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Since the penultimate chapter of my Theological Investigations, Volume II, I have re-defined the idea of a ‘secular dimension’ as ‘that which is not a disciplinary realm, and, instead, as that sphere of influence in which everyone is a member, and where no one can be excluded, and where disciplines ply their various trades, be their members acting as either professionals or amateurs’. Traditionally, the division is between a secular semblance of a world versus a religious sense of that same secular world, albeit as reinterpreted through that religious lens. Hence the idea of a ‘religious difference’ as ‘that religious vision of a world minus a secular vision of that same world’. Now, as a theist you would invoke a ‘theological difference’, or, if you were a spiritualist, of some variety or other, you would invoke a ‘spiritualistic difference’, and so on. Now, perceiving, say, a ‘theologian’ as either a ‘theistic professional or amateur’ then we could argue, in the context of this type of philosophical landscape, that they should primarily be dealing with the topic ‘what constitutes a theological difference’. However, such simplicity is more often than not quite mistaken. I am sure such a professional has to spend much of their time, say, with their students and congregations, fellow professionals and a lay public, dealing with other topics, having to confront the many exigencies of daily life, and so forth. Moreover, the natural question to then ask by either themselves or some other disciplinarian, or as a member of the secular world, is “just what value does this professional approach proffer?” Hence the necessity of a segueing from merely articulating the meaning of a ‘religious difference’ to then asking ‘just what value such a difference might make in meta-religious terms of reference’. Indeed, focusing now on a ‘meta-difference’. But, why stop there? Since it is also the task of a disciplinarian to ply their trade in the secular world, we must further ask in what manner does this vision of a ‘religious difference’ and a ‘religious meta-difference’ make in the secular world when we must also insist that there can no absolutistical difference between a secular world and any vision of its religious interpretation?
 Hence, the religionist also has to explore the ensuing ramifications of a ‘religious non-difference’ between their ‘disciplinary vision of the world minus a general secular vision of that same world’. That, in effect, as an implication of this perspective all disciplinarians, too, will need to sing from the same song sheet. I.e., that, in turn, they also will need to clearly articulate their ‘disciplinary differences’, their ‘disciplinary meta-differences’, and their ‘disciplinary non-differences’. Hence this redefinition of a contrast between a secularist’s vision of the world and the disciplinarian’s vision of the same world that, obviously, for religious people in the secular world, cannot and should not exclude a religious or numinous dimension. So, we can assume that this contrast between secular and sacred is already understood, but, that the significance of the secular is now more divided in a contrast between secularists and disciplinarians, with the latter also including theologians, both traditional and radical, theists, religionists, spiritualists, and so on. However, as this essay is primarily focusing on the secularity of the secular world, we must ask, “are secularist merely at the mercy of disciplinarians ever promising to be of assistance in some form or other, or, does a ‘secular sense of difference’ exist alongside a ‘secular meta-difference’ and a ‘secular non-difference’?”
 In this regard, I hope to positively answer that the vision of a pragmatic-existentialist, or an existential-pragmatist, can exactly highlight the existence of this secular difference, meta-difference and non-difference, and, in the process proffer a trans-relational semblance of a meaningful form of a reply to the implicit anxiety ever entailed in the perennial question ‘what does it means to be human..?’ That, in effect, the secular world is not just defined by competing professionals and amateurs, and must equally resist such reductionistic attempts to merely redefine it through our choices of an assortment of disciplinary lenses whose focus will have us both adopting certain strategies and disregarding other forms of practice. Now, in this ambition, take of it what you will, but, more importantly, position yourself in such a manner so as to seriously reflect upon where you, yourself, already stand, or, indeed, might wish to make a stand, given that a ‘stance’ is no more than ‘an ideal aspiration that is partially realized through patient arbitration that can only persist as a work in progress..!!’ (i)

A Twelfth Series of Reflections…

What has the putatively insightful philosopher to share with their fellow philosophers, distinguished disciplinarians, and, most importantly, all earnest secularists, since, quite rightly that should also include everyone?
 Could there be such a gift, or is it the case that this ‘gift’ is merely being returned, hopefully, with a little bit extra rather than just the pretense of a ‘promise’ fabricated within one more fancy wrapping?! (0)

Ideally, in a true act of exchange, with one hand, something should be given, and, with the other hand, something else should be taken away. E.g., it is a hot day and you tell me that you are hungry and thirsty. So, I immediately set about slicing some fresh bread and offer it to you, replete with your favorite toppings along with a large glass of cold water. Then, when you are finished eating and drinking these tokens of your most pressing need, you tell me you are now no longer hungry and thirsty. The point of this analogy being that gift-giving is not just the giving of a gift but a circulation of value plus the unilateral re-directedness of the giving of that gift. A gift that could be anything that could be given and shared, that entered into in an act of both giving and receiving - from a smile to a slice of bread... (1)


Everyone sees things that others do not at first see, so, therefore, all people are insightful in their own way. Without such insightfulness we could not survive. Moreover, insight is not something that belongs to any one person since what is truly insightful needs to be able to be demonstrated.
 In this regard, insight is not the personal property of any single person. (2)


I would like to proffer the outlines of a positive nihilism, and, in return, help you to minimize, diminish and excise your attachments to all that which counts as a negative nihilism, i.e., those pseudo-philosophical approaches that are ideologically ‘wrapped’ up as formulations that reveal themselves as having either unimodal, bimodal, absolutistical, or relativisitical forms of characterization, and so on and so forth. (3)


Or, put more simply, if you are a pragmatist, let me present an existential-pragmatism. Or, if you are more of an existentialist, then let me present a pragmatic-existentialism. In this regard, briefly defining ‘pragmatism’ as ‘that, for whatever reason, works’, and, defining the nebulous concept of the ‘existential’ as that which helps us to be pro-relational in our identification with the trans-relational’, i.e., in our identifying with the imputed perspective of our apparent relationships as treated both individually and collectively’. (4)


But can a gift, in being given, but, neither received nor accepted, be a gift other than being only a ‘gift’ in name? (5)


Sadly, what has a philosopher to give that at least one person might be glad to receive and accept? Philosophers, like most disciplinarians, have a deservedly poor press. I thought physicists were the preeminent exemplars of this type of scandal, given that they, themselves, calculate that they only can account for about five percent of their topic.
 But, on reflection, I find philosophers have a record that is even worse given that they never seem to agree except, superficially, with other paid-up members of their own professional coven; weaving magic from mystery and mystification from magic; continually contradicting themselves; barely cognizant of the economic nature of our thinking and completely unaware of the non-economic and hyper-economic dimensions. Still, like all disciplines, philosophers seem to be in possession of some small portion of their topic that at least gives them the presentation of a certain degree of professional competence. Although, I do not suggest that you lean too heavily on the full-time or part-time representatives of their community without testing the veracity or merits of their advice. Just as that of which I speak I would not expect any less than ‘respectful care and caution’. (6)


So, having played the Devil’s advocate for disregarding philosophical advice, solicited or unsolicited, let me now argue why we could tentatively proceed with an exploration of the same should we do so with this necessary requirement for our mindfully tendering such ‘care and caution’. (7)


In the previous essay it was suggested that we should be able to ask of the philosopher, or any other disciplinarian, when they are presented with a certain problem and a request for their professional help, that they step forward and tell us if they could proffer a solution, a resolution of the representation of that anomalous situation perceived as problematic, or, if that were just not possible. Or, perhaps, whether it might be possible to find a suitable reply if a reasonable period of time were to be aside in order to explore such a question. That, when the possibility of a resolution is possible, the requisite degree of circumscription be applied so that enough information is forwarded that in being integrated in the format of the argument required it is then fully able to establish the formation of its resolution. On the other hand, too much information, and digression into irrelevant details, can only muddy the waters and set us up to lose sight of just what is required to clarify such a solution.
 Hence, it should be said, perhaps, that there are some grounds for a qualified degree of optimism? (8)


In the same vein it was also said that we need to attend to our ‘objectives, methodologies, differentiate possibilities from impossibilities’.
 It we are not prepared to successfully recognize what we might be looking for then we waste both our time and the time of others. Then, in the light of those objectives, our methodologies should be similarly honed. Sorting out what is possible to attain from that which is impossible to realize. What is impossible to appropriate must forever remain a misappropriation of our time and energy, both philosophical and otherwise! (9)


Two more headings, in a set of eight, were also suggested for pursuing a successful form of research, namely, ‘representationalism’ and ‘suspension’.
 Although the critical (and radical) pragmatist is also an ‘anti-representationalist’, still, they have to work with what is to hand, like all other people, namely, unavoidable representations of our world as lived as embedded in language and cultural experience, etc. However, through the well-informed and well-exercised use of the ‘suspension’ (reading ‘transcendental suspensions’ through the complex lens of ‘extensive suspensions’
) such representations then take on a characteristic anti-representationalism. Moreover, as it was pointed out, for the technical term ‘suspension’, in whatever form it is being read, we should also read the concept of the ‘de-suspension’, etc., since the ensuing ‘force’ of the suspension resides in the automatic self-deconstruction of the same in and through a process of a chaotic re-self-organization in which an economy of renewed re(-)iterations are non-economically emitted, some of which will be either non-critical, critical, and/or radical in their complexion when inspected more closely. The reception of the relatively chaotic coming about through incremental inputs meeting those points of either chaotic bifurcation, emergence, or change in phase... from time to time, giving rise to the relatively novel, along with shifts in vocabulary, the recording of history, surprising innovations in practice, performance, objective outcomes, and so on. (10)


