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1M. Epistemological and Ontological Status of 

Relational Simulation?*
0. Preamble

As discussed (in the previous essay and elsewhere), neither the epistemological nor the ontological modes can be entertained purely in their own right implying neither absolutistical definiteness of identity nor absolutistical indubitability in factual status.
 However, as we operate in a conventional world, that has no need for such impossible standards for identification and conformational assessment (through both jointly aligned confirmation and verification in truth determination) (along with a third category of absolutistical interactive participation to be soon introduced, and, along with the three forms of absolutistical negation of the above
) it follows that lived-experienced needs only to be assessed in relatively limited terms of reference in keeping with the intentional objectives for such apparent working-truth determinations. In this essay let me explore the nature of simulation, the nature of relational simulation, and, the implications this (difference in simulation) has for determining whether a philosopher is a critical philosopher or a non-critical philosopher; and where, quite rightly, the latter ‘philosophy’ only deserves to be relegated to a second division and duly deconstructed.
 (0)

1. Exposition

To begin with, we first need to understand that intentional simulation of intentional objectivity is realized through (the Husserlian concept of) retention. I.e., ‘the simulation of simulation’ (carved out through the genre expectations of protention and realized through presentation whose iteration is then retained through such retention as it arises to intentional awareness to be then modified or ‘harmonized’, when and where necessary, through re-directed non-textually oriented processes of textual simulation [as one of these dialectical moments in this tripartite economy of textual-representation], etc.) and not ‘the simulation of that which is not simulated’ or if mistreated as the ‘pre-simulated’ or as that equally mistreated as the ‘trans-simulated’, etc! I.e., that, quite simply, ‘simulation’ is arrived at through ‘re(-)simulation’,
 as a ‘simulation of simulation’, and, never the so-called ‘simulation of that not being simulated per se’, etc. (1)


But, if ‘all simulation is treated as a simulation of simulation’ how would we be able to distinguish between that which is conventionally determined as ‘non-virtual’ from that determined to be otherwise, i.e., ‘virtual’? Or, how would it be that such could be discerned from that considered to be truthfully determined in contrast with that which is assessed as non-truthfully determined, and so on? Without any problem whatsoever! By inspecting its more prominent modes of presentation, within its overall modal complexion, in the light of relevant genre expectations. such relatively distinctive distinctions, in the light of expected conventional discernments, should be easily distinguishable. E.g., this apple, here, is to be regarded as ‘non-virtual’ because, besides the usual modes of presentation one would expect to be present, this apple will also somewhat assuage my physiological pangs of hunger unlike my virtual memory of an apple eaten yesterday or the apple I dreamt about last night (which, quite to the contrary, seem to do the opposite and make me feel even more hungry merely through entertaining such virtually present but non-virtually absent presentations). Or, again, we might say that the causal effectiveness of this non-virtual apple in my hand is in line with my genre expectations since if I were to drop it on my bare feet I expect it to hurt and possibly bruise the same foot it collided with, etc. So, the modal complexion of all representations is not the same, indeed, never the same (given the specific uniqueness of those representations that demonstrate a full causal effectiveness in an alignment with our modal expectations. So, e.g., this apple currently to hand with myself upstairs can be eaten non-virtually whereas, the apples in the fruit bowl in the kitchen downstairs, cannot be currently eaten given that they are not contiguous with myself who is now situated upstairs
). (2)

