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12P. The Navigation, Negotiation, and Arbitration of ‘Dialogue’:
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Through Indirect Deconstruction Devolving from Focused Mutual Reflections 

On Highly Probable Consequential Outcomes?*

We need room to think and room to change our minds; 

we should never exempt ourselves from entertaining 

an alteration of our views and their ensuing ramifications…
 

0. Preamble: Pre-Introduction to this Complex Topic Dealing with Divergent Views


In this essay I proffer some practical reflections, primarily, on the philosophical problem of ‘how do we respectfully deal with pseudo-psychotic ideation (but not so much with either psychotic ideation or radically divergent political ideation?) that is not directly amenable to philosophically directed deconstructive forms of logic, etc?’ In such situations, the latter approach is inevitably unproductive, and, on occasions, can invite forms of unsolicited violence and further entrenchment of such views. By ‘pseudo-psychotic’ is meant ‘the expression of ideation that through either epistemological and/or ontological forms of over-commitment
 the person, in that regard, and in that regard only, takes on a psychotic-like complexion when either voicing such points of view and/or in being questioned about such points of view should such vigorously asserted ideation be disseminated’. Unfortunately, such an inflexible attitudinal standpoint is all too often not only expressed by people in the secular world but also by disciplinarians, be the latter either professionals or amateurs. Hence the utility of this approach given that the consistently performing anti-systematic philosopher or disciplinarian or therapist will all too often have to confront, and engage, with such intellectual intransigence. Rather than a direct approach to the envisaged deconstruction, etc.,
 of certain regions of defective thinking, instead, an indirect deconstruction is to be invited, albeit subsequently, to the person in question who can, in their own time, safely and respectfully self-critique their own beliefs and practices in the hope that they, themselves, decide to alter those more adverse forms of ideation. As we are all privy to beliefs and concomitant practices that are not in an overall alignment with the lived-reality of this world at large the envisaged target of such interventions is not, and should not be either our religious or political points of view, either our personal or interpersonal perspectives on how we could or should interact with others, but, more a focusing on those over-committed attitudes (and possibly our under-committed attitudes that invite either excessive forms of skepticism and/or an apathetic relativism) in the hope that such relatively adverse form of commitment (or lack of commitment), either individually or in aggregate, either in the past and/or currently and/or in the future, can be more productively transformed primarily for the benefit of that individual themselves. The definition of ‘defective thinking’ being entertained along the lines of ‘those forms of commitment, that through over-commitment, seriously distorted the ensuing appreciation of this world at large in such a manner that has either demonstrable or highly possible adverse consequences that have been either observed and/or are being observed and/or could be observed for either that person themselves and/or others, be the latter either directly or indirectly related to that person in question’. I.e., where from an existentially oriented point of view, a sensible and reasonable argument could be made that in either the creation, preservation and or expansive conservation of a relationship or set of relationships there is an overall loss in the richness and enrichment of e/valuational formation to be had on consequential grounds’. The relatively self-evident observation being made, as a provisional principle for existential assessment and intervention, that the mutual enrichment of our relationships usually benefits all parties concerned and enhances both personal and social forms of freedom devolving from either the creation, preservation and/or conservation of such mutual richness of interactions.
 Now, let me unpack the potential import, practice, and possible impact of this respectful approach to a form of indirect deconstruction, etc., that is to be enacted more by default, but, also, to be enacted through neither confrontation nor deception. (0)


To make better sense of the follow discussion (to be more regarded as a virtual dialogue to be entertained between myself and an envisaged audience) let me propose the following suggestions as headings that could be taken up in such matters:

1. Non-psychotic versus pseudo-psychotic versus psychotic (and neurotic) perspectives,

2. Respectfulness,

3. The nature of so-called ‘defective ideation’,

4. Direct deconstruction,

5. Indirect deconstruction,

6. Mutual and parallel processes of consequential analysis,

7. The potential consequences of such mutual ‘consequential analysis’,

8. Possible beneficial ramifications of this ‘indirect approach’?
 (1)


But, with a lot of water under the bridge, e.g., certain novel ideas as developed in the previous essay, let me restart this series of reflections... (2) 

1. Pre-Introduction: A Broad Statement of Intent


All people, either wittingly and/or unwittingly, entertain and disseminate discordant forms of divergent thinking. ‘Divergent’ in the sense of ‘differing from the contours and configurations of ‘living-experience’. However, given the provisional formation of ‘lived-experience’, as inscribed in a multi-various variety of textualized formats, as works whose ‘writing and reading’ are forever endless ‘works in progress’, it would naturally follow that all people ‘suffer’, and will suffer, from such a discordant state of affairs regardless of whether this impact is self-originated or other-originated. However, be that as it may, let me note divergent thinking under the following non-exclusive headings, namely, psychotic, pseudo-psychotic, radically divergent, critically divergent, culturally and politically divergent; and subliminally divergent, but, for convenience let me concentrate my attention primarily upon the second heading of the pseudo-psychotic. A pseudo-psychotic state of affairs is induced through the excessive reiteration of ideological over-commitment with a distortion of ‘world-viewing’ when viewed from that particular type of perspective, but, generally, without the demonstrable psychological distortion of how the world might be viewed from other cultural settings. Like a psychotic orientation, a reaction of resistance can quickly be expressed that is neither amenable to evidence nor good argument, and, which, for some people on certain on occasions, especially when subjected to a process of interrogation (questioning), can elicit forms of unsolicited violence, etc. Given the near-inevitable failure of adopting and adapting a philosophical approach of debate, demands for shifts in positioning, etc., it follows that a new approach, a new model of interaction, is called for. In this regard, I proffer ‘walking in the opposite direction’.  i.e., running a respectful auto-narration where the party in question merely recounts their world-view, etc. The intent behind such patient reception is to assist the person in interconnecting their own sense of a re-working of their self-positioning and where we must hope a process of indirect or direct consequential analysis will expose those elements that are incongruent with either evidence and/or arguments (as proposed by that person themselves) and where such incongruence will be positively addressed, over time, in their own time, in a manner more aligned with communal and existentially oriented forms of alignment (without privileging either subjective readings [and writings] over intersubjective readings [and writings], or v.v.). Furthermore, the optimistic premise is being entertained that processes of insightfully re-directed re(-)alignment are ever to hand even if not currently availed of on the understanding that just as people can become relatively delusional they can become progressively less delusional as well, whilst, at the same time also recognizing that imputed forms of both relative alignment and relative non-alignment applies to all people all the time and that this same openness of understanding applies equally to communities, organizations, institutions, etc. That such understandings understood, we must also recognize that an insightful appreciation of the human condition is such that ‘progress’, however defined, is to be measured through the successful application of small incremental steps in repositioning with eventual outcomes then potentially taking on chaotic points of either bifurcation, emergence, or phase changes that in terms of an economy of hyper-re(-)alignment could be either positively existential and/or negatively non-existential in orientation with varying degrees in the profoundness of the unilaterally induced re-directedness of intent (be that of the last moment, the first moment, the same moment, etc.
). As well as this relative optimism (that changes in the relative self-appreciation of our own insightfulness can both advance or retreat) there is also the innovative avenue of making an appeal to the intersubjectivity of our trans-intentional sentiments and expectations in the hope of incrementally re(-)writing the same in a more positive existential orientation. That in thematizing such features of our lives we further reinforce the possibility of both self-clarifying and other-clarifying the manner of how our lives are to be better lived in and through our communities and the relationships forged both therein and therebetween. As implied, the emphasis in this process of auto-narration is to be more placed upon a self-clarification of such sentiments even if indirectly refracted through the relative passivity of the narrator’s non-judgmental audience. Hence the ‘bones’ of this walking in the opposite direction being more an auto-narration conducted in an optimistic, non-judgmental setting with the aspiration that consequential ramifications will be understood and addressed by the narrator themselves, in their own time, and at their own speed. (3)


Now, from this broad, general outline let me flesh out its particular features that would then allow the passive party to a process of narration address the specifics of a hopefully successfully pattern of oversight as exercised through this form of an existentially oriented process of ‘non-intervention’... (4) 

2. Introduction: Mapping out the General Trajectory of this Set of Reflections


First, I wish to explore a respectful schematization of divergent opinions under the following ad hoc headings, namely the psychotic, the pseudo-psychotic, the radically divergent, the critically divergent, the culturally and politically divergent; and the subliminally divergent with an emphasis being place upon the second heading of the pseudo-psychotic. (5)


Second, I will explore the conditional features that are to be entailed in the conducting of an auto-narration. (6)


Third, I will be making an appeal to intersubjective existential sentiments and expectations through their mutual thematization and promotion (at the relative expense of non-mutual, non-existentially oriented sentiments and expectations). (7)


Fourth, I will be exploring different ways of evaluating positional changes, over time, as voiced by the narrator in question be that either with the subject and/or the audience of that re(-)continued process of narration. (8))


Then, to finalize this set of reflections, I will proffer a summary and set of open conclusions, albeit operating as a work in progress. (9)

3. Respectful Schematization of Divergent Opinions


The following scheme is respectfully approached as occurring on a descriptive, non-judgmental basis; as a tentative point of commencement; as a systematic-like approach that recognizes these categories can be fluid, can be co-instantiated at the same time, and that all people have the potentiality of falling under all its headings at some point in their life; and, as a fact that there can be no person who is completely free from states of non-alignment whilst at the same time no person can ever be completely non-aligned with the living-imprints of living-experience (as deposited as lived-texts as voiced in the recounting of our lived-experiences as will be inevitably re(-)interpreted in and through a dialectic entered into by both ‘self-and-others’). That in a textual economy of living-experience we will find their simulation in the constructive nature of living-experience re-simulated and re-appropriated in and through their textual-appropriation as texts, and v.v. So, e.g., I am thinking of writing a letter and then find myself writing that letter which I will then read back to myself and possibly emend in order to better express my apparent intent, etc. (which is being ‘progressively’ refined through these internal, parallel, relatively mutual, meta-textual economies of both re(-)writing and re(-)reading, along with the eternal re(-)iterations of the same). (10)


