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0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction

Just as we can have a phenomenology, say, of perceptual states, etc; run hypothetical phenomenologically oriented appreciations of intentional states, etc; even do a phenomenological classification of the disciplinary world from a relational-economic perspective,
 and so on; in the light of the former research methods, let me attempt to apply this type of positional attitude to a phenomenological consideration of the theoretical nature of ‘historical supersession’ where and when ‘one theoretical paradigm is superseded by another’ (with the consequential entailment of greater explanatory powers that are exercised within a wider range of applications that are also found to have enriched possibilities for either the critical and/or radical ‘re(-)writing’, or re(-)modelling, of those phenomena that fall with its purview, etc.).
 Focusing, in this essay, on the inevitable supersession of the quantum paradigm and, in the process, speculate over just which defective points in that formalization that appear to invite, if not demand, such an inevitable process of paradigmatic supersession?
 (0)


First, I am going to run a probabilistic argument for the inevitable historical supersession of the quantum paradigm given a succession of superseded historical paradigms before its advent in the twentieth century. (1) 
Second, on the strength of such phenomenological-like descriptions, I will then attempt to run a prescriptive version of what might occur in the supersession of the quantum paradigm (and in the process argue under what circumstances we would be allowed to move from descriptions to prescriptions and in the process countering and circumscribing the traditional hegemony of the naturalistic fallacy and similar). (2)

Third, by adopting counterfactuals (in possibly operating within the spirit of a theoretical constructor mode) proscribe just what might possibly work in this field of hypothetical speculation (and in the process also argue as to how we can validly move from prescription to proscription [and, thence, return back to descriptions in this envisaged economy of interlinked descriptions-prescriptions-proscriptions])? (3)


I will then tentatively end this essay in a series of provisional conclusions and comments, etc., where these various ideas and economic aspects will be collected and, hopefully, worked through and integrated. (4)
1. Historical Instances of Supersession

As an abbreviation we could say, historically, a ‘classical’ Newton eclipsed Aristotle et al; Einstein (and Leibnitz) eclipsed Newton; and, some might argue, that Bohr and Heisenberg, and co, eclipsed Einstein. Or, given the apparent and current incommensurability between these two super-theoretical worlds of Relativity and Quantum Mechanics we could equally argue that some form of supersession will inevitably succeed both of these relative non-commensurable constructs given their current incommensurability as a point of ‘necessary secession’ for a more encompassing form of succession. (5) 

In the succession of these instances of paradigmatic supersession I am going to argue that points of radical discontinuity between and within such frames of reference would indicate a need, that would inevitably be historically met, that called for such critical succession (in some instances), if not for a more radical form of supersession. Let me demonstrate this observation. (6)

Aristotle could be described as a systematic observer of nature. In recording his observations an implicit modelling of reality was being represented which would be augmented by the empirically oriented methodology of an embryonic scientist like, say, Francis Bacon, etc. With the advent of the Newtonian revolution, laws of nature became mathematically expressed in various formulae. In the dynamic nature of this materialistically oriented research prospect miscellaneous research projects and programs would note starting conditions, dynamic transitions and in those transitions which would be classified as transformational given certain changes in state, etc., and, from such researched observations various forms of modelling and mathematical equations would be derived, and so on. That the reiterated successfulness of such modelled data would then take on a higher scientific status and be treated accordingly.
 Unfortunately, given our limited, perspectival approaches to physically engaged form of lived-experience our data and theories become both creatures as represented by the dictates of such a scheme and whilst giving with one hand will take away much more with the other hand (although more correctly, this metaphor should be emended to read ‘with an infinite number of other hands’
). (7)

In essence, in the exercising a Newtonian paradigm, scientists met certainly anomalies that could not be suitably and successfully resolved in Newtonian terms of reference. In effect, called for extra-paradigmatic input, i.e., a process of relevant re-framing through paradigmatic supersession. (8)

What anomalies were met? E.g., the discrepancy in the predicted perihelion in the orbit of Mercury, which the Einsteinian supersession was comfortably able to resolve.
 Then, it was shown that light would and should bend around the edges of massive objects, through a form of lensing, and this phenomenon was duly demonstrated. (9)

All in all, the Einsteinian formalism dealt with a range of phenomena that could not even be formulated in the Newtonian frame of reference. (10)

Similarly, the advent of Quantum formalism also demonstrated a suitable and successful series of equations that described the discrete nature of spectra, the theoretical orbit of the hydrogen atom, and so on. Indeed, a range of microcosmic phenomena that could not be accounted for in Newtonian, Einsteinian and other historical forms of seemingly relevant formalism. (11)

However, these two current paradigms, vis-à-vis each other, are currently discordant. Moreover, many scientists are reluctant to view Quantum formalism as a ‘theory’ given it seems to say nothing about the reality that is being merely measured.
 Although the current major discourse is the so-called ‘Copenhagen Interpretation’ I have argued elsewhere that the plethora of ‘quantum theories’ is probably the result of not taking a trimodal economic approach to this topic (where univocality and bimodality are all economically translated in suitable trimodal terms of reference).
 (12)

In what manner do these two, relatively incommensurate paradigms of the Einsteinian and Quantum formalisms,
 operating respectively in macrocosmic and microcosmic terms, both individually and collectively, proffer a series of anomalous points suggestive of a need for either their individual or collective supersession? (13)

Einsteinian formalism is hard pressed to account for the phenomenological nature of black holes, and, both the very earliest moments of the so-called big-bang (along with the implied invocation of inflation?) and the very ending of the universe itself (in the invocation of the imputed great ripping apart of the fabric of space-time?)? In the scandalous world of physics, we also have a wide range of other anomalies that could possibly be connected, such as, e.g., the imputations of both dark matter and dark energy, and so on. (14)


A suitable lack of quantum theory presents us with various anomalies such as, e.g., an inability to delineate what is meant by particles versus waves; what exactly is a so-called quantum collapse of wave functions; just what is left after such an imputed event; how are we to better understand seemingly bizarre concepts like ‘entanglement’, ‘superposition’; just how should we theoretically account for the two-slit experiments; what occurs when interfacing a classical world and its creation a boundary-like condition of non-quantum decoherence, etc? (15)