But, I can stand in front of a mirror and see my reflection as if it were a simulation of myself.
 But, here, the reflection is of my embodiment and this body can be rightly regarded as that existing before this semblance of a simulation since it is true I have an embodied existence before I stood in front of that mirror? But the persistence of an embodiment is quite different from our epistemological treatment of it or our treatment of something else. We could envisage nature continually re-simulating itself, moment by moment, and, where a persistence of identity, this relatively invariant form of transformation isomorphism being accounted for on the grounds that both its pre-conditions and conditions for a persistence of current identity, its isomorphic stability, being suitably arrived at. Similarly, in epistemological terms, we can envisage something similar. For intentional identity to find intentional awareness, retention must be in place in a time and manner that such intentions can be fully arise and be encountered, recognized and engaged, etc. Furthermore, these two orientations in imputed simulation cannot be considered as isolated from each other (as indicated in the previous essay) on the grounds that epistemological and ontological can only be experienced economically through processes of ontological-epistemological directedness and epistemological-ontological directedness respectively. That from an integrated economy of ontological-epistemological directedness (the relatively ontological) and the epistemological-ontological directedness (of the relatively ontological), and a dynamically balanced combination of the former (representing the relative epistemological-ontological economy) we can then procced in our conventionally exercised forms of research whilst still continuing to do our philosophically oriented research. That, in and from such an economy, the simulation of my understanding of my embodied sense of self and the simulation of the reflection of myself in the mirror all come into my intentional awareness and trans-intentional appreciation through a variety of various acts of judgment, etc. So, from this economic perspective both my sense/s of self and the semblance of my reflection are enacted as a series of separate, but not unrelated nor non-connected, simulations, but, certainly not of one series being entailed by the other where one has its origination within that other more dominant and inclusive series. That, in essence the iterated simulation of my self is not the progenitor of that series of simulations ‘seen in the mirror’, rather both are co-associated, simultaneously by(-)me, for(-)me, but where one is necessitated more as the pre-condition for the other. Just like I can ask my image of my ‘self’, as seen in the mirror, to raise one of its arms will surely not do so on the mere instructions of any command, whereas, when I lift my arm upwards, this is seen immediately in the reflected image. In conventional terms we may impute my embodied person as that being simulated in the mirror, but, in truth, the interpreted simulation of what is seen in the mirror is co-associated with the interpreted simulation of my current sense of self as a person located in time and space whilst standing in front of a mirror seeing an image simulated in time but not simulated in non-virtual space, etc. Hence the obvious modal differences between this ongoing sense of selfhood and the ongoing vision of this reflection in the mirror which allows me, with perfect justification, to deem the first as ‘relatively non-virtual’ and the latter as ‘relatively virtual’. ‘Relatively’ being the operative qualification because the ‘relatively virtual’, e.g., is ‘not just virtual’ because even the epistemological orientation overlaps the ontological orientation, and v.v. Just as my seeing this image of myself in the mirror cannot be dismissed as merely virtual since my thought processes that allow me to interpret this image as a ‘reflection of myself’ cannot, in turn, be dismissed as merely virtual (being entertained in time as an experiential fact
), etc. Or, in essence, I am entertaining both relatively non-virtual and virtual forms of experience in and through the integrity of my subjective awareness where there can be no real independence of one series of simulations upon any other sets of simulations, and v.v., etc. (3)

So, simulations are not of the pre-simulated or of that which is not being simulated per se. Given that simulations are simulated in an economy of simulation subject to different economic aspects of simulation, then, no set of simulations is ever the same as any other set of simulations (through a difference in time, differences in their sequencing, and through modal differences, etc.). (4)


However, another problem presents itself. If a simulation is of a simulation then that ensuing simulation should be a non-simulation in accordance with the dictum that ‘the x of x is not-x, or non-x, or meta-x, etc.’ But, we can circumvent this rule by noting that we can treat simulations to a process of retreatment wherein this same ruling can be suitably taken into account. We could say that a simulation of a “simulation of x” gives us, say, x’, and then x’’, and then x’’’, etc., where no one member of that sequence is absolutistically identical. On the other hand, in mere re-iteration we could note that there is very little difference. On the other hand, in time these iterations would take on a greater sense of difference giving the process of simulation a sense of change or transformation. Furthermore, we could also argue that the imputation of an isomorphic transformational invariance, in the apparent persistence of identity, is not identical to the process of resimulation per se that acts as the basis for that co-associated imputation. An analogy springs to mind that might clarify this subtle point. In tuning a harpsichord, we have to modify a perfect meantone tuning if we wish to travel to other keys, indeed, the more we wish to transpose between different keys the more such adjustments need to be made. Thankfully, our hearing is forgiving of such ‘imperfections’ in tuning. Notes have a certain limited freedom to be tuned, or left to naturally go flat or sharp in changes of temperature, humidity, etc., before we no longer recognize that note as that note and, in turn, as able to persist within a certain key signature, etc.
 Or, similarly, a bit like a person who likes to change the style and colour of their hair is usually still recognized as that same person we know despite such rather radical shifts in self-presentation. In other words, the semblance or imputation of an invariance in identification need not itself be reflected in our reception of such an imputational basis. Indeed, we can do both, recognize some sense of variation, should it be perceived, whilst, at the same time, counter-impute an invariance of identity. (5)