In such matters, the phenomenologist deals with the relevant deposition of texts found to hand; the hermeneuticist deals with the parallel meta-textual genres dealing with the apparent rules for re-writing/re-reading’ of certain types of text; and, the potential or embryonic existentialist deals with the simulation of non-texts as self-voiced and/or other-voiced by narrators. (11)


‘Non-textual’ in orientation by virtue of the fact that when we are absorbed in the textual economy, we forget that we are reading texts. Moreover, when we read, e.g., a well-constructed, well-written novel, it can be like as if we were ‘there’ within ‘the world of that novel’, but, since we have not be written into such a world it follows that we cannot be there and that our being ‘there’ can only be as if ‘simulated’.
 Furthermore, it is also the reader’s ability to immediately answer if they had enjoyed reading that novel or not it follows that this overall form of appreciation, likewise, must be simulated. Recognizing, of course, that in such simulation we have no direct recourse nor have the need for direct recourse to the imputation of a as-called state that is ‘non-simulated’. On the other hand, our engagement must be direct, and, given it is the continuing simulation of a simulation non-economically, we will also experience it as if it were being non-simulated whilst also understanding that such appreciation is not just passively entered into, but, also entered into in both an active and in an engaged manner (when the latter is more conducted from a pro-relational sense of perspective). Hence our potential engagement, primarily, with the intersubjectivity of trans-intentional sentiments and expectations, the recording of our affective emotions and moods, the cognitive contents of our sense-fields, memories, various acts of our imaginations, the propositions and statements of both self and others, etc. (12)


Now, let me work my way through this scheme of divergent opinions starting with psychotic processes of misinterpretation. (13)


A full-blown psychosis is usually manifested, problematically, with a general dysfunction in life-skills. To be very charitable, from the perspective of the psychotic person, the problem may not be for them so much as a problem for others. Either way, institutionalization in some form or other is usually the result of an institutionalized approach to dealing with such ensuing problematicity. Such a state of affairs could be a single episode, recurrent sets of episodes, or on a relatively permanent basis with or without fluctuations in the apparent severity of that imputed illness. Furthermore, the imputed origin/s or cause/s for such an anomalous processes of subjective-intersubjective interaction can be placed under one or more of the following headings, namely, organic (including either physiological and/or chemically-induced forms of psychosis), affective, cognitive, and/or trans-cognitive on the strength of their in their most prominent characteristic features. Hence, e.g., respectively, and non-exclusively, a senile dementia or going into the delirium tremors of alcoholic poisoning; a depression (be that either reactive, endogenous and/or agitated), a state of hypomania, and/or some form of affective agitation); schizophrenia, unreasonable paranoid ideation, other states with disruptive or intrusive hallucinatory or delusional ideation; sociopathic/psychopathic forms of defective judgmental formation and empathy, narcissism, etc. (14)


The reason why I introduce this category of the ‘psychotic’ is that some distinctive features are also present in the ‘pseudo-psychotic condition’ and are better understood from that selective sense of perspective. E.g., in confronting a psychotic person with delusional ideation, be it either systematically expressed or non-systematically (non-)expressed, focusing on that aspect is uncomfortable for those subjects who will quickly express umbrage at such an ‘attack’ on their ‘true beliefs’ with an intensity of pushback that is equal to if not greater than the perceived intensity of that confrontation. In such a reaction there could be the possibility of violence and, therefore, this direct from of confrontation could be dangerous for the person pursuing such confrontation be it conducted both civilly and politely or non-civilly and impolitely. Witness my well-known anecdote concerning a certain Louis XIVth:

‘Louis XIVth’: I feel like Louis XIVth! 

Nurse (myself): Do you speak French?

‘Louis XIVth’: None of your bloody business!! (15)


I should also add that this specific person had murdered his mother, but, because of his floridly psychotic state was serving his ‘(non-)sentence’ in a locked ward. I daresay, in hindsight, I should have been more cautious in my comments and questions, but, will argue that my relative youth and naivety as a mitigating factor in this incautious exchange. I must also admit some small modicum of envy on my part for both the wealth and good taste of that monarch, along with his cultivation of French music, although, today, I would now admit to more greatly admiring the collecting skills of the Chinese emperor Qianlong... (16)


Now, we could imagine the mother of this “Louis XIVth insisting that he was only a ‘naught boy’ and not a ‘monarch’ to understand the sort of reaction that could have well precipitated her untimely demise... to perceive the nature of that intense pushback common to both psychotic and pseudo-psychotic-like responses to situations in which their psychotic-like ideation is being directly confronted and contested. In either category there is an over-commitment to either the epistemological or ontological commitments entailed in such claims. In this reactive response, that is equal to if not more vehemently expressed than the manner of its perceived reception, we have a distinctive indicator that this type of interaction is not being entered into by one or more parties as a form of a simple conversation or as a mere statement of views, as a process of dialogue or philosophical debate, and similar. Thus, nomenclature aside, the important point to register here is that there are these two different styles of communicative interaction in dealing with the perception of controversial issues by these parties. Indeed, I have referred to such verbal encounters as discovering and uncovering ‘hotspots’, certain metaphorical ‘buttons’ that are better not ‘pushed’ and are best left circumvented or navigated around. The type of strategy many people will intuitively adopt and adapt in order to avoid ‘blowback’ from such over-committed individuals (and organizations containing a certain percentage of such individuals evincing similar forms of over-commitment on a communal level of expression). That such confrontations can also be experienced as potentially violent which is a good reason for entering into such skillful forms of navigation around the introduction and exposition of such controversial topics. I am sure we all know people in our lives who have us walking on such metaphorical ’eggshells’. (17)


By various strategies, the hermeneuticist should be able to demonstrate these sore-points of potential contention best left non-introduced and uncontested. E.g., if we were to venture into such territory, perhaps unwisely, by asking the narrator with this type of positioning what their reply might be if they were to have heard questions and statements as expressed by themselves we could well expected to meet a disgruntled response in a manner that could be interpreted to imply that, at the very least, they possessed a certain small degree of insight even if not more overly connected to where they find themselves in terms of their current positioning. But, through such over-commitments, they will automatically distort their ‘being in the world’, albeit only from the perceptive of those hotspots in the case of the less-distorted vision of the pseudo-psychotic individual or community. A reluctance to change a certain potentially discordant narrative can also be read as indicative of a major discourse setting the rules for its continual enshrinement and, thereby and thereafter, obstructing its replacement by a minor discourse capable of adopting the mantle of that former major discourse. Furthermore, when faced with any strange question it might be worth our while to politely ask ‘why that question is being asked’ in order to give ourselves a certain heads-up that might allow us to quickly change the topic and head towards less controversial, and potentially less violent, territory. (18)


Now, not all people with radically different or strange ideas are necessarily pseudo-psychotic or psychotic in stance. As I have stated elsewhere, the radically radical cannot be understood, only the relatively-radical, given the necessary degree of time, effort and insightfulness. Not too long ago, the medical fraternity would argue that antibiotics for ulcers could be ruled out on a priori grounds, namely, because of the strong, acidic nature of the stomach, bacteria could not possibly exist there, so, therefore, that this type of vector just could not be the case, and, so, antibiotics would not be required in any shape or form. However, further research demonstrated that some of these premises, arguments, and conclusions were misplaced, and, that a much cheaper form of medication could be used at the expense of a whole pharmaceutical industry still wishing to promote more costly ‘alternatives’. The point of this anecdote being that the radically-radical cannot be appreciated unless broken down into sequences of the relatively-radical, but, even if misunderstood need not be non-aligned with our ‘progressively’ evolving understanding of lived-reality (as an equally evolving representation of its living-reality). (19)


Indeed, only through the critical hyper-economic re(-)appropriation of the relatively radical can we more fully appreciate the critically-radical. Therefore, even though such a person can critically announce novel claims, etc., that are demonstrably true, at least from their interpretative perspective, still, such a non-appreciation of this form of divergence may well render our appreciation as basically non-existent without being able to cast any light on the verity of those same claims until there is a time when they are finally understood and can be evaluated accordingly. (20)


In the second last category we find the mass of public opinion. Societies and their subjects entertain a wealth of details some of which we can guess, or should know as just false. Religious, cultural, and political ideologies, e.g., have a pronounced role to play in carving our certain niches that, on deeper and closer scrutiny, just would not pass muster in a working court of law. Still, that is what everyone is assumed to be thinking and we all act accordingly despite the probably lack of evidence for the positioning of such ideological claims. (21)


Finally, there exists an imputed subliminal level where ideation is divergent without out our being fully aware of the ramifications of that type of divergence. E.g., could it not be said that we are either just too optimistic, given our personal trajectory ends in death, or, not optimistic enough to overcome a not non-unnatural pessimism that will irrupt from time to time over the course of our lives? (22)


As already noted, an auto-narration is a hypothetically conceived tool for dealing primarily with the over-commitments of a pseudo-psychotic individual in the hope of indirectly diminishing the personal and social distortions concomitant upon the reiterated instantiations of such over-zealous positionings. (23)

4. Conducting an Auto-Narration


One reason for my scheme for divergent thinking (thinkers) is to illustrate that there is no one person who is immune from misinterpreted forms of such personal and interpersonal mis-alignment. However, be that as it may, there are vast differences in degree, form and manner between those over-committed souls and those inert people masquerading as relativists, and between the former and the general mass of society less focused on such extremist or impossible details, and usually demonstrating an ample sufficiency in motivation, etc., without feeling the need to over-disseminate certain pro-cultural or counter-cultural forms of ideation along with the seeking of a commensurate affirmation and confirmation of the same. (24)

Obviously, our ‘being respectful’ does not usually entail being seen to utilize labels that might well be viewed as derogatory. As noted, this labelling is meant to be descriptive for the reason already identified (such as differentiating the presence or non-presence of ‘hotspots’, as possessing or not possessing controversial ‘buttons’ or ‘trigger-issues’, etc., whether we experience pushback, or blow-back, or meet indications of potential or actual violence, actually perceive the presence or absence of certain stressed forms of over-commitment, parallel forms of affirmatory-confirmation/confirmatory-affirmation,
 etc.). (25)