Of course, these impressive formalisms, when taken together, present us with a number of other anomalies, primarily, their inability to metaphorically ‘speak to each other’. Probably, this clashing of reference frames over whether we are definitively dealing with discrete material like particles and more immaterial, less discrete wave functions is a prime case in point. (16)


Can these apparent ‘invitations to the advent of an inevitable process of paradigmatic supersession’ be addressed in such a manner so as to suggest possible forms of suitable resolution of these various anomalies (either individually or collectively)? (17)

Besides engineering suitable forms of relevant economic translation, and, perhaps a recognition that we need to adopt and adapt a constructor-style as a theoretical approach (that goes beyond deterministic, classical forms of materialistically oriented pre-judgment/prejudice), I would also suggest that we have a possible pathway in the form of information theory, primarily in the form of computational theory?
 (18)


But, first, let me argue that we can go from descriptions to prescription (and thence to proscriptions, and back to descriptions, etc.) in a theoretical, representative form of retreatment (as is already in evidence in a pragmatic paralleling of phenomenological and hermeneutical (and existential) modes of scrutiny (as I have discussed elsewhere)? (19)


Given our encountering anomalies that do not appear to be able to be resolved within current versions of well-accepted modes of formalism it would appear that a suitable form supersession is probably being called for in order to inevitably de-anomalize such discordant features either within and/or between major paradigms.
 (20)

2. Retreatment of Phenomenological Descriptions as Hermeneutical Prescriptions


To some extent the following is a necessary digression. If I am going to argue from descriptions to prescriptions, etc., e.g., that we have described periods of supersession in the life-world of physics, as in other sciences and disciplines, and, that this is the acceptable rule for this type of narration (for forms of reasonable future expectation that have a possible basis in evidential reality through the presence of currently irreducible anomalies). Then to successfully argue that point I will need suitably prepared grounds that relate descriptions to prescriptions, etc., for this form of ‘trans-evaluation’ (i.e., the demonstrated economic progression from one form of economic correlativity to some other
). We also have the problem of having to circumvent fallacious forms of argued transformation (including such trans-evaluation as being here theoretically explored). A case in mind here is avoiding the naturalistic fallacy and its various versions that migrate beyond mere descriptions of the natural world to moral or ethical considerations, and possibly v.v. (21)

It could be argued, rather unwisely, that ‘because it is good enough for lions to eat meat that we can do likewise given that we, too, are members of the natural world (albeit as an apex predator, either through practice or by default)’. Of course, we could run a similar counter-argument to the effect, that, ‘as humans, we have a choice to either be meat-eaters or non-meat-eaters, and, therefore, we are in a position to reduce some of the suffering in this world experienced by the animal kingdom by either declining to eat meat or by seriously reducing our intake of such a source of nutrition’. But, the question as to which argument is ‘correct’ is more correctly just not applicable if both arguments and counter-arguments are actually fallacious in their argumentation. As those arguments stand, we have no current positional qualifications that would allow us to make that form of trans-evaluation, to move from descriptions to moral prescriptions through a transgression of this embedded is/ought distinction. However, should those qualifying arguments be suitably supplied then that type of argument could be run (although preferably not in such stark natural-deontological terms of reference). (22)

Can we point out situations where this process of descriptive-prescriptive trans-evaluation appears to have been successfully enacted? Yes, in the fruitful correlativity that can be demonstrated between successfully conducted parallel forms of phenomenal-phenomenological – hermeneutical research (and by extension, as envisaged by myself, into both a non-systematically and systematically explicated existential domain,
 albeit as paralleled by ‘proscription’ in this latter instance). (23)

We can also run an economic argument to the effect that as pure descriptions can be neither encountered nor recognized nor engaged, i.e., interacted with, it follows that we cannot have, even to begin with, an economy of pure descriptions per se. That granted, through logical necessity, we can then explore, along more provisional lines, against just what do descriptions find their significant contrast, and, to what extent, the construction of that provisional economy is actually profitable and capable of generating a sufficient existential surplus in e/valuation that would allow us to run both such an economy of e/valuation and an economy of trans-evaluation between those provisionally nominated economic correlatives? (24)


As an economy of trans-evaluation,
 I have proposed the nomination of its interactions between ‘descriptions, prescriptions and proscriptions’ (as its trimodal moments by virtue of the fact, that, for me, they already have their economic parallel in phenomenal-phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential subdisciplines respectively [to the extent that the three latter philosophical subdisciplines constitute my critical, and radical, vision of the philosophical economy per se
] ). (25)

With such theoretical complexity as a backdrop to this digression, namely, the economic trans-evaluation of descriptions as prescriptions (and, also, as proscriptions, and v.v., etc.), we only need to note that in relatively less superficial forms of analysis we could argue that various forms of prescriptive and proscriptive forces must also be at work in the presentation of a description as a descriptive orientation economically constituted in the type of economic concern (but, in effect, also relevant in all well-constructed economies given this isomorphic nature of the envisaged archetypal economy at the basis of our interpretation of all economic activity whether we are aware of that fact or not). So, e.g., this predicate of ‘red’ being applied to this ‘red-like situation’ will also imply that this separation between descriptions and prescriptions, etc., is not one that can be rejected in order that a mutual co-formation of significance is able to be constructed and delivered (through requisite forms of judgment). An economic aspect of the existentially-proscriptive can also be accounted for by running similar types of argument. (26)

However, let me envisage how this process of trans-evaluation might be able to occur? By first asking just what particular types of transformational rules might be needed that would allow us to transformationally migrate in our trans-evaluative appreciation, say, from descriptions, say, to the imputed parallel world of prescriptions? (27)