Resolving this objection by perceiving the semblance or imputation of a simulation as neither perfectly coinciding nor perfectly non-coinciding with the experiential basis also predicated on some level of an inevitable alteration, etc. Then, with shift in that basis of simulation we could also invoke a mechanism of ‘retuning’ that returns that degree of an expected alignment through re(-)alignment to that semblance or imputation of an apparent invariance within the requisite degree of freedom to be able to do so, and so on. (6)

Now, a third problem is being presented. How can the same simulated presentation, as an imputation or set of imputations, be seen from either different perspectives and/or through different lenses and/or even be revisited in different periods of time as well as from both either subjective and/or intersubjective points of view, etc? (7)

A problem whose resolution is predicated, somewhat, on the previous resolution. E.g., we can look at our face in a mirror and turning a little to the left and to the right whilst seeing our head move does not stop us from seeing the same face. ‘Running’ through these series of moments we see the same face because we impose the same imputation upon that series of representations. In a technical sense, we impose the same semantic location on that which is regarded, but not necessarily seen, to be of the same identity. So, e.g., one day we may see the Morning Star looking very bright and, on later date, see the Evening Star, in turn, looking very bright, and, correctly, as it turns out, we call these same designations ‘Venus’. Or, i.e., that these two senses have the same reference, to invoke Fregean terminology. Or, to invoke Husserl, that these sets of adumbrations, say, both my relooking at the Moring Star and later relooking at the Evening Star, are thought to have the same reference, namely, ‘Venus’ (defined as the second planet in our Solar System from the Sun). So, by treating the imputation of identity as belonging to a series of simulations, arrived at through re(-)simulation, we can make a relative, non-absolutistical distinction between the same. Then, we can regard the semantic location, in our psychic making of the world at large, as its identity as recorded in those terms of reference. Given valid arguments for the non-acceptance of a pure, absolutistical private language we can also state that such semantic locations, to a considerable extent, certainly on general and particular levels of employment, possess a similar currency, in psychic locatedness, both subjectively and intersubjectively. (8)

However, this meta-like [re(-)]positioning of such subjective-intersubjective locatedness in identification also presents one more problem, namely, if we must philosophically dispense with metaphors like the invocation of so-called ‘internal worlds’ and ‘external worlds’ then we must ask how my experiences, say, either perceptual or conceptual in orientation, are to be judged as different from your experience, be they either perceptual or conceptual in orientation, etc? Obviously, with little difficulty. What we recount are interpretations of experience where we find profound differences between first person accounts and second or third person accounts, and so on. Now, if two people were together to stand in front of the same mirror, they would be able to view each other’s face as well as their own. But, it would be proliferation (of nonsense) to suggest that there were six faces to be seen from the condition that there be at least two faces in front of that mirror. Yes, we may well refer to two imputed faces in ontological-like terms of reference being presented before the mirror and four imputed faces to be ‘seen’ in epistemological-like terms of reference as we both see our own faces and the faces of the other in that same mirror. That, although such distinctions have a place in philosophical thought, in lived-reality, their extrapolation would not and should not allow us to run the imputation that a total of six faces would have to be involved, etc. Simplifying the situation, by merely noting only two non-virtual faces and all else had a virtual-like form of existence. That, the causal effectiveness of the former is assumed, and can be demonstrated, whereas, the causal effectiveness of the latter can be seriously discounted. But, on the other hand, not entirely. An elderly, religious person with a diseased heart, could dream about being interrogated and tortured by the minions of the Devil, and, in the ensuing panic, have a heart attack and die. The overall point remaining being this, that in a ‘series of simulations’, in turn treated as ‘imputations’, as then stamped with the ‘meta-imputation’ of ‘existing as an integrated series of imputations’ implies that that ‘co-associated (meta-)imputation’ of one ‘working intimation with a specific semantic location’, even is such status has yet to be decided, has a degree of identification that needs to be worked with as such (as long as we remain with the trans-intentional, ‘transcendental’ terms of our current employment). Still, just how do we integrate such natural diversity? That, for me, a resolution of this problem has two (and three) aspects, namely, the scoped considerations of identification along with scoped considerations of indubitable-likeness (to which we will soon add a consideration of matters of interactive participation along with experiential negations of all three classifications of the former). (9)