It is in the non-economic realization of this unilaterally re-directed chaotic overlay that the existential character of the event is recognized, encountered and, therein and thereafter, engaged (through the ensuing existentialization of the relatively non-existential). That the distinctive centrality of the existential event in experience is not to be found in an inventory of facts spun through the concatenation of ideologically oriented narrations invoking ideas not fit for philosophical purpose. In this regard ‘the fact of the event’ is quite different from ‘the event of a fact or a set or series of facts’. Still, they are not completely different since it is through facts that we can recount events, and, the distinctive nature of a fact comes about through the transformational-transitions of the apparent phenomenal-phenomenological surfaces of the fact as it is transmutes from one apparent fact to the next, admittedly through process of imputational representation preferably subjected to well-informed and well-exercised suspensions, etc. Then, we can have the best of the both worlds, namely, that ‘world’ textualized through representational depositions and the re(-)presentation of a simulated sense and semblance of a world of experience, where such re(-)interpreted experience, itself, must then arise through the necessity of a hyper-economic anti-representationalism that assumes both an experiential realm of imputations and the imputation of a realm of experience where both aspects cannot be cashed out in nihilistic terms of an impossible negative economy. As imputations qua imputations, knowing, also, ‘that the imputation of an imputation is a non-imputation’, just as ‘the simulation of a simulation (through intentional retention) ceases to be experienced as just as a simulation’ despite the eventful-fact that this (transcendental) illusion of the illusion never ceases to be an illusion, i.e., as an imputed representation or simulation, etc. Accepting all interpretations, as re(-)interpretations, as pragmatical materials to be found to hand, and, that all interpretations are different and can only be rendered as equivalent through equations constructed by us; and. accordingly, in such terms of reference, will find themselves treated as either valid or invalid’ as either non-critical, critical or radical’; as either virtual or non-virtual in orientation, as existentially oriented or non-existentially oriented, as identities in a long list of observations, both conformal and speculative... but, most certainly, where for us there is no need whatsoever to appeal to any misbegotten desires and demands for the so-called ‘pre-simulated’, the ‘pre-imputed’, the ‘pre-represented’, and so on and so forth..! (11)

In other words, as our experience of experience stands, there is no need for a negative nihilism that insists on the represented being other than the merely represented, as anything other than a representation of representation and never the representation of that which is not being represented! Living quite happily with ‘representations’ as ‘mere representations’ whose very re(-)iteration of the representational ‘forges’ the event-full realm of a living-world through the relationships of our relationships as it then traces out a world of facts as a lived-world of experience… as simultaneously subjective, intersubjective, and trans-relational in orientation despite our inability to entertain all economic orientations both equally and simultaneously (other than through their integration over the course of their economic suspensions)... (12)


That central to living-experience is the ‘event’, whereas, the ‘factual-event’ is only peripheral to the transformation of a world of facts. The difference is both experiential and conceptual, or i.e., theoretical. The experiential event is experience holistically versus the fact of the fact that is merely finding some transformation in its more relatively superficial aspects of its constitution and, thereby, enabling a concurrent form of a continuing identity despite such transformational-transitions in its relatively superficial constitution (as economically represented in intentional consciousness and appreciation).  The experiential difference between experiencing the holistically oriented semblance and sense of a trans-relational subjectivity, etc.,
 as more ‘representative of the relationship’ (arising through emergence) versus a mere catalogue of facts that simply tabulate relational parties and parts, interobjective and intersubjective fields, and so on, along with apparent, relatively superficial, transformational-transitions of the same.
 The latter is a bit like peeling an onion. The papery outer skin is removed to reveal a more translucent skin underneath whilst the overall historical continuity of the onion, itself, remains preserved. Of course, to continue this process of reduction along absolutistical lines would soon leave us without even the trace of that onion. (13)

Now, through the experiential event, we can access a relatively existential orientation in such transformational-transitions versus those experiences that have a relatively non-existential complexion. That the metaphorical ‘door’, and ‘exit’, to this existential dimension of the trans-relational, as realized through non-economic emission and hyper-economic re(-)appropriation, is none other than that delivered through this endless, momentary succession of both suspensions and de-suspensions... (14)


That the philosophically aware pragmatist, as has been already argued, should recognize the fact that, ‘functionally, they are immersed in a world of the deontological imperatives in all shapes and sizes, but, importantly, without any dependence on or necessity for so-call ‘Principles’, be they the impossibility of so-called ‘First Principles’, or ‘Last Principles’, or ‘Middling Principles’, with the latter being imagined as residents between the former. That the deontological imperatives are central to a pragmatic disposition (not just a pragmatic expediency) with the deontological reinterpreted along ‘both experiential lines and through the apparent lens of the trans-relational, etc.’
 (15)


It should not be necessary for me to have to both make this claim, just noted, and then feel the need to argue for its obvious truth. Namely, in this world of experience we have relationships, experienced from a trans-relational perspective and, within the emergent constitution of those same relationships, we exercise various forms of limited reduction in order to articulate certain relational participants and parts as imputations existing within a variety of relational fields with suitable forms of the temporal and spatial positioning being co-expressed when and where that is apparently relevant, and v.v. That, in the formation of such simulated imputations, we have neither absolutistical access to the trans-relational per se nor to their apparent relational participants and parts, etc., per se. In effect, we live in ‘no man’s land’, which is expressed as a ‘joke’, since, we could live nowhere else, and, indeed, can live nowhere else. But, unfortunately, the world is mesmerized by the over-preferencing of a set of prejudices, as a series of prejudgments, that, effectively, on one hand, disparage relationships, and on the other hand, excessively preferences the material bits and pieces found after we have ‘dismantled’ such relationships. Basically, through the misguided lens of an over-reductionistic bias we almost focus entirely on such ‘torn away fragments’, whilst, at the same time, generally overlook the fact that even the apparent bits and pieces of the world are equally constituted through various forms of relationally oriented integration. We might talk, e.g., about the ‘face’ of a certain person, or admire the musculature of their torso, or the graceful use of their hands or feet... almost oblivious to the fact that these parts of the person’s anatomy come as a unified package and not as the bundled up contents, say, that might be found in a shipping container. With this bias unchecked we might find, e.g., the disparagement of individual cultures, but, at the same time, waxing lyrically over the prime artefacts of any one of those same cultures. Or, take a simple broom, it practically ceases to function when pulled apart. So, our phenomenal-phenomenological experience of that broom is expedited when it remains intact and is found fit for purpose. Still, in a contrast, we are reluctant to ascribe a similar experience of integration and integrity to the nature of our relationships vis-à-vis either the behavioral function we enter into with others or even as found through our own sense/s of self-experience. I.e., as that this covert imputation of the trans-relational is not something we can handle, or see, then it is overlooked and if not ignored, at least, minimized. But, in this we travel in the wrong direction since e/valuational formation arises through emergence and, alternatively, is ultimately lost when that relationship and its material expressions are reduced to the mere contents of their contextual relationships, a reductive process that cannot be conducted ad infinitum. A certain qualified deference should be afforded to all things relational in orientation since those relationships cannot be absolutistically reduced other than in very limited, circumscribed terms of reference. So, e.g., in a forest we can look at one individual tree, then, but not at the same time, we can look at the forest surrounding that individual tree as another apparent entity in its own right should we be in a position to view some part of that forest or the totality of the same. However, on the other hand, we might express a certain covert reluctance to refer to two people in a certain relationship as having a ‘relationship’, say, as friends, or as family, or as lovers, when for much of the time we are not privy to the non-public machinations of that relationship, and, as a general rule for human behaviour, what is out of mind is out of sight, and, what is out of sight is out of mind, etc. If we can see it, and even better, dismantle it with our own hands, we take for granted the existence of the same. But, the overlooked integrity of that relationship, born through economic resolution and its ensuing integration, when it can be neither seen nor handled, more often than not, is just minimized if not entirely ignored, or worse, disparaged. Just as, e.g., when people forever grumble about their place of work, probably with good reasons, or the running of the government, no doubt seizing on negative indications that merely reinforce that form of a confirmational bias, and so on. So, to suggest that there exists, in interpreted experience, both a qualified trans-relational dimension in parallel to a qualified relational dimension of relational participants and parts one would more than likely be met with a blank stare. Yet, unless both aspects of this simulated coin of the realm is understood as the only currency that can be tendered then there can be little hope of a mutual understanding in such matters. That to not appreciate this dialectical interaction taking place between both the qualified trans-relational and the qualified relational material of that relationship is to indulge in a negative nihilism and continually conjugate with fantastic impossibilities not worthy of either a philosopher or disciplinarian who is, and remains, both critical and radical in the serious conduct over the course of their research.
 (16)


In order to discern relational bits and pieces we need relationships, and v.v. By ‘qualified’ is simply meant that ‘in a relational economy no economic correlativity or economic form of identity can be entertained purely on its own imputed terms of reference’. So, yes, relationships emerge, but not in ultimate terms of reference, and, likewise, relational participants and parts are reductively delivered, but, not absolutistically. Hence this dialectical interaction between the qualified trans-relational and the qualified relational. To ignore such constraints, and possible freedoms, is to invite impossible forms of thought and inadvertently take on the persona of a clown - a sad figure who is forever laughed at by the ‘knowing’, but, in this instance, will never have an idea that they are being laughed at or why they are being politely treated as a figure of fun among the cognoscenti. (17)


In the world of the virtual we could say that we are nowhere and everywhere at the same time, indeed, wherever we might wish to be, but, of course, we are embodied where we are, and it is through the non-virtual emplacement of such embodiment that a sense of locality is re-imposed upon us in the irruption of the non-economic moment. That, through such specificity, we come to re-confront this world of our embodiment, along with our embeddedness (with others) and embankment (in this ecologically constituted world at large). Moreover, in seeking the obtainment of our aspirations, be they personal ambitions or social directives, we must also enter into an economy of arbitration entailing aspirational emplacement, the immediacy of our non-virtual displacement, and, hopefully, some degree of success through forms of an eventual de-displacement. I.e., through our triple emplacement in our embodiment, etc., we are to confront the fact of our aspirations as not able of finding an immediate form of realization (unlike the fantastical nature of the virtual), and where, through forms of compromise, preferably without being compromised, we enter into those forms of arbitration that might eventually allow us to realize some of our more pressing priorities. Hence this additional intentional dimension to our emplacement in this world where our freedom is basically realized through our co-operation with others, and v.v. It is true to say, as a virtue, that we should be relatively self-reliant, but, without the ministrations of others even this virtue, by itself, is completely irrelevant! (18)


Elsewhere, I have argued that coincident with a pragmatic attitude is a deontological sense of process, and, that when we are in a harmonic alignment with the same, we initiate a relatively existential approach to what we are currently contemplating in our passage through this arbitrated world of the other. Or, more correctly, what our trans-relational sense and semblance of subjectivity is apparently contemplating both on its behalf and our behalf along with the behalf of all relevant others to that extent this form an existential embrace can be non-incoherently delineated in such ensuing pathways thematized and objectified through patterns of enaction receptive to such ‘existential arbitration’. In making this’ existential observation’ I am not suggesting that trans-relational subjectivity is perfectly privy to ethical perfection but does have the intuitive ability to divine patterns of behaviour that, on balance, would either create, preserve, and/or conserve patterns of e/valuational formation with a greater, comparative semblance of both richness and enrichment. (19)