In an oblique reference to work done in the second volume of the Pursuit, let me answer this question by proposing, rather than arguing for, a mix of the following, namely, virtual-non-directly-causal, inter-virtual-non-virtual, and non-virtual-directly-causal headings, i.e., respectively, by invoking aspirational, probabilistic and causal elements as co-occurring in the underwriting of this descriptive-prescriptive phase of trans-evaluation. Or, in essence just how do we go from descriptions to instituting prescriptions utilizing the same common economic materials? By invoking this form of economic mediation between the relatively virtual and the relatively non-virtual, i.e., causal. This mediation of the probable being drawn from experience (as a habitual part of its semantic delineation). E.g., this is a match and its looks like a non-dead match. When suitably struck, it should more than likely ignite rather than not ignite. Therefore, in front of this open glass bottle filled with petrol, with a rag soaked in this petrol and stuck in the mouth of this same bottle, it, too, should also ignite should it be the case if (and only if) the lit match be brought into its immediate vicinity of that petrol soaked rag. In this example of a Molotov Cocktail, we can see these necessary, parallel interactions between such misguided aspirations to utilize this type of incendiary device, the probabilistic chance that it would be successful, and, the contiguous causal elements necessary for the successful confluence of these virtual and non-virtual forces. I.e., basically, in effect, describing how these prescriptive elements need to be co-involved in order to translate (through a form of trans-evaluation) the virtual into a non-virtual form of realization, and v.v. Namely, in this instance, the philosophically understanding of the confluence of factors involved in the manufacture of this potentially explosive device as a metaphor for this trans-evaluative migration from descriptions to prescriptions, and v.v. (on the assumption that all relational process are relationally commutative to some degree even if asymmetrically demonstrated in non-virtual reality
). (28)

Of course, through such imaginative sleights of hand, we can also visually the necessary elements involved in trans-evaluation between prescriptions and proscriptions, and v.v., and, proscriptions and descriptions, and v.v.
 Basically, by other means generating a scheme for appreciating such processes of pre-treatment, treatment and retreatment (with the latter also acting as posttreatment), etc. (as discussed on a number of occasions elsewhere (e.g., in my essays under the rubric of the Reimagination of the Impossible). (29)

Quite possibly, I am now in a position to run this trans-evaluative migration from descriptions to prescriptions, and v.v? (30)


A number of presuppositions are in play in order to understand and have this transformation given the seal of assent in terms of its ensuing positive truth determinations. It is natural to find iterations in nature treated as reinforced expectations that then become treated as lawlike or almost lawlike (should a sufficient theoretical apparatus also be in play that supports those trans-expectational expectations already reinforced through such observed reiterations
). In this regard I surmise a need for a certain virtual modelling or aspirational-like directed process of intending; that a probabilistic account is necessary that accords a high possibility or potency to the successful enaction of the intentional event or events being intentionally thematized; and, a causal underpinning that can guarantee, more or less, the causal efficacy of such aspirations. In the light of the latter we might also include the intentional intensity to see a resolution of such a transformation taking place as intended (that co-opts a pre-cognitive sense of urgency, need, desire, etc.). What else might we conjecture in this generalized scenario? On the basis of the aspirational economy (as explored elsewhere) we would also note the confluence of three temporal attitudes, namely a retrospective sense of a realistic-like past (as to an update as to where we currently are); a current idealistic-like sense of where we would like to arrive in the immanent present; and pragmatic, prospective sense of the future as to how we are going to connect the former through the appropriate use of genres of behaviour. Or put another way, past texts need to be properly collated with future meta-textual performances in order to non-textually arrive at the immediacy of those simulations of what are to be desired in non-virtual terms of reference (i.e., an apposite meeting of a full modal complement of expectations in line with the phenomenological natures of those phenomena in question, etc.
). Read through this aspirational model, it is suggested that a certain isomorphic invariance will be necessarily preserved over the course of those enacted transformations. This stands somewhat to reason. If I want to cross the road, and not collide with a moving vehicle, I need to ensure that all pre-conditions, conditions and post-conditions are in a state of achievable alignment (in a possible state of potency and not merely present with high probability). Or, put more bluntly, the ‘I’, as the logical subject of this transformational process, for a start, needs to be preserved in this successfully functioning format and form. Moreover, the connectedness between these temporal treatments, therefore, also needs to be suitably connected. Read in such a manner, and we can make the imputed observation of a certain transformation isomorphic invariance is necessary in order to successfully ‘thread’ the ensuing transformation. Or, mathematically, we might say that these temporal differentiations also need to be able to be non-temporally integrated across the extent of that transformational event or sequential series of events. (31)

Reviewed from an informational perspective, say, from a broad understanding of computation, we could argue that we have certain forms of computational equivalence, irreducibility and reducibility.
 Let me broadly explain how I regard the interrelationship between these three principles or conjectures. (32)

Similar patterns of computation suggest a more universal form of computation where the ‘program’ is the same but run on different ‘hardware’. But, despite programs that may be simple in their formulation, outcomes may need to be executed before we can determine such outcomes. Hence computational irreducibility. But, despite such irreducibility, sections of that overall irreducibility may actually have reducible components, or sub-programs, that might render incommensurable phenomena as commensurable through such correlativity, or, at least portended as a possible option (when not yet fully rendered commensurable through some form of an explicit correlativity or ‘duality’). That although outcomes might need to be executed before we can observe the nature of such output I would also contend that forms of sampling should be able to determine if that phenomenon or set of phenomena in question have an essential-like, chaotic disposition (by noting to what extent outputs seem to radically differ with just minute various in their starting conditions). That, taking both an economic and a constructor approach (that attempts to surpass a more traditional view that we need starting conditions, programs and outcomes?) we might well understand that different (interpretations of) phenomenal performances could be rendered commensurable, and, conversely, the observation of similar interpretations might need to be rendered as actually (or non-virtually) non-commensurable. A method or mechanism for differentiating interpretative commensurability versus pseudo-commensurability. E.g., we might conjecture that certain regular correlations between disparate phenomena actually are not commensurable despite that appearance, and, conversely, certain phenomena that appear disparate might actually be commensurable. As in e.g., various clinical trials that attempt to establish the apparent efficacy of certain pattern of treatment (that might be merely random occurrences or occurrences that seem to appear in parallel but are not seriously connected or are actually connected but not by the mechanisms proposed, etc.). I.e., in differentiating causal connectedness versus mere non-causal coincidences, etc., by arguing for a similar computational pattern as underlying observations and conjectures, etc. (in order to establish such states of connectedness)? (33)