By considering all forms of identification and truth determination (and interactive participation, as yet not discussed) as in all aspects of their simulations as being simulated through re(-)simulation, within the (imputed working hypothesis of a) transcendentally enacted sense of imputation (that connects the metaphorical dots so to speak), but, which through natural forms of retreatment, is read on par with those apparent simulations per se. That hypothetical semantically represented sense of a world at large being accepted as such just, again, how are we to determine ‘relative reality’ from ‘relative non-reality’, or, again, how should we distinguish between the relatively virtual from the form the relatively non-virtual, and so on. By invoking a relatively integrated, cultural-intercultural, subjective-intersubjective semblance of historical and geographical space and time, with superimposed natural, personal and interpersonal identities, etc., upon the same, etc., are we able to simulate a working world at large both for ourselves and others (in that same cultural milieu, etc.). Here our working imputations are given a free rein, so to speak, albeit within the obvious limits of our shared sense of world(s within worlds, etc.), etc. That within this semblance of an overall life-world we construct, within such ‘living-experience’, our business both with ourselves and others…as mediated and intermediated
 by imputations discerned in lived-experience as narrated both before(-)ourselves and the before(-)others…
 (10)

But one resolution invites the need for another… but, in an economic perspective, more often than not, prior solutions or resolutions need only be recycled with a minimum of tweaks. In our appreciation of the modal complexion of our imputation (as living-experiences treated as lived-experiences) we need only note to what extent such imputations live up to our genre expectations to discern a relatively distinctive difference between the relatively virtual and the relatively non-virtual where the latter is mor found to meet such expectations. As noted, in being hungry and salivating at the thought of a certain apple representation we would hope, in engaging that co-associated presentation, that it satisfactorily satisfies those physiological experiences being experienced in conjunction with that same (series of) representation(s), etc. (11)

However, another problem, once again, arises in this simulation of shared space-and-time. If all relationships are conducted directly within the simulated relational space in question how do we account for the necessary contrast of the indirect relationship? Just what meaning could the indirect relationship have? (12)

Relationships themselves are being directly engaged. How could it be otherwise? Things treated as without a relational being-there-for-us have no relational being-there-for-us! However, relationships can be either nominated, re-nominated, analyzed and/or synthetically merged with others.
 So, if I were to visit the grave of Machiavelli in Santa Croce today and, tomorrow, you were to visit the same grave (on the wall of this church) this does not mean we visited the same gravesite at the same time. In essence we have indirectly shared the same geographical reference (each in a different period of time). Or, e.g., ‘A knows B’ where ‘B knows C’, but, where either ‘C does not know A and/or ‘A does not know C’. But, if B were to inform both A and C about this previously not known other then we could now say that ‘both A and C now have an indirect relationship to each other through B and what they have they have been told about them’. That, furthermore, such knowledge could quite safely be deemed to have been had ‘indirectly’, i.e., ‘without the directly engaged acquaintance of A with C, and v.v.’, etc. Thus, armed with these qualifications, we can now say that even though all relationships are directly engaged the contents of some relationships may well have been entertained indirectly. (13)

Within this subjectively-intersubjectively shared semblance of simulated space-time, along with both of its directly engaged and indirectly simulated iterations of entertained content, that all act of relational directedness are constituted directly in intentional consciousness and its trans-intentional appreciation (in the form of judgments, etc.), etc. So, I am directly engaged in a process of thought or perception or judgment or emotional feelings, etc; or, I am directly speaking with a person who is directly speaking with me; or, I directly engaging a novel and, therein, find myself resimulating its sense of a reconstructed re(-)simulation; or, I am directly engaging with the reconstruction of a series of memories, etc., etc. So, in this scheme of simulated representation, in an economy of simulation, we cannot find ourselves merely interacting with mere representations per se. No economy works like that, we just cannot reductively experience mere representations, Similarly, e.g., in a so-called idealistic modality of that being merely thought about, or, e.g., through dealing with sensory data alone in a so-called realistic modality, or, e.g., in the imputation of a sole succession of pragmatic deferrals in a so-called world entirely constituted by linguistic habits, etc. Or, just as when I see my image in a mirror I am directly relating to that virtual image as if it were me even though if I had my name written clearly upon my person its letters would be read as being backward in the image as seen ‘in’ the mirror (implying that it is not just a mere copy of myself
). (14)