Imagine coming across a desperate person who is reluctantly having to beg for food and water through, say, the sudden result of a series of mishaps perhaps not even of their own making. They are starving and they are thirsty. This is their immediate reality to hand. In a reliance upon the kindness of strangers they will be soon be fed and suitably hydrated. Under the circumstances, through a natural reception to the idea of an extension and reception of hospitality, it is the duty of those people in passing to suitably attend to the plight of this person currently in dire need. The pragmatics of this situation demand a deontological approach. Indeed, a compactual approach and not a contractual re-writing of this specific form of situatedness. If this hungry person were to have had money, then they might have been able to afford a meal or pay someone to prepare something for them. So, let us assume they have no such resources. Therefore, we need to write or re-write this situation in non-contractual terms of reference, i.e., in compactual terms. Effectively, this person is entirely reliant on the functioning of a deontologically oriented process of interaction. So, the pragmatics of this situation needs to be addressed in deontological terms and redressed in and through that same approach. However, because such a pragmatic attitude cannot be reduced to a pragmatical dimension of expediency alone, it must, therefore, find itself being re-written through some form of an existential-pragmatism or pragmatic-existentialism. But, as pointed out elsewhere, the deontological re(-)writing of a pragmatic-existentialism is not beholden to ethical calculations conducted in contractual terms of reference, but, in a form of deontological consideration that attempts to more productively harmonize the key anomalous features that appear to distinctively thematize our compassionate understanding of that situation. Or, more simply, whatever adds richness and enrichment to that overall sense and semblance of a relationship. Not the derivative experience of consulting some rule book for the performance of moral behaviour, etc., but, a reflecting upon our relationships, in the midst of this sense and semblance of trans-relational subjectivity, in the hope that appropriate forms of behaviour can be duly delivered to the overall betterment of all parties concerned. (20)


Now, contractual guidelines might be considered as proffering some form of an initial assessment or framing of that moral situation in question, or, certain relevant needs could be overlooked whilst other needs might be envisaged that have little actual lived-reality in the context of this hypothetical exploration of our current, overall moral situatedness. How might we obviate such theoretical problems? (21)


Generally, through the suitable exercise of a seemingly called-for strategy, an enrichment of all our relationships could well be earmarked as the guiding principle that is usually worth being adopted and adapted in this regard. However, like all things, the Devil is in the detail and this rule, too, like all other rules, at some point will need to be suitably deconstructed, and then re-written in order to take into account a better appreciation of the unique specificity of the situatedness in question. In this regard, e.g., I am thinking about how the participants in a toxic relationship might be better if they were to exit from such a relationship.
 If these parties were to find the termination of their relationship through a non-metaphorical ‘murdering of each other’ then, in terms of a simple calculus of a cost and benefit analysis, such a relational ‘divorce’ would be the optimum path to have taken. That a post mortem of this example would assists us in clarifying the type of ethical philosophy actually operating behind this form of a ‘relational ethics’. An ethical philosophy that relatively preferences the relationship but not at the total expense of its participating parties. Although badged a ‘relational ethics’, more correctly it should be nominated as a form of ‘trans-relational ethics’, or, again, as a ‘pragmatic-existentialism’ or ‘existential-pragmatism’. Such a position arguing, e.g., first, that the loss of a party in a relationship is a loss of relational value, and, that the death of one of the parties in a relationship is to be treated as a relative loss. Therefore, e.g., to either destroy a friendship or murder your friend is to realize a relative loss of potentially positive e/valuational formation that could have arisen through the future interactions of those two parties. However, second, if the interactions of those parties are going to be at the overall detriment of that relationship, then it follows that it would be better for those two parties to separate lest they further diminish the remaining, or residual, positive value of their relatively negative relationship or should one party ‘murder’ the other party, etc. Moreover, the relational situatedness of two parties in a relationship should not conducted at the overall expense of the possibility of all other relationships already being entered into or could be entered into at some future point in time, etc. That an untimely death in this context would be at the expense of other parties that could have entered into a more positive form of interaction with that person who has now deceased. A ‘trans-relational ethics’ is envisaged here because the relationship is relatively preferenced, treated with a greater degree of qualified deference, but, never at the expense of the sum total of all possible relationships that could be entered into by any one party with all other possible parties, be these relationships experienced on a current timeline or at some possible future point in time. That just as relational participants and parts are incorporated and mutually defined by a certain relationship, that relationship, in turn, like all other relationships, is also embedded in an open-ended world of the relational. This observation is highlighted through an exploration of the following. E.g., when one party in a supposedly monogamous sexual relationship is being unfaithful, they will have to also consider the potential consequences of their actions for the other party in that relationship that was previously defined by both parties as ‘monogamous’. Now, I am not making a moral point here, only noting a relational observation that what we do or don’t do within our relationships can have consequences beyond the boundaries of those same relationships. That given the sequentially directed nature of our lives, that either investments or disinvestments of our psychic time and energy in a specific set of relationships also implies inverse disinvestments and investments in any other set of our relationships in accordance with how such relationships are being causally approached in our overall sequencing of our interactions, and interactive interventions, with others… across a plurality of overlapping (and potentially conflicting) relationships. (22)

That, generally, but not always, investing our psychic time and energy in a certain relationship should prove, on balance to be a differentially positive phenomenon. However, in their unique specificity, some relationships prove to be much more beneficial for all relevant parties and, understandably, it would behoove us to preference those more profitable relationships. At the same time, also discounting those relationships that might prove to be relatively unproductive, negative, or detrimental to the positive e/valuational formation that could perhaps be mutually found if those same parties were to enter into more profitable forms of relational interaction elsewhere. Now, the tools to engineer this interactive richness and ongoing enrichment, through processes of re(-)enrichment, basically fall under the three heading of either ‘the creation, preservation, and/or conservational expansion of those positive forms of relational intervention’, preferably entered into on the behalf of that relationship (given our relational identification with the trans-relational subjectivity, etc., of that relationship in question
). That in our relational tool box in order to disengage from negative or relatively less productive forms of relational engagement we could invoke either the de-conservation, de-preservation, and/or de-creation of those more questionable relationships’. (23)


So, as noted, the primary perspective on relational engagement should be conducted from a trans-relational perspective in its broadest sense, ‘given that no one relationship is an ethical island unto itself’. That trans-relational perspective granted, just how should we engage with others in a relatively existential manner that contributes to the overall relational richness to be realized through an ongoing re(-)enrichment of our relationships? (24)


As you might come to expect by now, if not suspect already, my simple response to such an enquiry is to understand that our existential ‘access’ is realized through the exercise of well-informed and well-conducted extensive suspensions where the ensuing automatic irruption of de-suspensions, in the localization of a non-economic mode, will do all the relational hard work so to speak. Let me elaborate on the ‘economic necessity’ for the implication of this non-economic philosophy. (25)


Extensive suspensions, in lieu of transcendental suspensions, were predicated by myself on the economic grounds of the overall transcendental suspension (as exemplified by the interrogative economy, e.g.
), the automatic delivery of de-suspensions (in order to account for subtle forms of preference in the formation of ordered phenomena), and the apparent instigation and control over forms of causal involvement (that is necessitated in our movement between the relatively virtual and the non-virtual, and v.v., and the consequences this has for our survival, etc.). However, if somewhat shorn of its theoretical complexities, what can we say in this regard? (26)


As already intimated, non-economic involvement is necessary since the endless recycling of economic forms of circulation cannot move us from the merely virtual to the actuality of non-virtually oriented interactive engagement. Just staring at an apple, e.g., will not get us eating that apple. Merely thinking about the eating of that apple, again, will not get you eating that apple. In some sense the essential, holistic nature of intentional experience (along with its trans-intentional judgmental appreciation) needs to be short-circuited, meet the realization of a disruptive break in its symmetry, irrupt into the locality of the concrete specificity of that historical moment and enact patterns of interactive involvement within the situatedness of that relationship. Hence this ability of the economic, through a moment of resolution, to sufficiently find a successful non-economic expression of the same in the historical localization of this unilateral re-directedness of the ensuing moment. I have deliberately chosen this world ‘localization’ in order to contrast the relatively non-local nature of the essential, holistic-like experience of the relatively economic if it were to devolve alone through cycles of circulation, as endlessly reiterated patterns of re(-)circulation unable to extend themselves from the relatively virtual into the realm of the relatively non-virtual along with the ensuing uniqueness of its concrete, historical specificity. Now, no longer staring at an apple, or merely thinking about the eating of an apple, but, now, physically engaging it as an object to touch, bite, eat, and suitably ingest through chewing and swallowing… through a unilateral re-directedness of a series of enactions. (27)