How might such a process be initiated and carried out? Honestly! The narratee should inform the prospective narrator that although they will not agree with many of their positions that both parties will seek to find viable forms of middle ground on a variety of neutral issues; that they will not be judgmental and that the same is expected in return; that it is hoped that in explicating one’s beliefs to others that one also comes to better explicate one own standpoints to one’s own overall sense of self; that as all people are seeking value that in finding a greater coherence in our own sense of positioning is one very powerful way of doing just that; that the narratee needs to express a desire to genuinely understand the narrator and that through such open interaction that they also hope to learn from such a mutual form of interaction and by such means come to a better understanding of people in general, especially those people who voice divergent opinions and beliefs, and so on. In a refinement of this implicit protocol, to reduce the very apparent onesidedness of a narrator versus a narratee the former is given permission to part-question the latter in the hope that the narratee, too, can narrate parallel segments of their own self-perceived sense of an overall narration with the mutual understanding that should limits be felt to be reached and possibly breached that a requested withdrawal from that section of the interaction, by either party, can be requested and will automatically be granted by the other party. Of course, such a protocol can be formalized, but, is probably best rendered informally given that this relationship is ostensively operating without a pronounced power differential as it is intended to operate along more compactual lines rather than in the form of a contract.
 (26)

The idea that by explicating a certain discourse we can better self-understand the constructed nature of that same discourse should be understood by all parties as one of the motivations behind this type of interaction, but, that all forms of transformation of the narration are to be left to the narrator themselves to either conduct or not conduct, in their own time, in their own manner... That, left to the discretion of either the narrator or narratee, periodically it would be normal for either party to ask questions of the other party. However, it is up to the ‘professional discretion’ of the narratee to ask or not ask for points of clarification along the lines of a consequential analysis to be discerned through  seeking the perspective of the narrator on their own perception of the possible, or more probable consequences that could reasonably be expected to be entailed in the exercising of such positions along with all conducted patterns of behaviour that one would expect to be exercised through the lenses of all such specific standpoints. Ideally, such questions posed by the narratee should highlight the connections being thematized by the narrator over the evolving course of their auto-narration. In the pursuit of such fine-tuning of the narrative the narratee needs to express, and stress, that any changes in the overall trajectory of such a discourse are up to the narrator to perform in their own time, etc., but can be voiced at later sessions of this process of auto-narration should the narrator wish to bring up such issues and self-observations, etc.  (27)


No narration is ever conducted purely from the sole perspective of the narrator themselves if it is to be conducted as something other than a monologue. However, the narratee would need to ask themselves how they are to respond as the recipient of this narration? In my opinion, once a non-judgmental transparency is instigated, along with the outline of how this process of interaction is going to work for both parties, a decision needs to be made by the narratee as to what extent they will be relatively diplomatic or relatively non-diplomatic at least to the extent of posing follow up questions that would expose the presuppositions, etc., of the apparent arguments, propositions, and statements voiced by the narrator. Although the ideal objective of this interaction is to assist the narrator to more positively reconstruct their own narrational sense of positioning, still, diplomatically, it might be better to do this in more gentle or indirect ways rather than in a less diplomatic form of a questioning of the validity of the propositions being interrogated more directly. To clarify this diplomatic frame of reference in the light of the stated objectives, let me propose this set of provisional protocols as a tentative working basis for the exercise of the type of interaction that, at the end of the day, would need to be left up to the discretion and skillfulness of the narratee. To this end, let me divide this chart up into the fours subheadings, namely, Objectives, Mutual Benefits, Practice and Ramifications. As a footnote, these headings can be renegotiated by the narrator should they wish to do so. On the next page let me post this provisional protocol. (28)

Under ‘Objectives’ we seek a reasonable degree of transparency. That there are risks to be had by both parties. The narrator is reminded that in articulating their narration they may feel the need to alter parts of its overall trajectory, but, again, this is to be done by them in their own manner and in their time. However, such reconsiderations are to be encouraged on the grounds that a more successful narrative is one that becomes more fit for purpose so to speak. Furthermore, despite being the receptive audience of a certain narration, still, it will be difficult for any party to remain passive and the narrator, hopefully, will give their assent to the narratee being allowed to introduce points of clarification, ask similar types of question, proffer apposite comments, discreetly probe the consequential ramifications of such positioning, etc. (29)

That the ultimate raison d’être of this approach is to initiate more positive forms of narrational evolution, albeit as solely initiated by the narrator (on the understanding that such changes, if made, must be self-re-directed). (30)

That such a process has ‘Mutual Benefits’ which can be spelled out by the narratee, i.e., e.g., as rendering a discourse more fit for purposes, etc. (31)

‘Practice’ is to observe certain mutual guidelines in order to ensure, neutrality, non-judgmental attitudes, an attentive reception, etc., and, assist in the expedition of such a narrated discourse. (32)


It is to be hoped that ‘Ramifications’ are mutually beneficial if not ‘therapeutic’ inadvertently for the narrator. (33)

Protocols for a Non-Judgmentally Received  Auto-Narration

1. Objectives

a. A mutual clarification of the positioning of the narrator, by the narrator, given the presence of an attentive, non-judgmental, ‘neutral’ audience.

b. That the narrator, and narrator alone, should they wish, can ‘reform’ their narrative in any way they see fit.

c. That reiteration can quite often lead to a re-directed form of re-iteration but such choices to head in different directions is the sole preserve of the narrator.

d. That in the dissemination of any positioning to another person, as an audience, renders it in a form more able to be disseminated, at a later time, to another audience.

2. Mutual Benefits

a. Mutual understanding.

b. De-polarization of positioning

c. Discovery of in-common topics.

d. The putting into practical play the mutual acceptance of difference by either party.

3. Practice

a. Mutual engagement.

b. The narratee is to continually re-phrase propositional translations of the position or positions disseminated by the narrator (where such recycling is to be seen as a mark of respect and as a witness to comprehending what was actually being said and meant by the narrator).

c. The discreetly exercised insertion of apposite questions in order to observe further points of clarification with or without the making of an appeal to the existence of intersubjective trans-intentional/existential sentiments and expectations.

d.That the narratee, in turn, can be asked for similar points of clarification re their own positioning should the narratee feel it appropriate to respond likewise in that specific moment of this course of their interaction.

4. Envisaged Ramifications

a. That shifts in positioning could possibly occur over the telling and retelling of that narration that could self-deconstruct that narration, but, with forms of emendation, could also render it in a form that is more competent, integrated, in a more coordinated form for dissemination, etc. 

b. That there is a risk for the narrator that they might wish to alter their narration, either during and/or after it being narrated, but, that this is something they will do in their own time, in their own way, should they wish to consider such a possibility.

c. As paradoxical as it might seem, the dissemination of a certain discourse means it is now no longer just their private discourse, but, that the privacy of this discourse-sharing will be honoured by the narratee (and where the identifying details of that narration in the reportings of subsequent research will not be directly published should that be envisaged).

d. That such shifts in positioning, should they be found to occur, over the course of the narration, ideally, should be mutually recognized by both parties but that such a recognition should not be insisted upon given the principle that the narratee will do this in their own time, etc.
 (34)

Each episode, in this process of auto-narration, is its own field of concern, Both the narratee and the narrator need to recognized that neither party will know where it it end, but, it is to be hoped that this process is mutually beneficial (and potentially ‘therapeutic’ for both parties). (35)


That underlying all forms of intentional behaviour are various motivations some of which will be recognized and others will be overlooked. That entering into a process of auto-narration is no different. That the envisaged clarification of our positionings in life is meant to focus of a more successful delivery of a more positive form of e/valuational formation, and, that all forms of value-seeking need to be better discerned in order to observe objectives that are fit for purpose and where the means to deliver those objectives are equally fit for purpose. That the concerned citizen of this world at large should be ever mindful of the consequences of their patterns of enaction, be they either enacted, non-enacted and/or deferred; be they either active, passive, and/or engaged. (36)

As an interesting point by the way, I could either restart this series of reflections of the course of our narratives by proffering myself as the prime candidate for such a neutral form of scrutiny or, the reader, themselves, could follow a similar type of trajectory? Just imagining such a process could well be salutary given that I have excluded no one from this scheme of divergent thinking/thinkers?  (37)

5. Appealing to Intersubjective Existential Sentiments and Expectations

For the sake of this type of hypothetical research project, or longer-term program, I would like to propose the following eight trans-intentional sentiments and expectations on an ad hoc basis as examples we might be able to profitably work with, namely, our seeking the need to recognize, encounter, and engage with these factors (be that exploration conducted individually and/or collectively):

1. Optimism

2. Integrity (Authenticity)

3. Contributory (as a charitable desire to indirectly contribute to those in need)

4. Affection (love both non-romantic and romantic in form)

5. Courageousness 

6. Trustworthiness

7. Honesty

8. Empathy (compassion, sympathy, etc.). (38)


As a major thesis, I would like to argue that we have a range of sentiments as exemplified above and that all such relational imperatives have a trans-intentional complexion as well as their simulated origins in the holistic nature of the relational situation in question. (39)


As a minor thesis, I would like to argue that all trans-intentional sentiments are but reflections of the same overall relational impulse acting as an imperative in the constitution of that relationship, and subjectively, are acting as simulations in some degree of an alignment/non-alignment with the central simulation of that relational imperative. Because our current argument, for a trans-relational locus for such sentiments, does not depend upon the effective integration of such sentiments we might also refer to this same proposition as a ‘strong proposition’ or ‘stronger proposition’. On the other hand, given some form of integrity is necessary in order to avoid their working at cross purposes some form of harmonization must also be assumed. Let me assign this latter consideration to the status of a ‘minor proposition’. (40)


Therefore, in the light of the above, we are to initially assume this minor proposition, namely, that all trans-intentional sentiment and expectations occur in a relatively harmonized form whose locus is intersubjective, i.e., trans-relational or pro-relational, and, where all subjective experiences are simulations of this simulated locus of such experiences. I.e., where all sentiments are to be construed as subjective simulations of the pro-relational sense of simulation being holistically expressed from a trans-relational sense of a perspective. This means that in entering a similar relationship those involved parties have a similar opportunity to experience the sentiments being expressed by that simulated relationship per se. That, that granted, it implies that similar experiences entertaining such experiences of a sentimental disposition could well be in all probability a ‘sharing’ of a similar intersubjectively oriented experience, and, even more so as an imperative being expressed through our simulation of that same relationship.
 That our entry to such a trans-intentional/’transcendental’ domain is guaranteed to us through the invocation of the extensive suspension and its unleashing relatively non-obstructed de-suspensions. (41)