Returning to the insights to be had in a closer scrutiny of an aspirational economy, e.g., in its necessary alignment between temporal considerations, we might economically surmise that processes of transformation dialectically necessitate both transformational differentiations (in the expression of the transformation) as well as transformational integrations (through the preservation of forms of transformational continuity). That, ideally, in this transformation from descriptions to prescriptions we need to observe both such aspects of differentiations and integrations as relevant to that process of transformation. Indeed, the very idea of transformation, itself, cannot be appreciated without this dialectical tension between differentiation and integration finding a suitable form of resolution. A process of resolution, that more often than not, never meets a definitive form of resolution given the continuing continuity of the relationship in question both in its apparent (self-)expression and its necessary hierarchically constituted embeddedness (as an economic necessity in its own right
). I.e., (the basic presupposition here being that) relations are born in resolution and persist only through processes of ongoing resolution. What are the relevant implications of such theoretical re(-)positioning? (34)

Ideally, if all the relevant preconditions and the conditions are duly observed then we might surmise that in this instance, we can safely ‘travel’ from descriptions to prescription (or, v.v.)? (35)

An underlying presupposition here is that we are dealing with ‘one world’ and if we were to validly link descriptions with prescriptions, etc., we are merely demonstrating this underlying unity of this phenomenological semblance of reality that should be there-for-us, and so on. Hermeneutically, we have a similar isomorphism to the extent we regard a certain ‘person’ as ‘one individual’ whose ‘transcendental unity of subjectivity’, hypothetically, cannot be absolutistically split into a set or sets of completely autonomously modules acting independently of this overall sense (or transcendental illusion) of unity. ‘Relative autonomy’ is acceptable and can be demonstrated when it can be shown a person actually holds two beliefs, or memories, that are mutually inconsistent, and, where with enough cognitive reflections, etc., a certain degree of cognitive dissonance would be experienced and where the person feels that they need to decide as to which belief or memory is ‘correct’ or ‘false’ or how they might be suitably ‘harmonized’, etc., if that were found possible to construct. From the external perspective of an observer, a hermeneut,
 in my opinion should be able to demonstrate that the person has some knowledge of such relatively disconcerting ‘disconnections’ (be it relatively connected or disconnected, or, as an exception, in disintegrated in states of low gestalt integration, say, extreme psychoses or deep sleep or illnesses precipitating some degree of coma, or similar
) to the extent that they are basically filtered through the perspective of the degree of personal integrity that remains intact, albeit to the extent that that person has the requisite degree of integrity to recognize such disparate features as ‘disparate’. So, my demonstration of ‘hot spots’ when a psychotic person is asked to give a more conventional or neutral view of their own statements and, in doing so, exhibit some form of behaviour that is indicative that that person is also experiencing some form and degree of cognitive dissonance by doing so.
 Psychotic ‘resistance’ to the alteration of views either psychotically or pseudo-psychotically
 entertained being an allied phenomenon in this regard.
 However, despite this minor digression (within this more extended digression), the point I am trying to make is that with this hypothesis of ‘one world’ (that exhibits the necessary degree of transcendental unity in this-semblance-of-a-world-there-for-us) we should be allowed to make such superficial transformations if validly conducted. I.e., they have a relatively non-superficial underlying validity, at least in theory, that would successfully overcome objections rendered in relatively superficial terms of reference (should such deeper terms of reference be duly explicated).  (36)

This intuition of deeper (judgmental) terms of reference allows me now to make the following segue. In effect, in an economy of descriptions, both correlative prescriptive features and proscriptive features must be non-superficially present in order to construct these relatively superficial expressions of description, etc., Moreover, in line with previous explorations, in an economy correlative features can each be mutually co-defined through the negation of their correlative counterparts. So, in this regard, ‘descriptions’ could be defined, through such conjoined negations as ‘not prescriptions and not proscriptions’. That, in effect, both prescriptive and proscriptive forces can be combine to re(-)present, through such a contrast, this economic aspect of descriptions with the necessary implication that all three economic facets are co-necessary for the presentation of any one aspect of that economy. That, again, we have through such contrasting forces, and intimate and necessary connection between descriptions, prescriptions and proscriptions. With the additional implication that underlying such co-associated economic factors we have a relatively invariant sense of transformational integrity that must underly all three economic features that would allow us to shift our attention, through such transformational treatment from one orientation
 to the other, and v.v., etc. (37)

Again, as noted, an apparent validation of these intuitions (of possible transformations between these facets) is also evident in the apparent ability to run phenomenological ‘descriptions’ versus hermeneutical ‘prescriptions’ back to back in those settings that set out to parallel  these forms of sub-disciplinary application (often with therapeutically oriented aspirations). How might we account for this ability to parallel such seeming incommensurable forms of research? Through a recognition of the fact that in the semantic utilization of identification we have an intentional paralleling of distinctive semantic determinations being exercised through their co-associated forms of meta-textual treatment, i.e, to the extent that each semantic attribution of a distinctive form of essential-like experience must also be co-operating with its co-associated genre of behaviour. E.g., I see a seat, namely, this chair. I recognize its chair-ness through my semantic ability to treat it as an object that can ‘be sat upon’ in the virtual simulation of what is entailed in this genre of ‘sitting’ (as when one is seated upon a chair, etc.). Or, in other words, semantic descriptions, clarified through phenomenal-phenomenological practice, either wittingly or unwittingly enacted, must utilize prescriptive attitudes in order to have arrived at this semantic distinction of a “‘chair’ as a ‘device to sit upon’,” Or, in effect, the implication holds that ‘without hermeneutical prescriptions there could be no phenomenological descriptions, and v.v., etc.’ (38)