Now, with such objections behind us, we are in a position to better understand the impossibility of absolutistical identification, etc., along with an understanding of the philosophical the ramifications for those who persist in their positioning to still insist upon such impossible identification, etc.
 (15)


In walking a middle path, we need to note that there can be no viable forms of absolutistical identification, absolutistical indubitability, and absolutistical participation in any relationship whatsoever. Moreover, likewise, there can be no absolutistical non-identification, no absolutistical non-indubitability, and non absolutistical non-participation. Let me explain. (16)

Identification, etc., is realized economically. Enacted in a field of semantic identification where we learn to focus upon that currently brought to hand before our intentional attention and where identification, etc., is thematized in a process of contrasting interaction both between intentional content and contra-content and intentional processes and counter-processes whilst also being appreciated, both initially and primarily, within and from trans-intentional terms of reference. That through dialectical stages of pretreatment, treatment and retreatment identification, etc., is realized through such relational terms of reference in such relational terms of reference, and, therefore, cannot be extrapolated and extracted from such relational terms of reference given the nature of such relatively qualified identification, etc. In more detail, let me look at the gestation and engendering of intentional content, processes, and retreatment by which identification, etc., is realized and able to be encountered, recognized and engaged only through the existence and persistence of such qualified terms of reference. (17)
In our critical-philosophical understanding we must accept that we have no absolutistical access to the perfect identification of any form of identity. But, then, as well, we have no absolutistical access to perfect non-identification of identity, given that absolutistical certainty in non-identification must also equally escape up. In such matter taking a stand in between such impossible extremes. (18)

Similarly, in our critical-philosophical understanding we must accept that we have no absolutistical access to indubitable truth. But, then, as well, we have no absolutistical access to non-indubitable truth, given that absolutistical uncertainty must also equally escape up. In such matter taking a stand in between such impossible extremes. (19)

Given that these qualifications of identification and indubitability apply to our appreciation of our participation in a certain relationship it follows that absolutistical identification and absolutistical truth determinations in our interactive participation and appreciation of a certain relationship must also both equally escape up whilst at the same time their absolutistical absence must also both equally escape us. In such matter taking a stand in between such impossible extremes. (20)


If both the presence and absence of absolutistical identification must equally escape us then in having some understanding of what it means to semantically identify and locate that being scrutinized in our cultural-intercultural mappings of the world at large can only mean we must inhabit a realm of identification in between such impossible extremes. It means, moreover, that in such relatively qualified terms of reference we must make a stand philosophically as required when such terms of reference are possible, are called for and can be exercised in terms relevant to the thematization of such considerations. Furthermore, given this absolutistical inability to perfectly define both identity or non-identity then it follows that we equally cannot supply perfectly assessed truth determinations for the same given that lack of definition in that being identified. So, without absolutistical identification and without absolutistical truth determination we cannot determine the perfect definition of our participation in any one relationship or in any set of relationships whatsoever! At the same time, however, absolutistical non-participation is equally denied! Let me illustrate the ramifications of these six forbidden forms of philosophicalization that would mark out and condemn such a pseudo-philosopher who seeks to formulate and disseminate such impossible positioning and who, therefore, only deserves to inhabit the misbegotten ranks of a second division. (21)

In conventional terms of reference, we have neither the need for absolutistical identification nor for absolutistical non-identification, neither the need for absolutistical indubitability nor for non-indubitability, neither the need for absolutistical comprehension of our participation nor absolutistical comprehension of our non-participation in our relationships! Let me illustrate in concrete terms the ramifications of such relatively abstract impossibilities. (22)