The imagined world of the virtual can be both anywhere and nowhere. I could imagine myself having a croissant and coffee in my favourite café in Paris, but, not having a specific café in mind, that would be a sort of generic vision. On the other hand, I could imagine having a coffee in my favourite café in Melbourne, and that would be my imagining a specific location. But, then, being in or near Sydney, I cannot non-virtually localize myself in either of those two previous locations. On the other hand, should the occasion be my walking past a reasonably interesting café, and, at the same time of noticing my desiring a coffee, then, if I have the time, I could permit myself to do just that as long as all other preconditions and conditions do not impede me from executing that intentional objective, like, e.g., not having access to the requisite finance to perform this intention in contractual accordance with its conventional dictates. In other words, let us ask ‘just what must be present in order to successfully perform the realization of a simple, short-term intentional project?’ (28)
In effect, we are asking how the virtual can be transformed into its non-virtual correlate? Or, in reverse, how our appreciation of the apparently non-virtual can be simulated and re(-)simulated in virtual terms of reference, i.e., say, as in an act of perception rather than an act of mere imaginative visualization, be that either in reference to an understanding of our current spatio-temporal positioning, etc., versus our imaginative re-configuring of that same sense of space and time.
 Basically, seeking the relevant preconditions and conditions in order to execute this intention and directly find myself experiencing its non-virtual, post-conditional realization. Now, in this regard, I would imagine my motivation must be sufficient in order to execute this envisaged project, and, where the conditions must also be present in order to localize, thematize, and realize this same aspiration in the here and now, albeit as refracted through the necessary forms of arbitration in conjunction with co-associated patterns of navigation (around others) and negotiation (with others). In conditional terms we must be locally present and both able and capable of executing this project. In terms of overall motivation I feel that we need to take into account the cooperation and integration of three levels in epistemological organization, namely, the requisite desire in affective terms of reference, the requisite thematization of what is needed to execute the cognitive refraction of that aspiration, and, the requisite intensity and expressiveness of our existential sentiments that would allow, i.e., permit, us to non-virtually, i.e., in causal terms, transformationally transition to this desired state of affairs. E.g., I could be tired having wandered around the city for the last four hours. I could also be hungry and equate the sufficient satisfaction of these needs by sitting down and having a croissant and coffee in a nearby café that I hope will satisfactorily meet the conjunction of all three of these needs. Now, admittedly, I believe we probably have a reasonable understanding of the first two levels in epistemological organization, i.e., in terms of the affective and the cognitive. However, I don’t believe we have the relatively reasonable and current explication that is socially understood of this third component of a trans-relational or judgmental need to co-opt some form of an experience of these factors I have termed as ‘existential sentiments’ (or as ‘trans-intentional, i.e., ‘transcendental’ emotions’, etc.). Therefore, let me explore this third aspect given this greater need for its eventual clarification of which this current philosophical scrutiny, I would like to think, plays nothing more than a small part in the ongoing formulations of such social understandings. Obviously, this work in progress needs to be treated as provisional and that much philosophical and disciplinary research will need to be conducted in order to arrive at more refined forms of social consensus in this same regard. But, nevertheless, lets us at least continue this project that, I would believe, is already underway… (29)


On one hand, let us assume that existential sentiments are either positive or negative in orientation. That, in order to organize some form of suitable ‘permission’, and then act upon the same, we need to engineer the required suspension that, on its de-suspension, hopefully, would propel us in the required direction that would allow us to successfully discharge the requisite form of localization needed in order to execute this aspiration in question. Say, I have been walking over the countryside for some time in the middle of a hot day. I then find myself passing an orchard replete with glossy red apples in the middle of nowhere in particular. I look at these apples and the intention forms of scrumping one or two of those ripe-looking pieces of fruit given that no farmer is to be seen in the immediate vicinity. Even though I am stealing those apples, and am not a fan of receiving stolen goods, be they stolen by myself or someone else, still, under the circumstances of my current hunger and thirst, I permit myself to purloin two of those apples. Without difficulty I enter the orchard and quickly pick two choice pieces of fruit. I put them in my backpack and quickly head back to the path I have been taking across the countryside and proceed on my way. Soon, beside a nearby river, in the privacy of a grove of shady trees, I then eat my two very delicious apples... (30)


Obviously, my feeling hunger, and thirsty, are basically affective emotions, albeit as formulated through their cognitive refraction that says I can now discharge that semblance of hunger by eating these two stolen apples. On the other hand, feeling some form of guilt in my stealing these two apples and a fear of being discovered is countermanded by my giving myself ‘permission’ to go scrumping in this orchard given my perception that I believe that I will not be seen taking these apples. So, I entered the orchard and chose two apples and think I will eat them very soon... and quickly left to resume my travels. Much of this scrutiny of my mental processes is relatively non-controversial. Already in the public domain so to speak. However, what might appear to be more problematic is the overall mechanism needed to arrive at this form of ‘permission’. Here, I am arguing that given this (trans-intentional) dimension of judgment we need to invoke (trans-intentional) processes for dealing with this sense and semblance of a decision made to do one thing and not something else. Such self-interrogation demands some form of an interrogative economy, albeit one written or re(-)written in the judgmental terms of reference.
 Moreover, for the moment of resolution to be fully realized in non-virtual terms of reference we have to exercise an extensive suspension that suitably oversees the same, namely, the realization of these (arbitrated) aspirations in non-economic terms of their casually effective localization. Given the need for the immediate coincidence of motivation with non-economic realization of intent we might well assume that pre-conditions could be conceived of, primarily, in causally manipulated forms of spatio-temporal localization both able and capable of delivering the desired intent more or less with the degree of an ensuing satisfaction as being optimistically envisaged. Now, as previously reflected upon, such ‘optimism’ is an existential sentiment usually entertained with a positive orientation. That with the presence of one positive existential sentiment I am sure others might not be too far away. Although it would be tempting at this point to reintroduce the idea that there is only one existential sentiment currently being experienced, albeit with the specificity of a certain existential degree of intensity, but, reflected through the current form of cognitive refraction taking place in the experience of that situatedness at that very localized moment in both time and space. Or, i.e., when we have a form of resolution that reflects the concurrence of the pre-conditional, the conditional (and the thematization of the desired post-conditional) along with the requisite motivation that needs to be enacted on all three levels of epistemological organization, we are now ready to go and do so must mean the localization of such arbitrated aspirations through the immediacy of their ‘objective discharge’, i.e., the non-virtual, causal realization of such intentional objectivity. What else might we need to consider in understanding this process of non-economically coordinated resolution? (31)


Why is it the case that the potentially radical nature of the non-economically discharged sense and semblance of a possible form of resolution must, in turn, be re(-)appropriated in a hyper-economic process of re(-)contextualization? On this point, let me explain my reasoning. (32)


As a philosophical observation let me say that both the economic and hyper-economic are relatively non-local and holistic in orientation. Yes, we can imagine locality in virtually formulated spatio-temporal terms of reference, say, prior to enacting a certain decision, but, history itself, is only made in the moment of the non-economic and its localization through the unilateral re-direction of the ensuing moment. Therefore, in this regard, a history of the present is ‘local’ and, as a chaotic phenomenon, could be described as a ‘non-continuity’ (rather than as a ‘continuity’ or a ‘discontinuity’ 
). Given the historical is the concrete specification of the unilateral moment of re-directedness we could, perhaps, then assume that a trajectory that is an alignment with its essential expression, in holistic terms, would then be relatively existential in complexion. In other words, enacted with a certain proactivity in keeping with the essential nature of the trans-relational situatedness in question. In effect, allowing, i.e., permitting, the ensuing resolution of deontological pressures to be expressed in a manner that re(-)presents that more aligned state of affairs.
 That such pressures for resolution will also not be confined to just a deontological format given the not unimportant contributions co-issuing from these secondary adjuncts of both aethetical inputs (say, in the style of resolution entered into) and pragmatical inputs (say, in the co-associated utility also issuing from those positive patterns of e/valuational formation). (33)

Now, let me explore a succession of ideas in a similar vein. (34) 

The trans-relational economy cannot be closed given the fact that each and every delineation of a relationship is never completely non-arbitrary. That, in a certain sense, it could be regarded as holistically non-locally-local given its non-economic entry into the local and its non-localization of its relatively economic and hyper-economic inputs and outputs. (35)
That, through a metaphorical ‘break’ in symmetry, the economic, through resolution, is non-economically emitted... into the specification of the event in both factual and eventful experiential terms of reference, i.e., both in superficially oriented terms as a ‘fact’ and in non-superficially oriented or essentially experienced terms as an ‘event’. Furthermore, we could surmise that the event of a non-economic irruption could be subtly coloured by some form of a preferential bias expressed across the representative status of the trans-relational economy in such a manner so as to induce chaotic processes of either bifurcation, phase-changes and/or emergences. In this regard, we could speculate that those ensuing processes of chaotic re-direction, just noted, could arise from de-suspensional forces preferentially treating, respectively, the relatively economic, the non-economic, or the hyper-economic. So, in this regard, an analytical bias results in resolution through bifurcation, a synthetical bias arises from the hyper-economic preferencing of the emergent, and, through the non-economic we could witness chaotic forms of change more in tune with phase changes. (36)
As noted, the non-economic is contextually re(-)appropriated hyper-economically. The implication being that we can only appropriate small incremental units of a relatively-radical input/output and never the overwhelming irruption of radically-radical inputs/outputs. (37)
That, it must be safe to assume that all aspects of the trans-relational economy, represent the relationship in its apparent situatedness, and, can become a locus for some form of trans-relational change in overall behaviour. (38)

E.g., we could also assume that an existential sense and semblance of ‘reputation’ is formed in hyper-economic terms of reference through reiterations of behaviours regarded as relatively existential in orientation. That such a reputation is taken up and recognized in hyper-economic terms of appreciation. That the hyper-economic level is capable of also directing behaviours just as much as the economic and the non-economic can direct both enacted patterns of re-direction, albeit in and through the relatively non-economic. Moreover, that the asymmetrical uptake of hyper-economic inputs/outputs is able to extend the life of our represented relationships given this form an imperfect uptake of trans-relational forms of resolution. Given that perfect resolution is the perfected ‘death’ of that same relationship. Otherwise, imperfect forms of ongoing resolution will oversee the extended life of those same trans-relational relationships as experienced through their non-terminated event horizons (as related, e.g., through their continuing narration/s). (39)

Otherwise, what would be left behind would be nothing more than merely the ‘death’ of facts (as if stored in a metaphorical ‘morgue’). (40)

Hence, from such considerations, we might surmise there is a dialectics of a horizontal relational economy versus a vertical economy in the performance of an overall trans-relational economy... along with the critical amalgamation of both approaches in an existential form of appreciation. Where the critical generally pre-prepares the ground for the advent of the relatively-radical expression of the non-economic along with its necessitated critical re(-)appropriation in the contextualization of this equally necessary imputation of the hyper-economic. That this vision of the hyper-economic oversees our appreciation of the non-virtually oriented, causally implicated non-economic irruptions in its formation of histories of the present given any one situation can give rise to an infinity of unequal interpretations, where not one interpretation can be the equal of any other, and, thereby, gives us grounds for the re(-)assessment of such recorded facts. Preferring on balance, and in the light of evidence, more probable interpretations over those that are less probable in status, although not ruling out, at the same time, a dialectics of possibilities where no one single interpretation can exhaust a field of interpretations. However, the persisting, all-pervasive ‘presence’ of a unilateral re-directedness of the ensuing moment must also imply that processes of truth determination need not be non-problematic to a great extent given the textual deposition of imputed facts as being included in recorded facts. That these comments will now allow us to segue into determining the nature of the philosophically oriented process of truth determination. I.e., allow us to differentiate and determine the apparent status of both (subsistent) facts and (existent) events. (41)