In the light of the above, we might surmise that to run descriptions with prescriptions we would need to articulate their genres of explication in order to clarify their semantic mapping, and v.v. (39)

Taken together, the correctly enacted transformation of descriptions to prescriptions, and v.v., must entail the parallel semantic-hermeneutical cooperation of such mapping with their co-associated genres of behaviour; supply a probabilistic framework where ‘potency’ is practically in play; and, note the relevant causal pre-conditions whose enaction and manipulation ensure this necessary degree of alignment to foster such connections both virtually and non-virtually. I.e., this description x associated with this genre of x-bearing is such that given the right pre-conditions are already in play of effecting such an alignment all we need is the initiating causal factor to ensure such conformality. E.g., I enter a dark room with light fittings; I switch on the light switch, and, given a circuit, in all senses is in play, the following state of room well lit is arrived at through turning that switch ‘on’. This is a dark room that needs to be lit (as a description), and, I can do so (as a prescription for behaviour) by switching the light switch ‘on’. Hence this transformational connectedness that must be in play between (phenomenal-phenomenological
) descriptions and successful prescriptions for overseeing the execution of such ensuing behaviour, etc.
 (40)

So, in the light of this digression, how are we to work towards an integrated argument that can incorporate this description, say, of a supersession of quantum physics (or relativity theory or the standard model, and so on) and reset it in a mould that is not just cast as having a high probability but as possessing a practical potency (whose expression is only a matter of time for the coming together of those conditions that would finally thematize this effective fact of an inevitable supersession)? (41) 


What are the signs that such supersession, then, is not only probable but virtually ensured? Because the narrative of quantum physics, e.g., is unable to represent reality other than as ‘calculations’, and, that those calculations are riddled with anomalies both non-economically and economically presented in their theoretical characterization (given as a consequence of their metaphorical representation in the first place as a current inability to harmonized such disparate features in deeper relational terms of reference). (42)

Of course, the weakest point of this argument is its successfulness, namely, if all supersession is the result of the deeper harmonization of metaphors and all levels of such representationalism  are metaphorical, and internally contradictory unless suitably harmonized, it follows that supersession on all levels of such metaphorical representation is ever possible (even if the preconditions for their successful exhibition of much lower levels may never be realized in the course of human history if and when such contradiction are not then able to be currently recognized, etc.). (43)


Applied to the concept of supersession, treated as a distinctive phenomenon, what can we say in regard in the light of this digression? (44)

For a start, the presence of apparent anomalies invites novel forms of suitable resolution. E.g., why deal with ‘particles’ when we have waves, and, why deal with ‘waves’ if they ‘collapse’, just what exactly is left? Just how do we differentiate the various levels or layers of meaning here that would allow us to welcome a process of supersession in a resolution of the apparent anomalies that are already resident in our current frames of reference (whilst recognizing that deeper levels of metaphorical harmonization must be generative of new forms of anomalization that in turn will need eventually successfully processes of relative resolution [given that such harmonization cannot be absolutely perfected, etc.]). However, it is not for me to resolve such questions but to merely point out that, e.g., the preconditions for a supersession is present in the form of unresolved anomalies; that the probability of resolution is potentiated in a form that is potent; and, the causal conditions are present for carrying through this alternation in a relatively radical disciplinary prospect. But, ever needing to ask, ‘are we there yet..?’ (45)
3. Retreatment of Hermeneutical Prescriptions as Existential Proscriptions, etc.

That what applies to the transformation from descriptions to prescriptions, and v.v., in such an economy, also applies to all other co-related transformations in that same economy given an underlying economic correlativity. That this economic rule applies to all economies. (46)

That such economic appreciation also implies meta-economic appreciation, but, through treatment-retreatment the products of meta-economic correlativity must also have a shadow on the economic level of retreatment. Just as a three dimensional person will cast the animation of a two dimensional shadow (on the metaphorical walls of the cave), but, as to which frame/meta-frame of reference is to be compared to a higher dimension is equally questionable given that both interpretations are equally arguable (and dependent upon which preferences are given such subtle forms of preferencing). (47)

Given that this formal relativity of the economic is to be explored in either both horizontal and/or vertical terms of reference it follows that we are now in a position, formally, to ask how we can economically migrate from prescriptions to proscriptions in a manner that is valid with ensuing truth determinations that are both true and not false? Let me demonstrate this form of meta-appreciation to that extent such demonstrations are both reducible and not non-reducible. (48) 


For a start, given the simulated, non-textual, non-systematic nature of the existential moment (as the so-called ‘third moment’) what can we already say about this transformation? That it takes on the element of resolution and, in most situations, the semblance of an ongoing process of resolution on the understanding that the preservation of the relationship is ensured through processes of ongoing resolution and not definitive forms of this type of process. Moreover, against this background, proscriptive behaviour must realize a specific change of state in a sense of the (ongoing) present given the historical specificity of the concrete nature of lived-reality as had in lived-experience. That an e/valuation of this transformation will primarily take on a re(-)valuation of valuational form, focusing first on either aesthetic, deontological and/or pragmatical valuation as refracted through considerations of both identification and functionality.
 This relational input in effect characterizes the proscriptive nature as that which either creates, preserves and/or conserves (the expansion) of valuational formation (more in terms of value). The proscriptive aspect either promotes the same creation and expansion of e/valuation and/or obstructs the non-formation or destruction of such e/valuation. Hence the proscriptive nature of this economy applies primarily to the specifics of the situatedness in question (rather than with matters of prospective generality or the retrospective nature co-associated with its corresponding particularity of type). Now, to put this in more concrete terms of reference (given that this economic facet is directed to just that level of ‘objectivity’) let me exemplify what is necessary to arrive at this clarified type of intentional resolution. (49) 