What series of argument would support this controversial contention? Given the trans-intentional, judgmental and pro-relationally oriented existential character of such trans-intentional functional-content (in the Trans-Cognitive Aspect of the epistemological hierarchy [psyche]) it follows that we must differentiate these ‘transcendental emotions’, i.e., ‘existential sentiment and expectations’, from the usual class/es of experience entailed in these various expressions normally designated as ‘emotions’ (apparently centered in affective forms of cognitively refracted experience as impressions like, e.g., pain, joy, sadness, psychic dis-ease as or discomfit in overall body-tone, etc.) given this critical recognition of their being primarily classified and located in the Affect Aspect in the form of ‘both individual, affective emotions and their emplacement within the semblance of an overall sense of an affective moods (in keeping or not so much in keeping with the tenor of its overall emotional contributions)’. (42)


These subtleties put to the side, we can note that there should be a distinctive phenomenal-phenomenological difference in our reception of emotions (and moods) versus sentiments (and expectations along with ‘our’ appreciation of our ensuing existential status’). So, the question simply becomes, ‘just what is this difference, or what are these differences?’ (43)

That stratification in epistemological complexity being the case, we must ask, therefore, “just what forms of differentiation can be made assuming that this difference in epistemological locations between the ‘(Pre-Cognitive) Affective’ and the ‘Trans-Cognitive’, respectively, is valid?” A first observation that can be made is that we find that there is a greater cognitive complexity entailed in sentiments. Or, put another way, we may well suspect that in order to thematize the phenomenal form of certain sentiments we would need to invoke a greater range of cognitive content. Consequently, we must also recognize the possible need for a greater degree of subtlety and nuance in doing so. E.g., we could express various shades and forms of optimism under a wider range of headings, like e.g., hope, aspirational, as positively motivated, as anticipating a certain degree of successfulness, expectational, etc. (44)


However, a more radical sense of difference is to be found in the emergent, pro-relational location of such sentiments as a result of both economic and non-economic forms of resolution better articulating the clarity of its entailed relational representation to the extent that we are witnessing merely the ‘simulations’ of such a trans-relational mode of appreciation, albeit, usually, from a personal sense of perspective! (45)


In other words, trans-intentional sentiments and expectations do not properly belong to us directly but are simulated as ‘simulations of the relational trajectory that the relationship, through us, more or less, would oversee being enacted along with the responses elicited by such identification/s’.
 (46)


This recognition that our ‘transcendental emotions’ (i.e., existential sentiment and expectations) have an intersubjective locus and only personally experienced in and through a progressive process of simulation something that is quite shocking! (47)

However, when seriously contemplated, this ‘turning around’ in positioning proffers a number of obvious explanations that, hitherto, would have been quite overlooked. E.g., the power of the Sartrean ‘look’ is already entailed in such ‘experience’. Moreover, although we might feel brave or courageous this is not a state we usually entertain for any great period of time. Similarly, this necessity for a trans-subjective, intersubjective sense of perspective is also necessary to even run phenomenological descriptions of such phenomena. ‘How could I be brave?’ if ‘my bravery could not be contemplated by others’, if only in principle? Or, what is the more essential location of such sentiments given that a relational situatedness must first be postulated for their occurrences, and so on? (48)


Therefore, this ‘turning around’ of such re-positioning granted, namely, that trans-intentional sentiments are either the relative presence or the relative absence of such experiences, what are the potential ramifications of such relatively-radical repositioning that could be utilized for purposes of either insight-formation, philosophical argumentation, or therapy (say, in the running of a non-judgmental process of auto-narration, etc.), etc? (49)


As the province of such sentiments belongs primarily to the trans-relational status of the pro-relationally oriented experience it follows that such sentiments are not the ‘property’ of the recipient of such experiences, like affectively based emotional feelings and moods, but, are the responsibility of the subject themselves to the extent those subjects, either individually and/or collectively, can act responsibly on the behalf of those same relationships and through existentially oriented patterns of intervention enact patterns of behaviour that are conducive to their mutual richness instigated through progressive forms of re(-)enrichment, etc. Assuming the relationship in question is not toxic or defectively organized, is existentially repairable, and can function or is functioning in an existential manner then it behooves us to act on its behalf through inescapable patterns of intervention that promote either the creation, preservation, and/or conservational expansion of that overall relationship (rather than necessitating either its de-creation, de-preservation, and/or de-conservation). Therefore, it requires us to philosophically ascertain the ontological status of the relational dimension in order to support this contention that the intersubjectivity our existentially inclined sentiments and expectations are primarily ‘intersubjective’ and not ‘subjective’ in orientation despite the fact that such experiences are subjectively refracted in and through cognitive terms of reference, etc. (50)


Therefore, to ground this position through philosophical argumentation we need to ascertain the ontological status of relational experience. I would argue that as relationships emerge (through ongoing economic and non-economic patterns of resolution) and cannot be reduced to their mere sum or catalogue of their relational participants and parts, nor merely to their relevant fields of interobjectivity and intersubjectivity alone, it follows, therefore, that this relational difference cannot be reduced purely to subjective experience and all that that entails. Thence the intersubjective nature of our relationships as representations of our relational situatedness with the obvious observation that they must overlap, have a certain standing with respect to each other, and where no one relationship can be purely isolated in and of its self on its own terms of reference, and so on. Hence their hierarchical disposition with respect to each other along with the co-relative nature of their mutual thematization given their treatment within some form of a viable relational economy that, itself is entailed in a series of other overlapping economies. So, e.g., a father is a son of his father, and being a father must have children in turn making his father, in that situation, a grandparent. That, in a like manner, all relationships must overlap, and where the identification of a certain relational situatedness is the product of some form of cognitive refraction (i.e., interpretation, articulation, purposeful utilization for some reason or other, etc.)… (51)


Now, because the relational character of our relationships cannot be reduced purely to their participating participant and parts, etc., it follows that there must exist a certain ‘relational difference’ which can be tentatively identified as ‘existential’, as presenting an ‘existential difference, excess or surplus of e/valuational formation, and so on’. As this difference cannot be reduced to personal experience alone of the subject it implies that our sentiments, as expressions of our relational experience, albeit as judgments, cannot be solely subjective in orientation. Therefore, given the non-reductive nature of this relational difference it follows that our experiences of the same, primarily, must be simulations of experiences being simulated by those same relationships. That those same relationships are the primary loci for that type of experience, namely, as existentially oriented sentiments and expectations. Thence the relative intersubjectivity of such trans-intentional experiences. That this must mean that although it can be argued that a certain person under certain circumstances, e.g., is being courageous because they are acting in a brave manner it would be more correctly described as that person conforming, through an ‘existential alignment’ with the ‘call for bravery’ being instigated by their relational experience of that same relationship in question. Without that relationship there could be no brave act being called forth by that relationship, and, as there can be no subjectivity without a relational field it follows that no person, by themselves alone, could perform that type of act. That, similarly, the same follows for all trans-intentional sentiments and expectation. Therefore, the apparent observation of a person ‘acting in a brave manner’ would be better translated as a person ‘performing a brave action in the context of their current relationship that simulated the need, as a deontological-like imperative, for that person to behave in such a courageous manner’. That we can measure up in such a regard but that, ultimately, we can never perfectly match our simulations with the simulations being called for and being called forth, but, still, ‘good enough’ is more often than not ‘good enough in lived terms of reference’. Furthermore, that ‘being called for’ and ‘our being called forth to deliver accordingly’ needs to be read primarily in proscriptive terms of reference. Just as the perceived deontological imperative ‘that a hungry person should not be left in a state of hunger’ does not mean that you, yourself, should feed that person, although that might be a viable possibility, but, rather, that you ensure the situation is such that that person, by the best means available, get something appropriate to eat, etc. Reading, e.g., ‘bravery’ in similar terms so that ‘a non-brave response should not have been performed given the circumstances apparently calling for that act of bravery’. That this primary proscriptive translation of existentially oriented experience is also to be juxtaposed against necessarily informative contrast of the invocation of phenomenal-phenomenological ‘descriptions’ and hermeneutical ‘prescription’ given the inescapable economic correlativity that must exist between all economic parties constituting a living-relationship.
 (52)


What are the ramifications of such a profound paradigm shift? For a start, although we might appear to experience the relative presence or the relative absence of such existential sentiment and expectations, it must follow that as simulations being simulated by our relationships against which we hope to live up to that such experiences had by us can only be simulations of simulations that can only be ideally matched through proscriptively dictated and induced patterns of ongoing re(-)alignment that seemingly demand their better approximations.
 I.e., our being receptive to such alterations in our relational trajectories, albeit as a ‘work in progress’ whose ‘progress’ is ‘progressively arrived at through such forms of relational optimization’. (53)


Quite rightly, such experiences cannot be called our ‘own’ being primarily the preserve of our relationships whose situatednesses are currently being invoked, still, such responsibility for such responsible-responses is ‘ours’ and our alone! On the other hand, because of the intersubjective nature of our relationships it could also be argued that such responsibility should also be shared to that extent they contribute in some manner or other to the collective formation of such experiences. That contribution being a mix of either passive, active, and/or engaged forms of contribution. So, with the active presentation of food the hungry person would most likely smile, and, through such engagement it would be normal for those engaged individuals to take heart in the direct or indirect dispensation of such charity, given that that hungry person could have been ourselves, and so on. (54)


So, what must we take away from this ‘turning around of such positioning’? That such ‘re(-)positioning’ must imply that our agency is experiencing indirectly, that which is ‘second hand’, so to speak, with regard to our feeling ‘the relative presence or absence of such sentiments along with their horizons of expectation’, but, that in a firsthand sense had we must take direct responsibility for the apparent patterns of existential intervention being entered into by(-)us as responsible-responses to our reading of that primary relationship in question where, it could be argued, that the relationship itself is ‘writing’ such a response. But, how is that possible? (55)