As indicated earlier, in a short preamble to this essay, I argued that each and every viable discipline treated the world of lived-experience, i.e., the secular world, from a distinctive perspective. In this regard, what exactly counts as being ‘philosophical’ in terms of ‘a philosophical difference, a philosophical meta-difference, and a philosophical non-difference?’ As unfashionable as this might at first seem, it is my contention that the philosophical discipline is primarily concerned with truth determination. Let me explain and defend this potentially controversial point that, correctly, should not be regarded as controversial. (42)


In reflection upon the philosophical discipline, it seems obvious to me that philosophy is continually refining its variety of theoretical approaches, practical techniques, the pursuit of viable forms of criticism, along with radical qualifications of the former, with a view to ascertaining what is true and all that that might entail. As ‘evidence’ of this pursuit we find, in various forms, a variety of definitions of what is ‘truth’, what is to be constituted as ‘true’ in the light of that definition, and so on. Moreover, as an optimist, I would also contend that a certain pragmatic consensus has been arrived at, through a successful postmodern critique of the modernist project (as entailed in the so-called ‘Western Enlightenment’, etc.) that, for many philosophers, who, if pressed, would state something to the effect that ‘truth is not absolute Truth, but, that which can be validly argued for through well-constructed arguments, etc.’ That this form of ‘truth’ is provisional, needs to be evidentially established, and should play a productive role in our causal understanding of the world. That this approach can be formulated in a logical format as indicated by Alfred Tarski, but, as to how evidence can be educed and produced for such truth determination, unfortunately, that this, as yet, is another matter where consensus has not been sufficiently arrived at (in a suitable formulation that would suit the ill-tempered dispositions of a series of ideologues unable to suspend their own prejudices, i.e., pre-judgments in the vexed context of this specific issue? I.e., as a topic that just cannot be suitably discussed by such ideologues!)? (43)


Tarksi’s definition of what is truth, what is ‘true’ as ascertained in a process of truth determination is:


P’ is T iff p. (44)


This formula, in English, in my interpretation, can be read as follows, namely, the state of affairs in the (relative) meta-language P’ is true (T) if and only if the state of affairs can be found in the (relative) object language (p). By assuming a difference in meta-languages by one degree, in the form as indicated, this formula can be extended to include all levels in meta-status. E.g., ‘the truth of the fact as to whether the weather at location x in time t is currently experiencing rain’ could be construed, accordingly, as follows, namely, the sentence that states ‘’it is raining (R) at location x at time t’ is true if and only (iff) it is raining (r) at location x at time t:


(R @t/x)’ is T iff (r @t/x). (45)


So, by (meta-)extension, the supposedly true statement: {(R @t/x) is a true statement} if the meta-statement of the second meta-degree is true if and only if the meta-statement of the first degree is true which would be the case if the observations made in the object language have already indicated this fact or where evidence could be produced to confirm that fact. (46)


Now, moving on to events, we can argue along the same lines. So, e.g., event E occurred (E) and has truly occurred if ‘the sentence nominating the occurrence of event E’ truly occurred iff there was this occurrence e.


E’ is T iff e. (47)


However, as intimated, although this format for truth determination can be universally applied how that application is to be arranged is quite another matter (that, I believe, could well be resolved in hypothetical terms, first, by adopting this Tarskian format, and, second, adopting and adapting rules for the collection and ascertainment of evidence, and, third, organizing methods for error correction that generally oversee and supervise such well-conducted methods for evidential conformation through reiterated patterns of either real-time confirmation and/or non-real-time verification.
 (48)


That, implicit in this overall process of truth determination is the assumption that economic, non-economic, and hyper-economic aspects will find a reasonable degree of mutual alignment (further assisted through the suitable exercise of well-informed and well-conducted extensive suspension, etc. Where, in effect, processes of an automatically invoked de-suspension should reveal either the confirmation and/or the disconfirmation of such previously held truth values, etc.). (49)

 
E.g., at a very early age, I came to understood that the surface of the Earth to be round by disconfirming the previous interpretation that the Earth is flat and confirming, primarily through various forms of testimony, that the re-perceived fact ‘that the Earth is round’ was the socially preferred option. But, we should also note, in such attitudes, that the existence of the Earth, as localized through my non-virtual embodiment, at no stage had been called into question. (50)


Such an approach can also assist us in dealing with the ascertainment of events in terms of their putative existential e/valuation, i.e., in determining their apparent existential merit be that past, concurrent, or future in orientation. So, e.g., in so-called toxic relationships, we might wish to ascertain whether we would find more positive e/valuational formations being relationally situated either inside and/or outside our relational representations of that toxic relationship? That, when and where alternative relational trajectories could be entertained, that, generally, we should observe those trajectories found to be of more importance to us and in a form or format that could be entertained as being more profitable for us in terms of the comparative establishment or disestablishment of those same relationships in question. That, hand in hand, with this type of inspection in truth determinations, we should also ascertain the role played by positive evidential truth demonstrations versus the negative demonstrations of apparent forms of either misinformation, disinformation, and/or mal-information, and so on! That, although, generally, truth determinations should be truthfully exhibited, pragmatically, there will also be occasions in which the truth should not be demonstrated lest that prove to be neither pragmatically applicable nor profitable given that those types of situations should already be deemed to be both non-existentially constituted and non-existentially instituted. That, just as the deontological should undermine the expedient when situationally called for, in turn, the non-expedient should not be allowed to undermine the relational situatedness (obviously being placed in question, unfortunately, through the misguided pursuit of the relatively non-existential as dominating that form of relational inauthenticity). (51)


In this context we can also confront a related, but separate, philosophical issue, or rather issues. Just how is it that relatively non-existential states of affairs, such as e.g., slavery, despotic dictatorships, coercive militaries, etc., can persist in the continuance of their relatively non-existential practices if such persistence, supposedly, is erected on the relational viability of an existential ‘core’ in order to preserve the historical persistence of that specific relationship? And, conversely, how is it possible for an existential relationship to persist with the continuous semblance of an existential expressiveness given the impossibility of being continually existential in both attitude and aptitude, given that people are imperfect, are prone to make mistakes, are forgetful, and, even go to sleep on a daily basis? (52)


In regard to the relatively non-existential, we cannot claim any relational situation is or could be either perfectly existential or imperfectly non-existential give the economic interdependence of the existential upon the existentialization of the relatively non-existential, etc. However, we must assume that, at a bare minimum, some form of existential observance is being adhered to? So, the slave is supplied with adequate food and drink, is nether fatally nor drastically injured by either their master or mistress or by the nature of their work, and so on. Indeed, it would have to be the case, therefore, that masters would need, somewhat at least, to recognize the economic value of their slave and act accordingly lest they lose the full or partial use of this ‘asset’, etc. Similarly, dictators must be able to rewards those with whom they need to favour in order to maintain, in turn, their power, dependent, as it is, upon miscellaneous forms of proffered cooperation, be that arrived at either coercively and/or non-coercively. Likewise, military commanders that cannot maintain the requisite degree of military morale, logistics, and so forth, will eventually stand to lose the war even if a first few battles were initially won. (53)


As for this problem of ‘ongoing persistence of an existential preservation’ we should note, that just as the scent of a person wearing a strong perfume can linger in a room after they have left, in a similar manner the impressive ‘odour’ of a well-deserved reputation for existential behaviour will also persist, take up a respectable form of ‘residence’, so to speak. Indeed, become ‘lodged’ in a hyper-economic sense and semblance of memory and appreciation, and, from that vantage point continue to exert advantageous forms of either trust or potential fear, accordingly, in the relatively worthy or the relatively unworthy. Just as with a positively healthy bank account, a much wider variety of various forms of financial freedom can be afforded as a result. (54)


Now, given this preoccupation with ‘establishing valid, evidential forms of truth determination’, the philosopher, hopefully, is now better equipped, as a disciplinarian, to be of better service in the secularity of this world at large, sadly, forever awash with a multitude of problems... if only, through suitable forms of reflection, we had the requisite eyes to see, and the required ears to hear..! (55)


Just how should the secular world be philosophically approached, and better understood.?! (56)


For some people, not being religious by either disposition or indoctrination, the secular world might be (mis)construed as all that there is. However, for the moment putting aside how the secular world is traditionally contrasted with the invocation of  religious dimension, be that, perhaps, exclusively of one’s own religious persuasion or finding room for some or all other religious persuasions, let me proffer, instead, an additional contrast, namely, that of the world of disciplinarians and their various disciplines, be those disciplines regarded as either viable, less viable, or non-viable, or, if not actually detrimental, to the overall coursing of this world at large. Now, that granted, I argued at the start of this essay that each and every discipline could be viewed as promulgating some form of a distinctive ‘disciplinary difference’. So, e.g., the theologian’s vision of their overall life-world is such that if you were to subtract a secular understanding what you should be left with is a ‘distinctive vision of the theological’, i.e., a ‘theological difference’ that, ostensively, would be disseminated by that religious professional. However, things are more complicated, unfortunately, since the following question one must assume will be asked by either that theologian themselves, other members of their profession, congregations, members of other denominations, the secular world itself, “just what value does this theological difference have, indeed, make in the lives of those adherents professing that type of theology, etc?” Hence those distinctive considerations of a ‘theological meta-difference’ will follow for those people who profess that type of theological difference.  And, in time, where a third question will also need to be asked, namely, “given we all live in a secular world just how does this theological difference and its co-associated theological meta-difference collectively cross this potentially horrendous gulf between the secular world and the non-secular world of the theological? Where we need to note a modicum of common sense to the extent by insisting ‘that what is not there for us is not there for us, and, we need not be there for it!! In effect, philosophically and theologically insisting, that a theological non-difference must also be in place lest the theologian finally admit that a theologically inspired life or lifestyle is just too impossible to actually contemplate, either literally and/or analogically...! (57)