Basically, what is to be valued are those form of resolution that the co-related relationship is much more inclined to seek as preferentially promoted versus all counter-preferential forms of treatment, and, where the net value of that relationship is either created, preserved and/or conserved (with the latter operating in more expansional terms of reference). E.g., when each one of us is hungry we need to eat, and, therefore, as a group, a group of people will also need to eat, and, that this can be conducted as group objective. Hence, e.g., with the description ‘I am hungry’ and, therefore, ‘I need to eat’ as a prescription applies, and, hence, proscriptively, ‘I must not not eat’ and ‘must not eat what is not edible’, and so on… and this same chain can be applied to a group of people likewise.
 In effect, demonstrating the economic necessity for this migration from descriptions to prescription to proscriptions. That to complete this economic progress, we only need to argue, first, from proscriptions to descriptions, and, second, that the same process can also work in reverse, i.e., from descriptions to proscriptions, etc. (50)

That ‘I should not not eat x’ implies that ‘I could eat y’ as long as y is edible, is to hand, etc. Hence description by implication. And conversely, ‘I can eat y, but should not eat x’, therefore, it describes possible states of eating where I am seen and see myself ‘eating y and not x’, and so on. Therefore, given this need to eat, and eat safely, I permit myself to eat y but must prevent myself (and others) from eating x’, and so on. Simplistically, the negated-negation of prescriptions establishes a first format for the exercise of proscription, etc. Just ‘I need to eat’ (as a prescription) can be transformed into (the proscription) ‘I have to eat’ by ‘the negated-negation of I need to eat’, and so on. (51)

That, along these lines we can think through those relevant pre-conditions and conditions that will establish the post-conditions that effectively resolve the aspirational objectives as mediated through processes of arbitration (hopefully, in an apparent maximization of such ensuing correlated e/valuation, etc.). (52)

Now, let us apply the implications of this digression (that the economy of descriptions-prescriptions-proscriptions) is relevant to this historical concept of supersession (with an inevitable succession of quantum theory with its revised re-incorporation into wider, more comprehensive terms of reference). (53)

This economic idea of proscription lends itself to the fruitful exercise of counterfactuals and, by extension, to constructor theory that attempts to rethink processes through ideas not so historically rooted in classical forms of sequential organization based on pre-conditional starting conditions, processes as sequential arguments that take us to post-conditional conclusions. From a relatively relational perspective, we escape such relatively materialized, non-relational thinking, in a shift towards the holistically essential, a co-associated sense of non-locality and other process-oriented existential features already to be discerned in an appreciation of the existential complexion of relationships, and so on (when exercised from a pro-relational perspective or orientation). (54)
4. Provisional Conclusions and Comments, etc.


In a summary, provisional form(at) we might articulate the descriptive-prescriptive-proscriptive economy
 as one predicated on the dialectical co-presence of a series of factors that facilitate its functioning in that complex manner (of description, etc.). Descriptions can be seen as the semantical mapping of hermeneutical prescription embedded in genres of behaviour that give birth to various co-associated forms of e/valuation. To make this transition from description to prescriptions I noted the need for a confluence between virtual factors, virtual-non-virtual considerations of potent possibility, and non-virtual, causal considerations. In a trans-evaluation of prescription to proscription we noted the role of the double negation to oversee a corresponding process of compulsion, or similar, as if enacting the force of an imperative. Obviously, the intentional enaction through either commission or omission of such an exercise then describes the ensuing state as aspirationally intended (which will be, more often than not, mediated through public forms of communal arbitration given that we only find our overall semblance of freedom through(-)others in an ensuing, mutually collective sense of freedom both with(-)other and before(-)others. That, such a scheme granted, we now have a mechanism for exploring this process of an inevitable supersession of one paradigm with another, and so on. (55)

Translated more specifically, the inevitability of an eventual form of paradigmatic supersession ensues when a certain paradigm is found to be problematic, or found problematized, either with respect to itself or before some other paradigm, and, as it stands, it currently cannot be suitably resolved in either those current, internal terms of reference or before any other current format that might have been relevant in that same regard. That this lack of convincing terms of reference in which such anomalies can be resolved is an important precondition that would quite naturally invite either the successful internal resolution of such problematic features or success by other means, i.e., through a relatively successful process of supersession… (56)

But, as already asked, are we there yet? Personally, I believe that the possibility of this moment of supersession has perhaps already arrived…?
 (57)






    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 31.10.21.
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� 	As met in my discussions about disciplinary differentials, meta-differentials and non-differentials.


� 	The nomenclature of ‘(-)’ indicates a dynamic economic approach to that being operated upon. Hence w.r.t. to ‘re(-)writing’, invoking the model of alignment through re(-)alignment this would give us three parallel readings of error correction through ‘re-de-mis-writing’, agreed genre compliance through mere ‘rewriting’, and relatively chaotic re-direction through ‘re-writing’.


� 	Economic considerations involve the trimodal translation of apparently univocal and bimodal expressions through the suitable ‘lenses’ of more informative economic formats.


�	To take on the requisite status associated, say, with an expectation of certain regularities; more accurately predicted probabilities; practical certainties; laws; paradigmatic rulings, etc.


� 	Having argued elsewhere that these interpretative aspects deal directly with lived-experience, that we continually adopt and adapt such features, etc., and, that we are limited by the selective nature of such positioning (given that the infinitude of all other positions would also be ruled out, indeed, automatically proscribed through endorsing such ensuing selections). That the surviving semblance of positioning is delineated in and through a certain perspectival manner in which there is a specific framing of that co-associated type of phenomena. That such described phenomena in question are to be economically treated, therein, as interrelationally presented, represented and re-presented, and, in which we can claim no form of indubitable certainty (even if in practical terms, both currently and conventionally, such ascriptions would be validly judged to be relatively ‘non-problematic’ in non-philosophical terms of reference). That given this ever-present potential for this form of framing to be imperfectly enacted and exercised, as hermeneutically adopted and adapted, then we should absent ourselves from its closure whilst also recognizing that we need to remain open, and non-closed, to all the other infinite ways of possibly ‘seeing’ that form of represented experience that actually or potentially intersects with such possibilities already thought to be presented, represented and re-presented to hand, and, where these current choices in such framing are to be regarded as being exercised in the light of an intentionally expressed desire, either overtly and/or covertly, to find the requisite, if not the maximum, degree of relevance in those explorations and their evolving scrutiny. To put these points more succinctly, aspects are imperfectly exercised, and, their selection, theoretically, should not rule out the possibility that our openness to other aspects could be profitably found in the course of those further explorations. I.e., both current selections and possibly relevant future selections, at least in theory, should not be ruled out through the imposition of any form of closure!