The mental tendency to read ‘relationship’ as if no more than ‘reified static objects’ should be considerably resisted. They have a certain power, reflecting the intensity of their relational facticity, i.e., to that extent the relationship emerges above and beyond the relative materiality of their relational participants and parts, etc. Interestingly, we can reuse a formula for delineating the distinctive nature of the apparent relational field in its manifestation above and beyond the mere sum of their relational constituents. This formula, used to assist us in delineating to what extent a phenomenologically treated experience is determined to not be relatively virtual in orientation is conducted under two sets of three headings, namely, ‘density, intensity, propensity’; and, ‘consilience, salience, and propinquity (or ‘proximity’ or ‘standing’)’. Whereas, in its first use, we find a greater spread of modalities being actively engaged in an experience that is effectively non-virtual ([mis]used in common parlance through its referral as the ‘real’ or ‘actual’) in this instance we find a density of one (or, effectively, zero), i.e., just one existential complexion (albeit in all its subtlety of potential sentimental interpretations); an ‘intensity’ directly proportion to the apparent facticity of that relationship (as a reflection, in turn, of its ongoing resolution of relational dissonance); with a ‘propensity’ (of tropes, memes, themes, etc.) reinforcing the apparent interpretation being insisted upon as refracted through the relatively univocal nature of its relational resolution as re(-)expressed through the refraction of its cognitive reading/writing. As for ‘salience’, we find an intensity of expression that highlights its current relevance; whereas, for ‘consilience’ we a plurality of potentially co-associated evocations arising from such relevance as will be expressed through other ordered forms of specification. E.g., in the general arising to prominence of a certain degree of relational optimism we will also find in what form such hopeful aspirations will manifest themselves should the successfulness of that project or program come to fruition to some extent or other. So, e.g., with the obtainment of a university degree the student might then aspire to a higher degree, or find an appropriate vocation with the use of that specific degree, or take up some other discipline altogether, etc. Or, e.g., in finding the fostering of romantic affection for a certain partner who is reciprocating that same aspire those romantic parties might be speculating on how they might intend to express that bond, and so on. Last, as for the heading of ‘propinquity’ (which can be read as either ‘proximity’ and/or ‘standing’). (56)


Of course, as already intimated, although not necessary for my general argument, I also would argue the minor thesis/major proposition that there is only one transcendental emotion in each relationship albeit to be discerned as possessing a fluctuating intensity in the midst of each delineated relationship. However, through existentially informed cognitive refraction an array of sentimental expressions can issue from within our relational experience, hopefully, in keeping with its more, or most, pressing existential exigencies. So, in one set of circumstances the situatedness of that relationship might ‘call’ for the expressions of affection or courageousness or optimism or empathy, etc., and no doubt a certain set of such sentiments in keeping the dominating flavour of the current nature of that situatedness. So, in a situation calling for bravery, it is to be hoped that a suitable act of courageousness will be acted upon. Just as when the shy person feels it their duty to speak up, despite their dislike and fear of public speaking and, then, duly does so. Or, just as when we are confronted with the news of a terrible event like that of ‘missiles hitting an apartment block with the killing and injuring of the misfortunate people inside’, or, ‘the advent of a destructive earthquake’, or, the devastation attendant upon a conflagration we could compassionately feel both empathy and a certain desire to contribute despite what might well be our inability to intervene in such terrible circumstances given a lack of standing in such matters, and so on. (57)


Now, such ideas granted, e.g., that such sentiments are primarily intersubjective, are to be read preferably through the lenses of our relationships, and have an existential complexion matching the facticity of their resident relationships, etc., it follows that they cannot be absent from our narratives, our conversations, and all other communications with others, etc., given that this aspect considerably contributes to their overall motivation along with affective and cognitive contributions, it follows that in an appreciation of our relational interactions we should pay attention to this aspect in so far as it contributes to such expressions of non-virtually oriented relational intervention, and so on. Now, admittedly, given that the philosophical presentation of this turned around, contra-conventional positioning to those of a philosophical persuasion would be hard enough to accomplish then one must wonder if the dissemination of such ideas to the relatively non-philosophical would be possible? However, the need for a well-argued philosophical presentation could be somewhat subverted by merely noting that all narratives are motivated, and, reference, directly or indirectly, that certain sentiments will be motivating our narrative, and that it is quite natural that their attendant expectations should be reasonably inferred as configuring such experiences, and, that, therefore it merely behooves us to note such sentiments that seem to be relevant to that narration and duly take them into our more considered form of consideration given their imputed roles as motiving the trajectory or trajectories of that narration. (58)


Given the advisability of taking a practical shortcut how might we apply this aspect of our considerations to the conducting of a respectfully inaugurated, non-judgmentally received auto-narration? By simply observing that certain sentiments drive the motivation of certain narratives, that they are not the sole property of any one person (and, indeed, can apply to all people), giving a provisional list of such sentiments, and then asking if the narrator might like to add to that same list as well as noting that they can do so anytime they might wish. The list of eight heading already supplied by myself included the following, namely, optimism, integrity, contributory (factors), etc. To this list it might be found that the narrator added, say, being patriotic; that we should ‘stand up’ for what you believe in; that left unchecked the institutionalization of institutions can and will result in miscellaneous forms of oppression of the public, and so on. (59)


Hence the running of an auto-narration in an environment that is respectful, non-judgmental, etc; where there will be recycling of the narrated text in order to represent in the form of a paraphrase what was being disseminated; invoking intersubjective sentiment for non-directed forms of discussion; hoping, advertently or inadvertently, directly or indirectly that the pre-conditions are set up that the narrator at some stage or other, in their own time and in their own way, of entertaining the consequential ramifications of their own narration; that this greater awareness of one’s own discourse might prompt more thoughtful forms of self-reflection, the requisite modifications of the same, and so on and so forth. (60)


Now, upon what grounds should we entertain an optimism that such patient forms of indirect intervention might lead such narrators to re(-)invest in modifications of their discourses that would then result in forms of narrations more in conformity with the aspirations of their communities whilst still maintaining a personal degree of integrity without any form of a blind conformity to the authoritarian-like dictates of that community, institution, or any other organization or state, etc? (61)


As previously intimated, I believe we have hypothetical grounds for such optimism given that people can and do change their minds, people do leave cults, and after some time will find themselves in a better position in order, more insightfully, to better appreciate their previous attitudes and beliefs. Furthermore, we can hermeneutically observe disparate islands of scattered forms of insightfulness that only need to be better linked and integrated in order, hypothetically, to progressively instantiate such greater degrees of insightfulness. So, the question becomes how might such disconnected forms of insight be metaphorically gathered together and then rendered as that which allows us to operate less covertly, more overtly in a manner more in alignment with the contours and configuration of this world at large? (62)


It would seem that to make progress in a more insightful direction we need to both suspend such ideological notions and then better differentiate the value they have for us. Not so much displacing one set of beliefs and replacing them with some other set, but, rather, modifying those beliefs that better deserve to be modified and then discarding those that are, at face value, more than likely discrediting themselves through patent contradictions; as having little apparent worth; are not instrumental in resolving relational differences; have little or no relevant evidentiary basis or seem to diminish that referential basis in their willful counter-reading of that ‘social depository’ of evidential facts, etc; do not conform to exhibiting a certain existential richness, and as proffering little or no potential forms of relational enrichment, and so on. In effect, seeking form of e/valuational formation that appear to more positively contribute to an enrichment of current levels of valuation. (63)

How might such insight be discerned or induced? (64)

By setting up the pre-conditions for our recognizing that there is a need for suspensions be they entertained either directly or indirectly, either inadvertently or advertently. A potent factor here is no doubt ‘doubt’, but, given the respectful conduct of this auto-narration, such a contribution must be set up either indirectly and/or through the auspices of the individual in question themselves. (65)


The very entertaining of a question puts a process of suspension into play. However, in a delusional system or the effective fabricating of a conspiracy, or similar, often pseudo-questions have pre-ordained pseudo-answers to plug such doubts. But, then, the further calling into question such replies, be that self-directed or other-directed, which may well eventually undermine such ad hoc pre-constructions. I would argue that the changes inaugurated through reconstruction of such systematic-like presentations could well fall under four types of heading, namely, sand-bagging, re-purposing, the obvious deconstruction of that system, and, the diametrically opposed. E.g., the application of ad hoc fixes to reinforce the system in question; declaring that an earlier anticipation of a crisis has been ‘averted’ and a new crisis is anticipated instead along with the responses newly demanded by this rewriting of the circumstances necessitating those co-associated warnings, etc., being issued within semblance of that system; the visible falling apart of a system as it loses its integrity and powers of reinterpretation, etc: and, the complete turning around of the ontological commitment from promoting the delusional system or conspiracy, or similar. As an example of the latter, we have the obvious irony of ex-President Trump’s claims of ‘Stopping the Steal’ when Trump, himself, has now been actually indicted for having done just that as exemplified in his famously recorded request ‘I only want you to find 11,780 votes, one more than we actually have’. In effect, attempting to ‘steal’ that very same election. From a psychological point of view this could be referred to as a form of ‘projection’ - when you claim the opposition are doing what you are actually doing yourself. (66)


