening of his Auguries of Innocence. We have a similar idea in Indian Philosophy with the universe being compared to the net of Indra where where each strand overlaps we find a diamond reflecting all the other diamonds on this cosmic net. The cortex of the brain, although utilizing specialized centers, can also be analogically seen to function in a global, holistic sense. In a similar fashion, the concept in physics of ‘entanglement’ can be viewed as a holistic phenomenon. In chaos theory, a chaotic process of self-re-organization can also be viewed as a holistic phenomenon.


� 	Monadology, Section 1.


� 	Refer to paragraphs 12-14.


� 	Monadology, Section 2. Implied here. Nicholas Rescher notes in his commentary on this section, p.75: The idea of this section is accordingly not just the trivial point that composites require units because composites are pluralities, but rather the more interesting idea that composites which themselves are unified require true units as unifiers.


� 	Monadology, Section 22.  Le présent es gros de l’avenir. A pre-programming suggestive of DNA, stem cells, etc?


� 	G.W.Lebnitz’s Monadology: An Edition for Students; p.40, re Monadology, Section 51.


� 	Monadology, Section 53. But, how would we read this statement if non-impossible possibilities were presented for comparison? Hence Leibniz’s comment God would prefer the fittest, the more redolent of perfection?


� 	Monadology, Section 53.


� 	Suggestive, perhaps, of the many worlds of a multi-verse?


� 	Monadology, Section 54.


� 	Monadology, Section 62, etc.


� 	Hence a Goldilocks theory of ongoing harmonic progression where too much or too little consonance, dissonance and/or resolution disestablishes the degree to which a harmonic progression is able to continue to make progress. That the ‘facticity’ of a relationship, the extent a relationship emerges beyond the mere materiality of its participating elements, is directly related to this quantum of such resolution.


� 	I.e., consonance, dissonance and resolution.


� 	Which, respectively, I note as uni-polar emissions, bi-polar currents and multi-polar systems.


� 	Also known as the anti-de Sitter/conformal field theory correspondence, or, gauge/gravity duality. This correspondence was first proposed by Juan Maldacena in late 1997. By 2015, Maldacena’s article had over 10,000 citations making it the most highly cited article in the field of high energy physics (as per Wikipedia).


� 	In effect, being one way to conduct an ongoing, overall transcendental suspension.


� 	Invoking the Latin saying: Natura non facit saltus (Nature does not make jumps). We find this same axiom in the writings of Leibniz: New Essays, IV, 16: La nature ne fait jamais des sauts.


� 	Even though on a superficial level we see incremental redirection as needing to take place before a point of chaotic bifurcational re-direction is enacted we could also envisage the incremental process of redirection as also having at and on a minimum level of discernment a discrete-like re-presentation of this representation of a seemingly ‘smooth’ continua. So, e.g., the stream of intentions could be treated as chaotic between their micro-re-continuance through micro-re-iteration and within those intentional structures that take on a macro-level of chaotic re-presentation. In these ideas being taken up in physics we see this intuition being expressed in an avoidance of points, the invocation of strings, loops, triangulations and the like. 


� 	Enaction being the deliberate choosing of action, non-action or to remain indecisively inactive. Enaction also applies both to intentional behaviour and its extension in trans-intentional behaviour where intentions are translated into the physical world through redirection and/or re-direction of such processes. This modeling of intentional behaviour centered in the ongoing, overall transcendental suspension may well also lend itself to seeking forms of (parallel) non-intentional correlations in the physical world; be that in either microcosmic or macrocosmic terms of reference. 


� 	These three correlative facets of the harmonic process can also be seen, respectively, as bi-polar currents, uni-polar emissions, and, systematic expressions (indicative of the nature of the overall relationship engendered between and through such distinctive templates despite there also being embedded in the transcendental unity of this world at large).


� 	‘Facticity’ being that extent a relationship distinctively emerges above and beyond its relative material basis through such emergence.


� 	The ‘existential’ recognizing the experiential surplus of e/valuation, the richness and the progressive enrichment of the relationship/s in question, and, the ability of a relationship to psychically invest such a differential in intentional redirection and/or re-direction. Processes of chaotic re-direction being arrived at through incremental redirection. A ‘positive’ surplus of e/valuation being perceived as a productive enrichment of the relationship in question rather than a diminution of its relative sense of freedom (realized through the reciprocal dissemination of power in and through others, etc.).


� 	‘Simplicity’ recognizing the relatively atomic or molecular nature of phenomenal-phenomenological essentials (in either experiential or scientific, non-experiential terms of reference). Simplicity also notes the distinctive location and range of the essential state or event in question in our psychic mapping of the world at large. This concept of ‘sense’ locates its ‘reference’ in this world at large and can be reexpressed in specific, particular(ity of type) and/or in general terms of reference. Such ensuing ‘existential descriptors’ detail the overall history of that identity or set of identities in question. ‘Entanglement’ recognizing the expression of such relational simplicity. 


� 	The most important proposition in this extended-essay (‘extended’, given the open-ended range of its subject matter).


� 	A three-realm approach noting the microcosmic, the macrocosmic and their conjunction in the micro-macrocosmic interface (where measures that induce coherence can be seen to extend its range).


� 	That, ideally, we would need to have three inter-translatable sets of correspondences (through what I would re-define as correlations, alignments and transformations [that would further re-define the discursive nature of their respective disciplines; along with the definition of their central conditions, etc.]).


� 	An ‘internal interpretation’ of entanglement, within the relationship, reading a chaotic process of re-self-organization in relatively superficial levels of simplistic organization and expression only. 


� 	The expression ‘economic’ indicates the dynamic nature of an ‘economy’ which has to be generated, dialectically, between at least three points or perspectives; along with their correlative translations.


� 	Of course, I am not presenting a specific set of proposals in this respect. However, I recognize we can further build on what is already in place. We have a wealth of information in this respect. On one hand, we the various laws of nature dealing with motion, acceleration, chemical reactions, etc, etc., and, on the other hand, we have a plethora of quantum models, string theory, conformal and non-conformal theorizing, etc., etc. Then, we also have some understanding of what might well be on both sides of this ledger between the macrocosmic and the microcosmic, namely, an understanding of relational interaction, the nature of information, etc.


� 	Such ‘correspondences’ to be fleshed out through correlations, alignments and transformations (and their internally parallel distinctions, operations, and transitions).