But, essentially, the same philosophical manoeuvres can be ask of any disciplinarian, including that of the philosopher despite their many promising and less than promising incarnations (as ‘a rational specimen of a featherless biped’). Indeed, a short time ago, I proposed that the distinctive nature of the philosophical discipline, as a philosophical difference, more or less, was ‘that of a person preoccupied with the theoretical nature, application, and critique of processes of truth determination’, with the implicit understanding intended that such a pursuit possessed a certain philosophical meta-difference, namely, that there was a positive benefit to be gained, by society, through the suitable adoption and adaptation of such philosophical methods. A process advanced when suitably based on an adequate evidential basis, etc. (58)


Now, in the light of a vast swathe of interminable and unresolved controversies and their perennial displays of successive disciplinary scandals, as so evident in the world of the philosopher and in all other disciplines, one must wonder how any person in the secular domain could survive the reiterated interference and overlapping ministrations emanating from all such confused, and confusing, practitioners. But, we see, under normal circumstances, a relatively unbothered world prepared to enjoy itself to that extent it can, without too much concern for such impossible dilemmas continually presented by one disciplinarian to another, and thereafter, returned, to be endlessly recycled ad infinitum. So, just how does the secular world bypass and insulate itself from this addictive state of perplexity so perfectly demonstrated by those apparent professionals, and other, who announce themselves as seemingly proficient in their miscellaneous arts and sciences? (59)


In this regard, it strikes me that the secular world is not so much an arena of competing madness and mayhem, although it can be that, but a realm with a certain degree of self-sufficiency, a place where disciplined forms of an incited motivation can all too often be safely ignored. A marketplace where the discerning customers, themselves, can bring back a certain order and self-respecting responsibility without having to take on board every ruse and remedy disseminated by these competing professionals. Indeed, picking and choosing what is thought to be best to hand, and perhaps wisely seeking their own council, or, at least, the council of those whose existential reputations so clearly precede them... (60)


Now, given this apparent degree of secular immunity to professional fantasies, and, I would like to generally add, to baseless conspiracies as well, should we not accept the fact that bubbling up and emerging through the secular world is an existential stream of commonsense and living-reality that gives to this overall world of lived-experience a certain distinctive sense of a secular difference, along the value of a certain secular meta-difference... that so successfully interfaces with this wayward world of the disciplinary through some form of a viable, secular non-difference? Or, should we look a little higher, or, at the same time, a little deeper, and reason that worlds of both the secular and the disciplinary spheres of influence, like the dimensions of the private and the public domains, along with the world of the arbitrated, are, at the end of the day not that distant from each other. A private realm of experience completely separate from a public domain would be an absolute nonsense, indeed, the insanity of a world riven into two non-communicating halves much like as occurs within the brain when the corpus callosum is surgically cut and dividing, segregating the specific awarenesses of that now psychologically diminished individual...
 (61)


Such re-positioning granted, if only hypothetically, what can I say, from a carefully crafted philosophical perspective, about the distinctive nature of secular experience (if it were possible to disengage it from disciplinary interpretations?)? (62)


That, it cannot be totally reduced and diminished by disciplinary interpretations and interventions, and, that has an existential life of its own, as to be found in our living-experience and its textualized depositions as lived-experience! On the other hand, the world of the secular still has to be understood through an integrated vision of these overlapping worlds of the disciplinary. But, something that has to proceed cautiously, through well-informed and well-exercised suspensions, in provisional terms, with an integrity much like that to be found in the skillful baking of a cake where we put the ingredients together, carefully manipulate their interactions and, then, through baking, and doing little else, find ourselves presented with the wonderful aroma of a freshly baked cake... hopefully, with a decent cup of tea, or coffee, already to hand in order to savour such a delightful treat, preferably with a good friend or cheerful neighbour... (63)


Obviously, we must be somewhat optimistic in the pursuit of this performance of our hoping to achieve a reasonably competent philosophical approach to whatever might otherwise be left to perplex us... In this regard, can our philosophical and disciplinary reflections be set up in such a manner so as to proffer some form of a profitable resolution of those difficulties that we might be able to resolve, avoiding those that are in the form of impossible formulations and, therefore, have no resolution, whilst also putting to the side those that we might be able to successfully unpack given enough time, energy, skillful and careful attention. (64)


Optimism as an existential sentiment, as previously explored, is and must be a prerequisite requirement for the successful resolution of all current difficulties that fall within the purview of our reasonable discernment. Without this ability to believe ‘we might find some degree of success in what we think and do, in what we might plan and attempt to execute...’ there would be little point to get out of our beds in the mornings and face the exigencies of the day... (65)


That granted, just how should we go about trying to understand this existential sentiment of optimism, along with all other such similar sentiments, the type of phenomenological experience that is so easily misunderstood and so easily denigrated, and reduced, to the status of affective emotions? For a start, we should realize that such experiences’ are ‘not primarily subjective in their origination’, in a manner as might be ordinarily understood. Now, ‘non-subjective origination’ is meant in a very special, dialectical sense that will be explicated by following the course of a short series of arguments that will continually requalify where we will land, eventually, once this course is run. But, bear with me here… (66)


Into the category of existential(ly oriented) sentiments (as trans-intentional ‘transcendental’ emotions) I would like to tentatively place a number of experiential phenomena, such as, e.g., optimism, courage, honesty, integrity, authenticity, trust, heartfelt affection (love), and so on. In effect, as you might suspect, we have a seemingly open list of various, perhaps Aristotelian-like virtues, and more, and where these apparent types of experience are more recognized as occurring in certain social settings where a public consensus would most likely find various positive forms of social approbation. (67)


With such an ad hoc assortment of such potentially ascribed ‘socially situated virtues’ we first should not reduce them to the status of affective emotions. All too often we will use words like ‘feelings’, and other forms of affective currency, to mistakenly identify such ‘sentiments’ as ‘mere emotions’. Even I, myself, have to resist this temptation of designating this type of experience as ‘transcendental emotions’ given the ensuing confusion that would be quite understandably unleashed in the wake of such relatively loose technical terminology. With suitable forms of qualification, such carefully requalified language could be resurrected, but, to avoid our making such a self-made pitfall let us continue to use this designation of ‘sentiment’.  (68)


Next, I would like to note that the apparent existence of negative sentiments, in contrast to these positive sentiments, is experientially present by virtue of the relative diminishment or absence of the latter (in the form of a certain positive sentiment). So, e.g., we could talk about either ‘guilt’ or ‘dishonesty’, but, it is my current understanding that what we are really focusing on, beyond the reification of such negative forms of language which, somewhat, is a different type of issue, in this instance, is very much either ‘the lack of integrity’ or the relative absence of honesty’ as already indicated in the very form of the word ‘dishonesty’. (69) 


So, putting negations, as forms of privations, to the side, we next need to ask ourselves just how would it possible to be, say, ‘a courageous person’ or ‘a loving partner’ in the absence of others or your being a possible partner in the context of either a non-existent or not yet existing relationship. It is true we could refer to ourselves as the sort of person who is ‘loving, lovable, caring’, and so on, but those qualities are more potential possibilities rather than current actualities. So, this social contextualization of such language would suggest that the origins of this type of language as intersubjectively oriented... (70)


Now, this reading, as a provisional interpretation is quite attractive, and could well lure people, myself included, into thinking that the origination of such experiences must necessitate the relative primacy of a social situatedness in order to more fully understand the unravelling of this phenomenology along these lines... (71)


As evidence for the reasonableness of this reading we could cite the experience of the ‘look’ of others, as explored, e.g., by Jean-Paul Sartre as now making a greater degree of sense given that such experiences, as sentiments, are already in the public arena so to speak. Surely, if we are seen doing something deemed to be ‘immoral’, indeed, quite at variance with current public expectations, it stands to reason I will be experiencing what the other person or persons could very easily articulate as ‘wrong’, and being seen as someone doing something ‘wrongful’ I could very well experience ‘the co-simulated experience of having done something wrongful’ accordingly. It is as if I were to clearly know what they are thinking, that I am sure that if in a safe or secure position to tell me so that they could well do so. That, to a great extent even their ‘silence’ would speak volumes, or their looks of disdain, or, their avoidance of looking at myself could all be read in a similar fashion. Now, given that for many people a large fraction of their self-identity is derived through the approbation or non-approbation of others then this type of negative feedback could well be very painful to bear as an individual singled out for such negative individuation... (72)


However, although an attractive route to follow, it is my opinion that the primacy of this type of experience is centered in the sense and semblance of trans-relational subjectivity to that extent we can both representatively simulate and identity with the parameters of a certain relationship that we are have actively entertained for at least a certain period of time. Now, to understand this emergent form of identification with a certain relationship being actively entered into we might like to consider the following. To experience some form of self-authenticity, e.g., it would make little sense to say ‘I subjectively experience such a state of affairs’ (through the mere subjectivity of subjective experience). Under such narrow terms of reference how could I differentiate between my experiencing some form of authenticity versus some experience of my being inauthentic, or experiencing neither type of experience, or simultaneously experiencing both types of experience? Or, quite simply, how can ‘I subjectively experience subjective experience?’ In this regard, I would like to argue that just as my experience or your experience, say, of visual phenomena realizes the co-associated experience of myself or yourself as a visual perceiver, then, in a similar manner entertaining a field of existentially oriented sentiments means my experiencing the same with a sense of subjectivity that has already set me up, and, thereby, permits me to experience that co-associated economic type of phenomenon (as a naturally to be expected form of economic correlativity). So, the question becomes quite simply, what type of subjectivity would permit me to experience that type of sentimental phenomena? For myself, the answer, surprisingly, is also quite simple, none other than a ‘trans-relational sense of subjectivity’. As I am experiencing relational phenomena then I must also possess a relational sense of subjectivity. But, in this regard, I am not experience simple bits and pieces of a relationship, namely simulations of its participants and parts, but rather the interactions taking place within the relationship itself it follows that my ‘specific semblance of subjectivity’ in this regard must be ‘trans-relational in orientation’. ‘Orientation’ as a matter of course being understood since through economic correlativity and the impossibility of either recognizing, encountering, and/or engaging any form of isolated economic correlativity in an impossible separation from its actual economy of origination and gestation it follows that the corresponding sense of subjectivity must be and cannot be other than trans-relational in orientation. (73)


Now, this overall argument granted, if only hypothetically, it means that trans-relational subjectivity, as an orientation, would also include, to varying proportions both subjectively experienced experience and intersubjectively experienced experience. That more correctly, although trans-relational experience is primarily trans-relational in orientation, at the same time, it cannot exclusively exclude both subjectively and intersubjectively oriented inputs and contributions, without surrendering this trans-relational primacy to either subjective and/or intersubjective orientations.
 (74)