As an optimist we might note that as delusional systems or conspiratorial narratives have beginnings, they will also register at some point in time their eventual demise likewise. We could refer to this waxing and waning as the lifecycle of that type of presentation. Then, in the light of the fact that residual insight is never absent, as I have argued can be shown hermeneutically, then it follows that in the waning of that packaged set of beliefs we have an opportunity to ensure its eventual replacement by something more fit for purpose. By no means am I suggesting that the apparent demise of pseudo-psychotic over-commitments might not be replaced by similarly packaged sets of over-commitments, or, even in the advent of a return to conventionally determined normalcy when and where either misplaced over-commitments and/or under-placed commitments might be relatively absent. Given that I would argue that at least 95% of philosophy and the distinctive philosophies of all other disciplines are all practically nonsense, albeit dressed up in a thin veil of pretentious sensibleness, it would be uncharacteristic of myself to suggest the deconstruction of a pseudo-psychotic system would immediately put in play ‘the fabulous display of a luminous field of a deeply transparent insightfulness’. Fortunately, all lived-experienced must forever be entertained as an interpretive work ever in progress. Fortunately, because the radically-radical just could not be registered or registered safely. Just as a journey is conducted step by step so, too, the work of either a disciplinarian or a secularist since the non-relatively radical just cannot be registered of all insightfulness attained is the patient reward of the hard work entailed in incrementally re(-)appropriating, critically, the relatively-radical along with the relatively non-radical given the non-existential, ordinariness of lived-existence despite moments wherein we will also experience the existential, non-ordinariness of that same course re(-)experienced through its transformational reception as living-experience. But that progress which can be made is relative, and, that relative progress is its own reward given that in furthering our alignment of lived-experience with living-experience we stand to find a corresponding facilitation of our passage through this world of life, both individually and collectively, in effect, as our finding a certain degree of freedom through(-)others through this progressive re(-)alignment with this world at large. (67)


How might the imputed intersubjectivity of sentiments assist in the respectfully approached unravelling of narrations that, effectively, are or become more easy to deconstruct, whether that be by others and/or by one’s own self, on the veritable grounds of their relative inauthenticity. Through ongoing resolution, the disparate parts of all narratives become ‘glued together’, so to speak. The strength of such binding reflecting the quality of those processes of resolution. Therefore, it follows that the more ad hoc the relations are between those prominent parts of a narrative the more easy that narrative will be found to deconstruct should it be ‘leaned upon’ in such a manner so as to stress the weaker operations of that narration. (68)


I have argued elsewhere that all narratives are attempts to resolve certain anomalies, but, we also need to recognize the relational fact that the full resolution of a narrative will also result in the metaphorical ‘death’ of that same narrative. That in the same vein too much or too little consonance, dissonance, and/or resolution will all equally prove fatal for the ongoing historical persistence of that same relationship in question. Hence this dialectical necessity of the need to walk a fine line between such extremes, to only operate within this Goldilocks domain otherwise those narratives will just dissipate and disappear. Hence the individual fragility of any narrative should its raison d’être dissolve before us to reveal the narrated world from which it had issued. (69)


As intimated, one of the drivers of a narrative, that which motivates its narrated persistence, besides affective emotions and cognitive forms of ideation desiring such a narrative, is the role of an oversight played by sentiments and their expectations in ‘animating’ that narrative in question. Narratives also have the propensity to fall into and fit ‘narrational holes’ of our own making. So, if we were to believe that the country is falling apart, is no longer great, then, say, it is to be expected that a patriotically inspired person would seek out those political narratives that promise to ameliorate such perceived deficits and support those same political narratives. Of course, promising is one thing, but, the ability to fulfill such promises is quite another, and, that mere claims that possible and impossible things can be done should be treated as mere claims until otherwise demonstrated as possibilities, through apposite plans of arbitrated action, that could well render such aspirational objectives in a more substantial light. But, be that as it may, difficult projects and programs demand carefully, well-executed plans of action and if no credible sets of policies are in place, then it would be right to dismiss such objectives as merely aspirational. Most people would be in an agreement with the desire to see realized such aspirational goals, but, that such forms of assent alone should not be merely extended to the disseminators of such aspirations if they can demonstrate nothing more that the mere manufacturing of such assent in the first place. (70)


Given this role of oversight, prominent forms of sentiments should be recognized and registered by the narrator as important drivers of that same narration in question. In this regard, we can ask what is the sentimental tenor of that auto-narration being narrated. In what sense is it demonstrating the importance of a certain type of sentiment by having already created an anomalous space into which this narrative has been conveniently fitted? What sentiment is lacking or what sentiments are lacking when we explore the nature of that narrative being narrated? E.g., how might we title it? Does that narrative live up to the expectations created by the sentimental absences seeming being both created and filled by the narrator? If the narration, e.g., is overtly political in tenor then we could well ask, “what is the political point of that narrative?’ and so on. Moreover, given that I have argued that all sentiments are intersubjectively manifested at the metaphorical center of our relationships, and are holistically expressed therefrom and therein, it stands to reason that we can and could well mutually explore this intersubjective dimension. E.g., in a narration with a certain sentimental flavour, we could ask, “by who is this sentiment being fostered for and for whom is this same sentiment being fostered?” Just as whenever we hear in a political context the utterance of the expression ‘reforms’ we should immediately ask both ourselves and other, “reform exercised by who for the benefit of whom?” Just as when we hear the time-honoured formula of ‘let us make X great again’ we should forever ask, “who is to make X great again and for whose benefit?” Or, more succinctly, ask ourselves just ‘what does X stand for or represent (since, sadly, all too often it is a form of virtue-signaling where X does not mean X in its entirety and a certain list of ‘non-x’s’ are being covertly excluded even if, literally, they could not be overtly excluded)’. Unfortunately, progressive forms of reform are couched in a positive format that can be so easily undermined by negative forms of commentary, doubt, minor quibbles, etc., that one must wonder if such reforms could alternatively be cast in a negative format, namely, ‘do you want the status quo to continue along with its adverse policy settings a, b, c, etc., as adversely affecting sections of the community or nation P, Q, and R, etc?’
 All too sadly, political discourse is driven by persistent attempts to marginalize some form of an ‘other’ (when true, political freedom is derived through fruitful forms of arbitration). (71)


The stated intent, or maybe the seemingly unstated intent, of the narratee is to put it quite bluntly nothing less than ‘to accelerate the lifecycle of a certain set of pseudo-psychotic over-commitments’. On the other hand, that accepted, this ‘walking in the opposite direction’ is to be respectfully treated by both parties, without any form of judgmental pressures being exerted by either party as well. Given this ‘therapeutic’ framing, what benefit is there for the narrator if such ‘therapy’ is not envisaged as an objective to be desired by that same narrator? Despite such a handicap, given this open display of motives, just what has the narratee to bring to this contractual arrangement? I.e., what just what contractual and compactual benefits might the narrator aspire to both finding and find suitably realized through entering into this arrangement. The honest presence of the narratee who, for whatever professional or non-professional reasons, wishes to hear how the world works for a fellow human being that normally would be shunned by someone not sympathetic to their pseudo-psychotic world-view. In the spirit of an ongoing de-polarization of antipathy between political fraternities, etc., the narratee can stress to the narrator that in constructing for dissemination a certain narrative they could well be strengthening that same narrative by rendering it ‘more fit for purpose’ through the very act of the reconstructing of it for this specific process of its anticipated dissemination. That in running it past the narratee they will become better able to articulate that same narration, and, in the process, better understand their own point of view in that same regard. If those views are firmly held, and those same views are not being verbally contested by that narratee then they should avail themselves of this opportunity to further clarify their own views if only to themselves through the auspices of this respectful audience. In this regard, the narratee should stress that this is a learning process for them as well and they look forward to the narration of this person representative of those distinctive points of views being disseminated by that type of narrator. In effect, such an occasion could be presented as a form of a challenge to the extent the narrator desires to present a cogent discourse and, hopefully, persuade the narratee to proffer their consent in the form of an affirmation of the validity of that same narration. Obviously, in response, the narratee states, and will restate, that they will assume a certain professional degree of both respectfulness and neutrality in such matters. Moreover, the narratee asks of the narrator that they both should also seek to find topics where forms of agreement, away from its controversial heartland, can be found where both parties can non-problematically give their assent, express mutual forms of both affirmation and approbation, and so on. (72)


Now, should the narratee perceive positive shifts in this controversial heartland, be that in a first session or in later session, or in reports of transformations in viewpoint, etc., the narratee is faced with an unusual dilemma. The implicit driver for a positively perceived transformational re(-)orientation of perspectives is the application of a consequential analysis be that evoked indirectly through the narrator seeking to logically integrate their systematization of their world-view in the midst of cultural perspectives that generally possess a greater degree of a perceived world-alignment, or, provoked by the gentle questioning of the narratee requesting forms of clarification in terms of the to-be-perceived or the to-be-re-perceived consequences of their positioning. I.e., just what ‘standing’ do they think they possess should they insist on articulating this type of position in contrast to some other type of position, and so on, vis-à-vis the probable consequences attendant upon such distinctive positioning? That, in the course of a possible transformation in the formulation of their world-views it could well be the case that, advertently or inadvertently, the narrator becomes more aligned with the positioning of the either narratee or their resident culture or their native culture and in the process would then seek forms of approbation and affirmation from the narratee themselves. However, given the respectful neutrality of the narratee, and the agreement to uphold as much with the narrator, would it be proper for the narratee to break that contract should the narrator now no longer be found to espouse their originally controversial, over-committed points of view? Since the sentiment of giving and finding positive forms of approbation is intersubjective, and belongs neither to the narrator nor the narratee would it be right or not right to withhold such affirmation in view of the that positive degree of transformational progress seemingly undergone by that narrator? Rather than my deciding this issue, correctly, let us leave it to the existential deliberations of the relationship of the narrator and narratee to decide such matter. Recognizing at the same time that all human beings need to find positive forms of affirmation, be that through friends, relatives, or those people in support grounds who have already traversed this type of territory. (73)

6. Conducting the Re(-)Appreciation of Differential Positional Transformations


Now, during a first session or a subsequent session, or after the termination of such sessions, the narrator might mention or demonstrate to the narratee that they have altered their points of view, either in part or in whole, vis-à-vis the relatively controversial position or positions as previously held. How does the narratee determine if this is the case or not, and, should such deliberations be directly entered into and discussed given the contractual agreement between the two parties to be both respectful and neutral? (74)