� 	Planets observe elliptical orbits, but the specific orbit of Mercury could not be precisely predicted using Newtonian formalism. This problem with ‘the discrepant precession of the perihelion of Mercury’, however, was a first success for the Einsteinian formalism. The orbit of Mercury is only approximately an ellipse. The point of its orbit closest to the Sun takes a different position in each orbit and, in effect, takes place as a precession. The discrepancy between observation and that predicted, using Newtonian equations, was 43 seconds of arc per century (where one second of arc is 1/3600 degrees). As noted, this predicted discrepancy disappeared in the use of an Einsteinian formalism. Given the curvature of space-time, according to Einstein, these subtle effects would be taken into account through this supersession in formalism.


� 	An attituded summed up by the succinct expression coined by N. David Mermin ‘shut up and calculate!’


� 	Refer to III.10B. Almost inevitably, such trimodal terms of reference end up having to include the so-called third moment of the ‘observer’. Refer the two essays III.10A, III.10B. We should also argue that the current stage of mathematical-physical descriptions, etc., is also in need of more sophisticated ways of modelling, etc., i.e., invoking this need for relevant forms of supersession.


� 	Including the Standard Model of ‘particle’ physics as an extension of Quantum Mechanics?


� 	As exemplified, e.g., by Stephen Wolfram and his Wolfram Physics Project (where he is trying, quite successfully it would seem, to rewrite the world of physics through the lens of computational theory.


� 	To which we can also add an extension of Quantum formalism in the form of the Standard Model as operating in particle physics.


� 	Sometimes referred to as a duality, as in, e.g., the Malacena Duality (as noted elsewhere).


� 	The so-called ‘third economic moment’ is the ‘non-systematic expression of the existential (along with its semblance of non-textual simulation; apparitional conjectures, projections, imputations; in an ensuing unfolding of a concrete, historical specificity, etc.)’. That the non-systematic moment is the ‘door’ that once passed equally and simultaneously becomes our existential ‘exit’ back to the world of lived-reality through de-suspensional flows that re-constitute lived-experience. In effect, through a dynamic balancing of all three economic moments, the expression of the systematic existential is given the integrated declaration of a voice that present/represents/re-presents the life of the relationship in question. Hence the ‘presentational expression of the existential’ in a rendering that exposes, through such an encountered-recognition-of-its-engagement, realized through its sense/s of an ongoing presence/representation/re-presentation, all of which is to be arrived at through self-provoked forms of relational re(-)self-organization (with a metaphorical force and life of their own).


� 	Which we could refer to, equally, as an economy of descriptions or prescriptions or proscriptions, or, perhaps, more advisably, as an economy of description-prescription-proscription. In the process invoking the indirect allusion to the archetypal economy as grounding such ascriptions given ‘focus’ is textually descriptive; ‘field’ is meta-textually prescriptive through genre invocation; and, ‘frame’ or ‘framing’ is non-textually proscriptive (in its ruling out what we should not be doing from an existential perspective that seeks to either create, preserve and/or conserve relational e/valuation and its valuational formation [consisting of identificational, functional and value formations and not just value formation as defined {as aesthetical, deontological and pragmatical}]).


� 	As being extensive argued in The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline.


� 	E.g., we can imagine ‘the breaking of an egg’, and, as if that type of event in a movie were to be played backwards, being able to be reconstituted as an intact egg once more if only in our virtual imaginations. Of course, from experience, we learn that this event, effectively, is not reversible in practice (which may cause us to propose that all commutations in practice, that are practically possible, are also  never equal in their enacted facilitation should such facilitation be practically possible just as much as I would argue that absolutistical identification is also never possible except in provisional terms when applicable. Just as the child becomes an adult but, obviously, both are not absolutistically synonymous in terms of an impossible process of pure identification. Rather, becoming effective by provisional forms of imputation, etc.). 


� 	Where the trans-evaluation from prescriptions to proscriptions would involve a counterfactual use of negation, etc., and, the migration from proscriptions to descriptions would utilize a semantic correlation of such existentially specific elements being noted in that existential frame of reference (be that in either non-systematic or systematic existential formats). Refer to section 3.


� 	I am reminded here of my nearly always being late for a four o’clock philosophy lecture on most day of the working week when I lived but five minutes from the venue for that regular event. Almost on the hour I would have to cross a busy street and at that moment this cyclist with a very overweight gentleman would go sailing past every day as I would start to hurry across. Indeed, it was such a regular occurrence that I would look out for the reoccurrence of this event in order to avoid a collision. However, despite the lawlike regularity of this situation I knew that such a regular coincidence had other grounds than some lawlike regularity of the universe. My surmise would be that this person left work in a nearby factory or warehouse and was only able to leave a few minutes before the official end of his workday. The point here being that such regular events could be written, or rewritten, as mere coincidences between the lives of this person and myself and any one of us could break that relationship without breaking an imputed law or similar. On those few days this person was not present, his absence, instead, was noticed. A trite example but the point still holds, namely, lawlike reoccurrences need lawlike interpretations in order to be treated/retreated as evidence of lawlike phenomena.


� 	I.e., engaging the ‘actual’ phenomena in question in those non-virtual terms of reference.