That, effectively, we now have a very neat way of viewing relatively existential sentiments, i.e., as an economic composite of trans-relational, subjective and intersubjective inputs, but, with a certain trans-relational primacy nonetheless. (75)

Now, let me explain why I would designate such positive sentiments as relatively existential in complexion? (76)


A ‘pro-relational stance to trans-relational experience’ is basically ‘existential in orientation’. In effect, we are experiencing the existential excess or surplus of positive e/valuational formation that emerges in an alignment, and equivalence, with the relational facticity of that relational experience in question.
 I.e., to that extent a certain relationship is being experienced, the extent the experiential relationship cannot be reduced to the mere inventory of its ‘relational bits and pieces’, its ‘relational participants and parts’, etc., is to that same extent it is harmonically expressed above and beyond either the sum of its analysis or the mere synthesis of the same (as likewise the mere inventory of either its relational participants and/or parts). (77)


Now, I would like to further argue that a pro-relational stance experiences the trans-relational identity in question with a certain intensity directly reflecting the apparent facticity in question. That relationships are experienced with certain intensities that to some extent can also reflect the proximity of their relational participants and parts to where we are vis-à-vis that relationship as experienced in its trans-relational subjectivity, etc. Moreover, we can also view this facticity being experienced as an existential ‘test; to the extent that ‘that relationship is being experienced as an ongoing process of harmonization (as expressed through its moment of resolution when, in turn, it finds a non-economic form of expression in this same regard). That, all things being unequal, i.e., in their never being exactly equal (except through processes of analytical identification), it follows that all relationships are experienced with different, and fluctuating, degrees of trans-relational intensity... (78)


Now, to further compound the complexity of this argument, through the following process of ‘economic simplification’, we can quite simply note that all forms of existential sentiment exist with a certain degree of intensity, and fluctuations therein, that is directly reflective of the (fluctuating) facticity of the relationship in question. Moreover, with a series of co-presented existential sentiments we could regard them all as but expressions of the same phenomenon co-associated with this emergent facticity but as cognitively refracted, both individually and collectively, through the intentional representations, i.e., interpretations, being brought to bear upon our evolving appreciation of that relationship in question. So, in ‘a person exemplifying integrity’ they are also ‘co-expressing a similar degree and form of authenticity’, and so on. That such a person would also exhibit the requisite degree of courage, or lack of courage, should the situation call for that type of intentional refraction of cognitive experience, and so on. Hence this observation that a situation calling, say, for courage or honesty or heartfelt affection or compassion, etc., or all of the above, would duly do so through that form of economic simplification where the intensity of the experience is equivalent to the degree of its harmonization, and so forth., as subjected, more or less, to the conventional nature of that same type of situation as being experienced in its current situatedness. (79)


So, through this form of simplification, I am strongly suggesting existential sentiments have an intensity of expression equivalent to the facticity of the relationship in question as realized non-economically through moments of non-economic resolution subject to their hyper-economic re-appreciation that would most likely reflect the conventional nature of their re(-)contextualization, albeit in line with current existential expectations of reputation, and so on and so forth. (80)


So, e.g., if a certain situation appears to conventionally call for an act of courageous behaviour or honest behaviour, etc., we would hope that the same would be duly delivered with an intensity of realization also reflective of this co-associated degree of harmonization. (81)


Now, in the use of my expression ‘e/valuational formation’ I am implying the co-delivery of a fluctuating economic mix of aesthetical, deontological and pragmatical inputs and outputs with a primary non-exclusive preference for the deontological (as previously argued). Needless to say, there is no subscription here to the impossibility of so-called First Principles, etc. Rather, the mix of values expressed in processes of e/valuational formation, i.e., acts of value judgment, will primarily include deontological forms of e/valuation supplemented to a certain degree with different degrees of esthetical and pragmatic e/valuation (as ‘adjuncts’). I use this technical language so as to clearly discuss the value formations expressed in terms of the second trans-cognitive order of aesthetical judgment, the third trans-cognitive order of deontological judgment, and the fourth trans-cognitive order of pragmatical judgment.
 So, by such means, when we are discussing ethical question the relevant forms of value are primarily deontological supplemented, when and where appropriate with aesthetical and pragmatical qualifications acting as adjuncts in this regard.  Hence my concern to primarily equate a pragmatic philosophy (in the form of a pragmatic-existentialism, etc.) with a deontological orientation, albeit as not exclusively removed from, say, pragmatical considerations of expediency, etc., when that more pragmatical form of an orientation is being called for.
 (82)


The expression ‘existential’ (as in ‘existential sentiments’) is also an expression of the fact that through non-economic resolution the relationship is unilaterally re-directed towards the specificity of the ensuing moment, be that more of the existentially ‘first’ through re-iteration or non-existentially ‘last’; through mere reiteration. However, more correctly, as ‘the existential is the pro-relational existentialization of the relatively non-existential’ the complexion of the ensuing moment is a more a mix of both first and last moments to varying degrees. Moreover, the idea has been suggested that existentialization is also a reflection of the extent there is a viable, working, trans-relational alignment between the economic, the non-economic and the hyper-economic; a state of affairs, as noted, that can never realize a perfected state of complete alignment.(unless the narrated anomalization of the relationship is effectively de-anomalized through a sufficient degree of resolution that then terminates that same relationship in historical terms of reference). (83)


But, all such complexities in argumentation granted, in order to move on to more pressing considerations, in what manner can the philosopher better serve others in the pursuit of their discipline? (84)


Now, if the philosopher’s primary preoccupation is with truth determination, as their central philosophical difference, acting as a distinctive disciplinary differential, in what manner does this have philosophical value, as a philosophical meta-difference or meta-differential, for either the philosopher and their fellow disciplinarians, for both the existential secularist and the earnest religionists? Then, how is such value to be realized in the secular world if not through non-economic forms of philosophical non-difference enacted as its distinctive disciplinary differential? So, how then does the philosopher set in motion these productive patterns of non-economic re-directedness of intent? (85)


Through the exercising of well-informed and well-conducted (extensive) suspensions. Provoking the non-economic to do the rest of the work through the relatively forceful resolution of de-suspensions. In the process setting up patterns of existentialization in which trajectories are productively re-directed in both the positive, incremental augmentation and the positive, non-incremental chaotic enhancement of our relationships. Primarily promoting those relationships in which we find closer forms of proximity to others, where our trans-relational subjectivity, etc., refines the nature of our ‘standing’ in this world at large... (86)


In effect, progressively disestablishing all forms of a negative nihilism, as entailed in impossible ideologically promoted forms of unimodalism, bimodalism, absolutism and relativism, etc., and, in the process, automatically revealing all positive forms of nihilism as that residue which pragmatically works, i.e., in effect, that which expresses an existential-pragmatism as a pragmatic-existentialism, and v.v. (87)


An anti-representationalism effortlessly expressed through enacting extensive suspensions... (88)


Successfully provoking suitable forms of truth determination that are phenomenologically proper, hermeneutically appropriate, and existentially apposite. (89)


And, how do we know we are making relatively successful degrees of progress in these forms of research detailing our phenomenological analyses, hermeneutical investigations, and existential examinations? By noting the relative creation, preservation, and conservation of both the existential richness and enrichment of our more primary relationships (unless responsible patterns of relational de-conservation, de-preservation and/or de-creation are apparently being called for). Engaging an intensification of our existential sentiments as indicators
 of such differential forms of successfulness even though this variety of sentiment is to be understood as only arising thought the apparent diversity of its cognitive refractions. (90)


Where subtle forms of de-suspension give rise to ordered forms of behavioural e/valuation upon which all forms of viable disciplinary profession have their ordered basis either directly or through forms of reduplication. The six trans-cognitive orders of the phenomenological; aesthetical; deontological; pragmatical; hermeneutical; and, ontical giving rise, respectively, to the semantic-phenomenologist; the aesthetician and artists; the existential-pragmatist, the expedient-pragmatist; the hermeneut and hermeneuticist; and, factologists. (91)

Where through inter-ordered reduplication, respectively, we are presented, e.g., through the semantics of semantics with a ‘narrow’ version of the categorically inclined metaphysician; psychologists and sociologists, etc; either religiously motivated and/or existentially oriented disciplinarians and secularists, etc; political-economists; scientists; and historians.
 (92)

That, as science is the reduplicated possibility of possibilities, and, history is the reduplicated facts of facts, there is also opened up the transformational pathways for asymmetrical forms of reduplication as in ‘the history of science’ and its non-equivalence with ‘the science of history’, and so on and so forth. (93)


Where, if truth be told, ‘philosophy’ is ‘the working interaction between the first trans-cognitive order of the phenomenological; the fifth trans-cognitive order of the hermeneutical; and, the third trans-cognitive order of the existential (as pragmatically centered, primarily, in deontological forms of e/valuational formation non-exclusively inseparable from its aesthetical and pragmatical adjuncts). (94)


Where, through the non-economic, the philosopher, as a non-philosopher, sets out like all earnest disciplinarians acting within viable disciplines, to serve all secularists through the differential articulation of enriched forms of truth determination along with all ensuing patterns of existential richness and enrichment. (95)


Establishing positive forms of e/valuational formation through suitable forms of suspension… (96)


Revealing through facts the nature of events, and, through the nature of facts the experience of events... (97)

Thence the possibility of pursuing an existential fruitfulness in all our primary relationships... (98)
Augmenting and enhancing our experience of freedom, in general terms, through arbitration...
 (99)

Where, through the suspension of our reflections we recognize, encounter, and engage
 trans-relational subjectivity, etc.,
 as realized through the non-economic unilateral re-directedness of our inescapable shaping of our existential interventions in the light of their hyper-economic appreciation..!! (100)







      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 19.9.23.
In advertising a presentation of this essay, the following was noted:

A series of themes in this essay will be explored such as, e.g., the nature of relational experience; in what manner existential sentiments like, e.g., optimism, courage, honesty, heartfelt affection, etc., should not be confused with affective emotions; the nature of the philosophical discipline as a preoccupation with truth determination; an attempt to understand just what type of contribution the philosopher, as a disciplinarian, can make for the secularist; along with an appreciation of the existential uniqueness of the secular world itself... (101)
In a second advertisement, the following was noted:

Will be looking at an expansion of the contrast with the traditional idea of the secular with the addition of disciplines including what makes a discipline distinctive for religionists, philosophers, etc.