Conducting a differential consequential analysis might be the most direct way of determining the truth of such a matter, be that individually exercised by either party or by both parties in consultation with each other. E.g., the narrator might have expressed an over-committed form of ideation with respect to their aversion in accepting the benefits to be most likely conferred in accepting a course of vaccination against Covid in this recent Pandemic. Now, the simple act of refusing to be inoculated is not in and of itself the point of contention. It not unreasonable per se to not want to be given an injection. Or, you might have acceptable reasons for currently not accepting such a course of treatment, say, an already recognized adverse reaction to the chemical constituents of such a prophylactic medication. What is more problematic is the underlying ideation constitution such a choice. If in proportional terms certain non-evidenced based ideas are distorting this ‘debate’ then it is such ideation that upends a more impartial form of calculus. If current statistics suggest that one in a million people would probably suffer an adverse reaction to the vaccinations currently available and that a non-vaccinated person stood a one percent chance of dying from this illness if contracted any gambling person considering such odds would assume that vaccination was the choice we should accept, especially in the light of successful treatments being now formulated to effectively treat such adverse reactions, should they occur. In a suspension of all forms of ideological extremism, and in attending in a balanced manner to the current science already to hand, a more proportionally determined choice can and should be made. Even without taking into account the role we might play in spreading such an illness by not be vaccinated we already have to hand a quantitative assessment of risk that should decide this issue purely on the grounds of that consequentially balanced comparison. Unfortunately, not all issues can be so dispassionately settled, and, all people are prone to a wide varieties of preferences and counter-preferences to ever muddy the waters of a more scientific sense of judgment. (75)


Still, over-commitment to a certain cause (or under-commitment to an obvious cause that should be taken up) is the more problematic feature of such issues given that without viable forms of suspension ensuing forms of judgement will continue to reflect such local forms of psychic distortion. Should we be optimistic that forms of over-commitment can be duly suspended in this regard? To answer this question, let me proffer a series of suggestions that might reinforce a more residual form of optimism and in the process demonstrate to what extent we can take the measure of transformations in attitudinal outlook if and when they should occur? (76)


In the pursuit of a consequential analysis, we can take heart that although divergent thinking is the hallmark of a civilized world, in so far as such divergence is suitably accommodated, still, a certain degree of progress can be contemplated for a certain number of reasons as here to be revisited in this cursory exploration. (77)


All systematic presentations phenomenologically have a co-associated sense and semblance of a lifecycle given their initial creation and eventual dissolution through forms of rectification, deconstruction, re-normalization, or, indeed, their auto-unravelling with or with the formal or informal application of a consequential analysis. Of course, this transformation of ideological identification may well exceed the lifetime of an individual exponent. However, we are witness, e.g., to those members of a cult or cultic-like behaviour who can, for whatever reason, voluntarily remove themselves from such influences, or, through support networks can accomplish the same objective. In observing such transitions, we stand to gain certain insights as to how such a process might be handled or indeed, better handled. (78)


There is also the optimist observation that residual insight is never lost by such proponents of a divergent presentation, and that this claim can be hermeneutically supported by various stratagems. Therefore, in working with such residual islands of disconnected ideation there is the hope that such a positive transition might be realized. One method for this form of reconnection is proposed through the application of some suitable form of consequential analysis be that applied formally or informally, be that application skillfully supplied by either an analyst and/or by the individual themselves merely contemplating the import and impact of such divergent thinking. (79)


Given the problematic nature of a philosophical or confrontational style of interaction it was suggested that a profitable alternative could present itself in the form of a ‘walking in the opposite direction’, namely, the directly or indirectly assisting of a person in order to help then contemplate the consequences of such an ideological stance in the hope that they might more positively reconstruct their approaches to that topic in their own time, in their own manner. However, despite the natural optimism of this respectful and neutral approach other benefits could also arise for both the person who consents to this form of auto-narration and the narratee as the recipient of this form of discourse. (80)

Another technique being introduced in this type of an indirect approach was the use of the controversial claim that the intersubjective nature of the relative presence and/or absence of trans-cognitive sentiments and their expectations, as motivating strands in our narrations, in conjunction with a consequential analysis, could also be harnessed in this objective of overseeing either the direct and/or indirect positive diminution of divergence along with the existential benefits proposed as arising from the envisaged ongoing re(-)alignment between ‘living-experience’ and ‘lived-experience’. However, it was also stressed throughout this essay that all people experience various forms of divergent thinking, and, more or less, that that is the natural condition of the person, be they acting as either a secularist and/or a disciplinarian. Given that the observation can be made, e.g., that the bulk of philosophical practice is inherently divergent, given the predilection for excessive preferences for either univocal and/or bimodal forms of exposition, it stands to reason that all narrators and narratees could equally considerably stand to benefit from the skillful application of this ‘therapeutic’ approach? (81)
7. Summary: Consequential Re-Positioning as a Tool for Insight-Formation?


An important argument in this essay concerns the claim that the application of a consequential analysis, whether exercised directly or indirectly, inadvertently or advertently, can both positively unravel the adverse ramifications of divergent thinking and possibly be of an assistance in the positive reconstruction of such ensuing re-positioning that, ostensively, could be less divergent. However, we should also note that effective deconstruction and profitable reconstruction do not necessarily go hand in hand, and, therefore, it behooves the practitioners of this field to ensure a supportive environment of those people exposed to such forms of methodology. How might this support be arranged? (82)

Support can be proffered through familial relations, friends, colleagues, therapists, and people in general (in the form of communities, organizations, institutions, etc.). (83)


We could imagine the probable plight of people who once held intense value-informing forms of over-commitment now no longer finding a psychic support in previously held forms of ideological identification. Some might wish to quietly disconnect from such ideas and their friends who strongly attested their identification with such ideation and reconnect with those who never supported such ideation or now no longer support such forms of identification. Obviously, the practice of a consequential analysis itself potentially has consequences that should also be contemplated, and that forms of support should be on hand for people who have submitted to such an exercise. (84)


The basic premise behind this ‘therapeutic-like claim’ that the insightful diminution of divergent thinking is salutary devolves primarily around the contention that, generally, the promotion of forms of alignment usually has a beneficial set of consequences. Of course, this is not always the case. Sadly, in the advancement of psychological insight without an effective support structure in place, the promotion of the insight that a ‘cure’ is needed, and perhaps cannot be currently supplied to the degree required, can have devasting consequences. Furthermore, in making any form of a transition in our thinking it is best that an adequate support structure be in place first before proceeding. Imagine, if you would, how devasting it would be if any number of philosophers, e.g., were to both perceive and apperceive the ‘fraudulent nature of their profession’, if that were to be the case, or, for that matter a disciplinarian were to be as equally insightful. Like a now homeless theologian who has lost their faith such people would be bereft of their old disciplines to the extent they could no longer teach in the manner as currently expected. On the other hand, through finding a mutual support through each other, such more insightful members of a discipline could eventually reform such an enterprise. No doubt the successful making of such a transition would be difficult to contemplate and even more difficult to put into practice. In navigating such transformational-transitions, we need, therefore, to be ever-mindful that both major and minor discourses will need to be navigated around, negotiated with, and arbitrated through new and novel forms of both contractual and compactual agreements. Hence the advice that before entering on such a process, adequate forms of support should be established for all relevant parties concerned… (85)
8. Provisional Conclusions, Observations, and Comments.

In this essay we witnessed the tentative intersection of four fields of theoretical concern, namely, the relatively embryonic treatment of narratives; the over-commitment co-associated with divergent thinking (here primarily of a pseudo-psychotic form); the potential power of a consequential analysis; and, the imputed, primary, intersubjective trans-relational/pro-relational locus of the controversial claim for trans-intentional and relatively existential forms of sentiment and expectations. Given that all people, whether as philosophers, disciplinarians, and/or secularists all exhibit forms of divergent thinking it follows that in the exposure of subtle, less-subtle and non-subtle forms of fabrication we all stand to find forms of benefit, be that ‘therapeutic’ or otherwise… as would be found arising from the supported unravelling of such systematic-like presentations (as would be further developed through pursuing rectification, deconstruction and ongoing re(-)normalization as explored elsewhere). Given that this research applies economically, non-economically, and hyper-economically, and, few presentations have barely developed a creditable level of economic appreciation, the obvious implication that can be easily drawn is that the critical work of a more radical exponent has barely begun. That, in the next four sets of reflections, I will be further exploring and scrutinizing how the subdisciplines of the phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential can both mutually support and mutually undermine these more integrated forms of such research and how, collectively, they can existentially proffer a critical-radical/radical-critical re(-)take of how we are to approach life in a secular world…. (86)







      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 16.8.23.
9. Postscript: The Strategy of a Self-Referred Process of Auto-Narration 


Today, the following observation was related, namely, that when conversations on rather esoteric or controversial topics went for thirty seconds, or so, that if by that point in time the audience to the conversation wasn’t on board, through either a lack of understanding or generally evincing a lack of interest, the passive party to that conversation would probably express some form of an interjection to the effect that ‘you were either wrong to hold that position’ or that ‘such a position had no interest for that party’. Furthermore, in replying to this expression of either rejection or dismissal and you were to continue to express your ideas, as a reply to such an interjection, in all probability you would find yourself wasting your time proceeding in that direction. Hence that person, in the light of their reoccurring experience, proposed this ‘thirty second rule’ to the effect ‘that interest in a conversation had to be created within that short period of time’. That in failing to capture the concerned interest of the other party you would be met with either some form of automatic rejection or instant dismissal of that topic... if not the dismissal of yourself attempting to continue any form of a conversation. (87)

The question, or philosophical problem, then becomes ‘how should we go about expressing such controversial or difficult content in a form of dissemination that would engage the passive party in this regard to actually entertain that form of content in a more positive form of engagement... if only to arrive at more mutual point of understanding, hopefully, with some feedback on such ideas rather than either their mere rejection or sheer dismal? (88)

To some extent this observation reminded me of the type of person discussed in this current set of reflections who is relatively incapable of entering into a serious philosophical dialogue given that any form of a criticism of their arguments appears to be intensely reflected through a more personal form of self-refraction that is just too uncomfortable for them to accept and tolerate given their excessive epistemological and ontological over-commitments, regardless of whether they are held either rightly or wrongly. Indeed, it seem to matter not whether they are right or wrong in such matters, rather, it is that their intense adherence to their set of positions that can become to problematic for the over-committed party, if not on some occasions, problematic for both parties as, e.g., when a pseudo-psychotic or a psychotic party spontaneously expresses a non-verbal reply in either some indirect or direct act involving an aggressive form of intervention. (89)