� 	I am directly alluding to a number of ideas disseminated by Stephen Wolfram as presented through podcasts, and the book A New Kind of Science; Wolfram Research, an imprint of Wolfram Media, 2002. However, my appropriations/misappropriations here are being refracted through my vision of economic theory. Basically, the way I have understood these concepts is that, e.g., ‘computational equivalence’ argues that, in universal computational terms, certain patterns of ‘behaviour’ can be performed on a number of computational forms of hardware that, in effect, are running the same program so to speak. In this regard we could imagine the superimposition of two waves in water coming from opposite directions towards each other is the mere magnitude of both waves the moment they have exactly coincided with each other, and, that, similarly, if two people were to be weighed on the same scales the weight that would be recorded would be the sum of their individual weights. In other words, the computational programs being run here are basically identical in their programmatic form, i.e., has the same computational format. A second idea or conjecture is that outcomes may need to be performed in order to observe the output of such outcomes given a computational irreducibility does not allow us to predict ahead of time where such chaotic performances will more finally head. But, we need to temper such an idea by noting that despite irreducibility certain reducible portions, or ‘pockets’, might be able to be extracted from such overall irreducibilities that could enact various dualities, or correlativities, that would allow us to surmise that certain seemingly incommensurable conjectures or theories can be rendered commensurable by arguing that such extracted reducibilities imply a deeper level of commensuration (say between quantum mechanics and relativity or the standard model, etc.). However, I would temper such optimism by noting that claims of computational equivalence do not imply that computational systems are using that equivalence in a similar computational manner given that the world is not economically flat (or flattened by such equivalence). So, e.g., the hierarchical structuralization of brain functions means consciousness emerges that may be running similar computational programs but with radically different outcomes given different forms of hierarchical enstructuralization (whilst not denying forms of cosmological enstructuralization given the reiterations of demonstrated various fractal symmetries at various level of such enstructuralization). In the text above I am going to argue that isomorphic transformational invariance is observed through the running a computational-like program that preserves such symmetries despite relatively superficial variations that constitute the transformational character of such transformations (and where such ‘appropriations’ become more ‘misappropriations’ in that regard).


� 	Given that the identification of the apparent relationship, itself, needs to be con-texted in an appropriate field, namely, as it is found embedded in a relational world of contextualized interactivity (just as the relational participants are con-texted within the ambit/remit/composite of that relationship, etc.). 


� 	I make a distinction between a ‘theoretical hermeneuticist’ and a ‘practical hermeneut’.


� 	Of course, in psychic states with very low gestalt integration the person is then not even able to account even for a sense of self. So, once people seem to stop dreaming there is then no awareness of themselves as a so called ‘deep sleeper’. That in this loss of self-consciousness, they would then not be able to discern disparate elements of their psychic life. That, on this model, in contrast, a person with multiple personalities ‘must’ have some demonstratable awareness of those disparate personalities to some degree even if psychically disconnected to that same degree or other given this supposition of a transcendental unity of consciousness. The point of this allusion to apparent unity of consciousness is that this apparent unity of the world is refracted through this similar sense of transcendental unity of consciousness whilst recognizing pockets of autonomy (as if ‘pockets to computational reducibility’ as per Wolfram vision of a ‘computational universe’).


� 	This topic is explored in my essay Interpreting Psychotic Statements (1.7.99/11.8.17).


� 	A ‘pseudo-psychosis’ arises through ‘an over-commitments of either an ontological and/or epistemological orientation (and possible from states of under-commitment that might arise, say, in a state of psychotic depression, etc?)’. I have argued, and demonstrated, that a pseudo-psychosis has some similarity to a psychosis, as in, e.g., as in the demonstratable exhibition of the presence of a psychotic-like resistance (as quite different from people who merely entertain difference in political ideation, etc.).


� 	E.g., the entrenched reluctance for people to give up forms of over-commitment is a case in point.


� 	Economic moments are dialectical and cannot be treated as definitively self-contained or self-presented, etc. That such economic ‘orientations’ are synonymous with ‘dialectical moments’, ‘poles’, ‘polar aspects’ or ‘facets’, etc. Recently, I have discussed such subtle preferencing through the lens of de-suspensional flows automatically invoked in the wake of economically focused processes of suspension.


	The expression ‘phenomenal-phenomenological’ alerting the reader to the existential fact that phenomenological experiences are not purely created merely from a subjective point of view and that this representative element is also a necessary ingredient in such passive observations and that we need a collective meeting of passive, active and engaged settings to deliver such representatively oriented ‘represented works in progress’ that philosophically must be treated as ‘provisional’ despite our non-philosophically oriented forms of retreatment usually adopting a stance that is otherwise.


� 	Albeit enacted from a non-systematic existential perspective, or, more correctly, from a collective, systematic sense of the existential. Just as my thought experiments dealing with passive, active and engaged patterns of behaviour more correctly must elicit their joint cooperativeness as each in their own way cannot individually arrive at their own individual distinctiveness. Refer to, e.g., A Radical Re(-)Thinking of Philosophy (Pursuit, 2L.56-61).


� 	I am arguing from a trans-cognitively ordered understanding (giving a primary focus on either the second, third and/or forth orders)


� 	A proscriptive function applies to (the non-systematic and systematic expressions of) the existential orientation. I.e., the existential sense of an imperative impelling prescription through both overseeing the non-instantiation of those forces that would diminish the existential expression of the relationship and the instantiation of those other non-neutral forces that would augment or enhance the existential quality of that same overall relationship (through ‘proscribing’ as well the negated-negation of those same positive factors).


� 	This ‘economic translation’ of descriptions through the collective lens of a ‘designated economy’ dealing with the economic interactions of descriptive-prescriptive-proscriptive facets has the consequence that we cannot treat such participating aspects as pure in their ‘designation’. The obvious implication of this theoretical observation is that we can no longer treat ‘descriptions, etc.’, as just ‘descriptions, etc.’, meaning that we have to also take into account the relational roles played by those contrasting elements of prescription and proscription in the intentional constitution of the former. Hence the necessary interconnection of descriptions with prescriptions, etc. contra those who would argue that such a transition is fallacious (although at the same time these dialectical aspects also cannot be merely equated and proffer a further reason why such interactions need to be economically translated, and so on in order to expedite either critical and/or radical terms of reference). 


� 	That this possible possibility will be briefly addressed and explored in the next essay (where I outline Stephen Wolframs’s take on this possibility of quantum supersession along with a parallel supersession of Relativity, etc.).