Then, in that context asking what value the philosophical discipline brings to the secular world?

Extending this discussion to include non-economical/non-philosophical ideas, the nature of the existential, how existential sentiments like, e.g., optimism, integrity, honesty, courage, etc., should not be confused with affective emotions… how a negative nihilism needs t be deconstructed but how a residual positive nihilism should be promoted…

My approach will be to explore the entailed arguments in a more leisurely manner since to some extent they holistically mirror each other… where a few details looked at closely should do most of the philosophical work for us (which could sell be just another definition of a misguide optimism, lol). (102)

An additional comment re this holistic approach


If the primary conclusion of these reflections is ‘that we need to deconstruct all impossible forms of a negative nihilism and re(-)construct the remaining residue of a positive nihilism’ then a holistic approach would appear to be quite applicable!
(103)






         N.T, 25.9.23.
� 	Summarizing paragraph 100.


� 	Indeed, we can invoke the philosophical axiom that ‘what is not there for us is not there for us, and we need not be there for it!’ Hence the limits, and ensuing contours, of the dialectical path laid out for both religionists and all other disciplinarians alike.


� 	A secularistic non-difference being vis-à-vis the disciplinary world/s. Jokingly, we could say, “Hi, I am a disciplinarian (of variety x) and I am here to help.”


*	A link to the latest version: �HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/Noelshomepage/Noelshomepage6.html"��http://www.homestead.com/Noelshomepage/Noelshomepage6.html� 


� 	Basically, I will be arguing that in order to explicate the full potential of the ‘transcendental suspension’ I will need to delineate my working concept of the ‘extensive suspension’.


� 	If not ‘demon-strated’ or ‘demon-(st)rated’. So, now you see the word demon’ in the word ‘demonstrated’, or, as they say, ‘the devil is in the detail’. A trite point, barely worth the imprimatur of this practical concept of ‘insight’, but, still, demon(-)strating this point none the less.


� 	I.e., the realm of matter versus the imputations of both a currently non-ascertained dark matter and dark energy. A host of other problems and anomalies abound despite the great practical successes of a seemingly irreconcilable quantum mechanics and relativity theories, etc. 


� 	Pursuit, III.12S.44, etc.


� 	Ibid., 44, 49-51.


� 	Ibid., 44-46.


� 	Pursuit, III.III.12N.


� 	Where the relational qua relational is not only trans-relationally subjective but also trans-relationally objective, as well as both interobjective and intersubjective in orientations. That such an overall trans-relational orientation is approached pro-relationally and, therein and thereafter, both entered and left though the metaphorical ‘door’ of both suspensions and de-suspensions.


� 	That religionists might want to add a religious category to this list of four phenomenological facets that (metaphysically) enter into the constitution of phenomenal-phenomenological experience, namely, objectivity, interobjectivity, subjectivity and intersubjectivity (and this fifth possibility of ‘either the ‘numinous, etc.,’ for the religionist and/or an ‘existentially non-reductive ineffableness’ for the existential secularist).


� 	Thereby ruling out the pragmatic as merely ‘pragmatical’ and interested only in the pursuing the expedient, the utilitarian, etc.


� 	A critical economy is preparation for the radical expression of the non-economic which is then critically reappropriated in the re(-)contextualization of the hyper-economic. 


� 	This section of this essay is a response to an important question that was posed in discussing a previous set of reflections, namely, ‘if the relationship is greater than the sum of its parts how should we deal with the consequences of a toxic relationship?’ In other words, despite the imputation of existential surpluses of e/valuational formation supposedly arising over the course of any relationship is it not possible to also conceive of a relationship that consumes such excesses in existentially oriented valuation to enter relatively negative territories if their relational assessment were to be conducted in a a more realistic form of re-assessment? E.g., as one must envisage in a toxic relationship, in a relationship where the two parties, for whatever reason or reasons are antagonistic, are ‘mutually’ destructive of a basis for a growth of relational trust, affection, and so on?


� 	I note this expression ‘trans-relational subjectivity, etc.’, that by ‘etc.’ is meant ‘subjectivity, objectivity, intersubjectivity, and interobjectivity, etc.’ Metaphorically treating the trans-relational as if embodied in this relationship, etc. A person with a religious disposition might want to extend this list in a religious direction (hence the additional ‘etc.’). In noting this fifth categorical possibility, I am neither arguing for nor arguing against such a possibility, but, leaving it open to be taken up by, say, the traditional theologian, the radical theologian, the theist, religionist, spiritualist, and so on.


� 	As involved in the asking of a question through invoking rhetorical, metaphorical, and apparitional moments as explored in detail elsewhere). Refer to The Seventh Book... Pursuit, III.VII.46-47;262;291, etc.


� 	Say, as in postponing of the intention of having a coffee now and planning to both have this coffee later and/or to have it in a different location.


� 	Previous configurations of an interrogative economy have been centered on cognitive formations of rhetoric, metaphor, and apparitional forms of simulated literalization. In this current state of play, we need to take on board a more judgmentally oriented approach constituted in a ‘horizontal’ virtual economy. But, again, we need to invoke an economy that can produce this form of a decision through some form of an invoked de-suspensional response. Given the causal implication of such a decision-making process we now need to couple a process of resolution with a non-economic overlay... hence this invocation of the non-economic. But, as we can only appreciate, in small increments, the relatively-radical, and, appreciation demands higher meta-terms of reference it follows that such appreciation must be hyper-economic in orientation. That by doing so, we invoke, comparatively, a ‘vertical’ sense of an overall, non-virtual economy.


� 	Treating the economic aspect of the overall trans-relational economy as retrospective in orientation and, therefore, as more phenomenologically constituted in discontinuous terms of reference versus the prospective stance of the hyper-economic aspect which, therefore, is hermeneutically constituted more in continuous terms of reference (assuming future forms of change and behaviour will reflect past and current practices to a certain degree). Hence the relatively distinctive differences between histories of the past versus histories of the future where we assume in the latter, e.g., that people will still want to eat, sleep, travel, communicate, etc. As for histories of the present, we might want to assume a certain proactivity in existentially oriented patterns of behaviour versus patterns of mere conformity in relatively non-existentially oriented modes of interaction. Examples of the latter being institutionalization, over-proliferation of routines, irrelevant forms of meta-work, conventionalized forms of inauthenticity, rampant instances of non-transparency of process, forms of objective confusion, and so on.


� 	Where ‘re(-)presents is to be understood as an economy of ongoing re(-)presentation involving a  dialectic between the simulations of phenomenal-phenomenological presentation, hermeneutical representation, and non-systematic existential re-presentation... that takes on a systematic existential instantiation when the trans-relational economy of the economic, non-economic, and the hyper-economic find an overall form of alignment that generally either creates, preserves, and/or conserves positive forms of e/valuational formation.


� 	My suggestion here is to invoke processes of transformational retreatment that utilize hermeneutical rectification, phenomenal-phenomenological deconstruction (in its broadest sense), and both non-systematic and systematic form of existential re(-)normalization.


� 	Challenging a provocative argument once put forward by Richard Rorty in his book: Contingency, irony, and solidarity; 1989.


� 	Refer to footnote 14.


� 	Where facticity is defined as that experiential excess or surplus of e/valuational formation that emerges beyond the mere inventory of its relational constituents. Utilizing this distinction between ‘relational’ participants as merely constituting the relational inventory of a relationship versus its trans-relational facticity that cannot be just reduced to the former. A bit like smashing up a cake in order to foolishly reduce it back to its flour and eggs along with an impossible separation of all its other relational constituents. Of course, we can separate the shaft of a broom from the head or brush of that same broom, but, we no longer can experience the phenomenon of ‘(the relative freedom to be associated with) the sweeping with a broom’ as experienced with the use of a broom, if we were to substitute merely the head of that former broom.


� 	The other three trans-cognitive orders consist of a first trans-cognitive order of phenomenal-phenomenological semantic e/valuation, a fifth trans-cognitive order of hermeneutical possibility, and a sixth trans-cognitive order of ontical, or factual, e/valuation.


� 	Also arguing that, in its own way, the pragmatical also observes various forms of deontological-like structuring just as, e.g., ‘being economical’ can be read as an ‘imperative to be economical’, etc. Or, in aesthetical terms, that ‘being economical’ is also observing a certain ‘style’ that is being ‘economical-like’, etc.


� 	Current existential indicators acting as existential hallmarks (paralleling past existential indicators and future existential predictors)


� 	Here, hopefully, I am proffering a tantalizing glimpse of the next book, Book 9, which will deal with a repurposing of the concept of the ‘metaphysical’ (as complex symmetrical inter-ordered phenomenon), and, how all disciplines have a basis in either an ordered philosophy or in the form of either a symmetrical or an asymmetrical inter-ordered phenomenon. So. e.g., first, a ‘categorical metaphysics (in its narrow definition)’ as ‘the phenomenological-semantics of a phenomenological semantics’. Second, as ‘a broad definition of the metaphysical’ as ‘the meta-philosophical/non-philosophical resultant of the philosophical appreciation of philosophical appreciation’ (where by ‘philosophical’ is meant ‘the systematic or global integration of hermeneutical, phenomenological and existential inputs’). Third, in the form of an ‘existential definition of the metaphysical’ as ‘that overall alignment dynamically engineered between the economic, non-economic, and the hyper-economic spheres of influence in the coursing of trans-relational subjectivity, etc.’, (and where by ‘etc.’ is also implied objectivity, interobjectivity, intersubjectivity and the open (non-closed) possibility of their extension, say, into both traditional and radical forms of theological treatment, spirituality, religiosity, etc.).


� 	Where ‘augmentation’ is defined as ‘the addition or subtraction of incremental and non-chaotic, positive inputs in orientation’, and, ‘enhancement’ is ‘the non-incremental and chaotic realization of positive outputs in orientation’.


� 	If our reflections are duly suspended then their suspension, through de-suspension, existentially shapes the ensuing form of our engagement along with the inescapable nature of our interventions enacted both therein and thereafter.


� 	Refer to footnotes 16 and 29.