Aggressive responses, initiated by the over-committed party, usually devolve around basic forms of absolutistic over-commitment to impossible forms of positioning with either a unimodal or bimodal complexion. Whereas, in a stark contrast, relativists, apparently appear to lack any self-reported form of a commitment, so, consequently, in this state of under-commitment, would be more inclined to just dismiss attempts to entertain that type of conversation since, to this type of person, for them all arguments seem to be equally valid and, therefore, there would seem to be little point in engaging in a discussion of their finer details. (90)


So, how do we profitably engage either such absolutists or such relativists? (91)


One technique worth exploring, to my mind, is to be found in a manoeuvre I would like to call a ‘self-referred act of auto-narration’ or a ‘co-opted auto-narration’. Since putting yourself more forward, under such circumstances, appears to be doomed to failure some other strategy would seem to be called for. So, in this type of situation, let the first party, themselves, ‘walk backwards’ so to speak. Let me explain. (92)


Immediately inform the person being addressed that you are possibly having second thoughts or doubts, either rightly or wrongly, about a certain topic and that you would like to know their considered opinion on that subject. In this first step you need to co-opt the interest of the other party. Once granted, you then succinctly relate the ‘problematic’ nature of your current positioning and quickly ask them for their thoughts on that topic. If rejected outright, then get them to explain their reasoning. Or, if not interested in that type of conversation impress upon them why ‘not being able to make up your mind on that type of theme is problematic for you’. In the process, re-attempt to further eliciting their assistance, and, hopefully, you will be met with a much greater degree of mutual engagement. In effect, it is you, yourself, that is ‘walking backwards’, apparently without any ideological sense of decisiveness, and this self-reflected stance may well be received in either a less threatening manner and/or in a more engaged mode of conversational interaction. (93)


In effect, ‘by posing a question in a context of doubt and asking for the assistance of the second party to help you make up your mind’ is a strategy that some might think to lack a certain requisite degree of self-authenticity. However, it is my opinion that this manoeuvre could well be conducted with a reasonable degree of integrity if you were to maintain a sense of openness, truly believe that all positioning is provisional, and that over time all arguments deserve to be emended in the light of further information, along with the self-understanding and self-presence of mind to believe that should you meet with a better set of arguments than your own that you might well feel the necessity to both appropriate the same and duly do so. That, in this form of self-honesty, such a strategy could well be adopted and adapted with the requisite degree of self-integrity being maintained accordingly. Yes, you might already have some definitively pre-decided views about this life-world, this world as lived, but, still, there is no reason why such ideas should not be tested given that what passes such forms of scrutiny would then prove to possess an even stronger form of philosophical constructiveness and edification. At the same time, imparting the opportunity for the second party to envisage potentially viable forms of a consequential analysis arising from such more detailed considerations. Just as preparing people for the possibility of virtual grief will better prepare them for experiencing actual moments of non-virtual grief. Or, just as in schools and workplaces certain instructions for earthquakes and fires, or similar, may well save lives in the unfortunate advent of having to experience that type of a crisis. (94)


Such a manoeuvre can also be orchestrated from a trans-relational perspective to the extent you are attempting to existentially operate on the behalf of that relationship. Indeed, by adopting and adapting this type of technique to the current situatedness of your relationship with this other party, you may well be delivering a service on the behalf of that relationship itself. That, more correctly, such a trans-relational objective is being overseen along pro-relational lines of an existentially oriented form of intervention... and that such constructive intervention is not being directly enacted on the behalf of the first party alone... (95)







          


N.T., Penrith, 24.9.23.
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� 	Here, I am paraphrasing the observations made by a philosophical friend. In the course of the ensuing discussion, I reasoned that in dealing with pseudo-psychotic behaviour an indirect approach through some mutual form of consequential analysis might eventually initiate a positive and more productive alternation in thinking in that same regard? By ‘mutual’ is meant a sharing of imagined consequential trajectories with an envisaging of their more probable outcome. The invocation of a ‘mutual’ approach is to invite the virtual semblance of ‘the look’ (as per Sartre) albeit along parallel subjective lines of engagement with less of the social opprobrium that might normally accompany such more visible forms of an apparent, self-reflected upon constructions of such presupposed intersubjectivity. The use of the question mark(s) ‘?’ is to indicate a tentative and provisional work in progress that deserves to be closely explored and where general rules for its specific application need to be further nuanced, especially, on a case by case basis. 


� 	Making a firm distinction between epistemological and ontological ideation to my mind is a waste of time and energy. If, epistemologically, you hold a certain belief, then, you will automatically hold its ontological commitments, and v.v., either advertently or inadvertently. E.g., if I were to believe in the existence of either ‘witches’ or ‘unicorns’, then, in my vision of the world there would be either witches or unicorns, regardless of whether, as an imputed fact, I were to be either right or wrong in holding that specific point of view. 


� 	I.e., deconstruction, rectification, ongoing re(-)normalization, and all other manner of approaches to be exercised with the aspiration for forms of personal and social resolution and consensus-formation, and so on.


�� 	Invoking the ethical argument ‘that all forms of moral assessment eventually and inevitably refer to some relatively self-evident-like set of observations that should be taken as a ‘provisional given’ (without ossifying the same as ‘intractable principles inhabiting some inhuman world beyond the lived-contours of personal and interpersonal space and time, etc.’). So, e.g., we do not normally kill people because ‘we just do not normally kill people’. Or, e.g., we do not normally steal because we, in turn, do not want to be stolen from because ‘we do not normally wish to have our possessions stolen’ (and if everyone were to continually steal from each other that would ensure, as a consequence, too much social strife, along with a loss of certain practical freedoms through no longer having access to those possessions, and so on). Merely making the point that ethical pronouncements are usually based on relatively self-evident-like observations that, at the same time, should not be elevated to the status of so-called ‘ethical principles’ (given the necessary provisional treatment of such observations along with their necessary dialectical resolution as a consequence of an inevitable overlapping of contrary perspectives concerning the suitable discharge of behaviours in the light of such potential interpretative conflicts as to the prioritization or discounting of such apparent intra-cultural and inter-cultural observational standards, etc.). An ‘existentially oriented point of view’ is one that takes a ‘pro-relational perspective on the ensuing creation, preservation, and/or conservation of mutual forms of relational richness and enrichment (for the reasons as just noted, etc. I.e., on grounds of the augmentation and enhancement of overall personal and interpersonal forms of freedom/s, and so on)’. Through the suitable invocation of so-called ‘transcendental suspensions’ (or, rather, ‘extensive suspensions’) the potential ‘mine-field’ (or ‘mind-field’) of ethical controversies should be considerably defused, i.e., metaphorically ‘de-mined’ along more pragmatic grounds of an ongoing consensus-forming, etc., preferably in the light of having performed an adequate degree of consequential analysis, and so on.


� 	One series of beneficial outcomes would be the positive re-writing of ‘existential sentiments and expectations’. A recognition of this dimension being instrumental in the re-writing of this proposal from a more intersubjective sense of recognition that such a dimension exists and must be co-opted in order to ensure a greater degree of interventional successfulness. The manner of this intervention attempting to be non-judgmental, relatively passive, and more auto-catalytic in its envisaged functioning.


� 	I.e., through the mere continuity redirection, a re-directed chaotic change that becomes ‘institutionalized’, a chaotic moment of re(-)direction that is not currently ‘institutionalized’ in its reading/writings, etc. 


� 	With a similar set of arguments applying to perception, visual or otherwise; memories; imaginations; and so on.


� 	I am merely alluding here to a phenomenon where these people with such over-commitments are actively seeking forms of parallel confirmation and affirmation without the ‘insightful’ expectation that that would normally be met. Yet, despite such unrealistic expectations these divergent ‘voices in the apparent wilderness’ expect to be recognized which might be one reason why conspiratorial communities are so powerfully bound together through their continual re-affirmation of such ‘mutual’ forms of confirmation. Perhaps this ‘mutually contrived’ process can be seen to be a dialogical mix of both self-affirmation and other-confirmation (in the midst of this apparent ‘wilderness’ of negative non-recognition)? 


� 	Arguing that contracts are founded, and should be grounded, on a working compactual basis since the non-honoring of a contract by either party reduces the ineffectiveness or the very working presence of that same contract, and where it behooves the contractor, likewise, to also proffer an equitable contract, etc.


� 	By ‘neutral’ is merely meant the fact that ‘the narratee is both non-judgmental and will be attentive to the trajectory of the narration’ whilst both parties accept they fact that neither party will either give their assent or their non-assent to the perceived validity of the positioning of the other party in whatever form it takes or will later be found to retake.


� 	That these protocols can be renegotiated by the narrator at any time during the course of the narration, be that in one episode, or repeated over a number of episodes.


� 	More correctly, it is not so much a sharing between relational parties as the relationship ‘insisting on the sharing’ of this sentimental complexion, as an emergent and overflowing expression of itself, with those parties in a more direct manner of an existential involvement. The type of argument expressed in footnote 39 in the fifth series of reflections. Pursuit, III.12N.footnote 39.


� 	‘Identifications’ by virtue of the fact that we are ever witnessing the overlapping intersections of our primary relationships within the overall world of the relational as entailed in my concept of ‘embeddedness’. We could also ask to what extent embodied and embanked experiences might also possess a primary intersubjective sense of and semblance of an ontological location?


� 	This economic characterization of a relational economy providing the argument why the existential orientation, enacted through ongoing resolution (in economic, non-economic, and hyper-economic terms of reference) is primarily being read through a proscriptive lens.


� 	In the light of previous forms of analysis we could argue that such ongoing re(-)alignment is the result of realignment through hermeneutic rectification (where we follow the meta-textual rules associated with that mix of genres being appropriated), phenomenological deconstruction through re-de-mis-alignment, and ongoing re(-)normalization through those chaotic patterns of re-alignment arrived at through increment realignment, etc.


� 	The reader probably recognizes that I am alluding to the current Yes Campaign arguing in Australia for a very limited, but important, degree of constitutional reform.