Quite simply (correctly determined conventional) participation is (correctly determined conventional) identity in conjunction with (correctly determined conventional) function. So, ‘this is an apple’ and ‘all apples are edible’, therefore, in participation (through eating), ‘I could safely eat this apple is edible’. However, from a trans-conventional or non-conventional perspective I could, and perhaps also should ask, as a philosopher (who suitably aspires to successfully function in theoretical, practical and critical spheres of concern), ‘is this correctly identified as an apple?’ and, ‘is it true that all apples are edible ?’ In effect, scrutinizing and exploring the pre-conditions, conditions and post-conditions in terms of their presuppositions, as narrational facts, the narrational objectives of the narratives being proposed, relevant critiques of the former, the overall de-anomalization of any essential considerations that might impinge upon our conventional readings of either that relational situation and/or its relational situatedness, etc. In fairy tales we do meet stories about ‘poisonous apples’, so, the concept of a ‘poisonous apple’ is conceivable. Therefore, not all apples are necessarily safe to eat. Indeed, this ‘apple’ in my hand might well be an apple, but, being an apple does not mean it is automatically edible as it could still be quite unripe, or, then again, it could be well past its due-by date for consumption. Under these circumstances we might still consider such unripe or over-ripe apples as able to be consumed if they were to be treated appropriately, say, by boiling, perhaps with sugar or some other ingredient like sultanas or dates, or blackberries or mint herbs, etc. (23)

This concept of ‘participation’ reminds me of a recent event when I was overjoyed to discover a trove of ‘horse mushrooms’ growing in a churchyard. I envisaged a wonderful meal with these perfect specimens fried in butter and served on toast with a sprinkling of freshly ground pepper and flakes of parmesan cheese. However, in preparing these mushrooms, in chopping them into small pieces, I noted a very strange chemical-like smell not previously associated with horse mushrooms. So, I consulted my mobile phone to discover that there are varieties of mushrooms in the agaric family (agaricus) that are very similar to horse mushrooms but which are poisonous. That one way to decisively distinguish such pretenders is a consideration of smell. That edible mushrooms have a pleasant aromatic mushroom-like aroma whereas non-edible varieties, that look like horse mushrooms, have a quite an unpleasant petrol-like smell. Obviously, these ‘horse mushrooms’ were not ‘horse mushrooms’, but, another non-edible variety of mushroom. Now, the moral of this story is that a philosopher in a (so-called
) first division, not accepting the unnatural state of total closure (as a form of apparitional abuse), would ‘naturally question considerations of both identity and truth determination of the imputed functions being focused upon along with the envisaged viability of their combination to be experienced in a process of participation’. Back to this analogy of mushroom preparation, the wrong identification of these mushrooms could have realized a defective form of participation if we had eaten them. (24)

Now, extending this analogy a little further, there are indigenous peoples who will eat ‘poisonous foodstuffs’ if suitably treated, perhaps, say, through over-boiling or being soaked for a suitable period of time or through a process fermentation, etc. The analogy to be drawn here is that truth functions can be altered through a suitable process of transformation, assuming, of course, that identification is conventionally well-formed in the first place. E.g., in a non-indigenous world, we have the dangerous delicacy of the prepared fish the Japanese know as ‘fugu’, or ‘blowfish’. Here, the smallest mistake in its preparation could be fatal. Indeed, the poison in this fish is described as more deadly than cyanide. (25)

Now, given (relatively) right (conventional) identification and (relatively) right (conventional) truth functions concerning the functions we are about to enter upon we can then assume that we have a (relatively) suitable process of (conventional) participation? Or, should we question whether this operation involving the conjunction of identification and truth determination always proceeds with a process that would involve our viable participation? From a trans-conventional perspective such viability is something that could be questioned. Absolutistcal identification is impossible and conventional identification can only be suitably arrived at through a suitable form of curtailment. Equally, absolutistical determination of truth functions (co-associated with the transformational functions in question) are equally problematic from a trans-conventional perspective. These ‘mushrooms’ do look like ‘horse mushrooms’ but am I correct in this identification. ‘If I cook these mushrooms will they be edible?’ I.e., ‘am I sure they will not make me either sick or induce my death? On the other hand, ‘if these mushrooms are horse mushrooms and I cook them in a conventionally appropriate manner I should be assured that they will be both edible and delicious to eat’. However, from a trans-conventional perspective given the impossibility of both absolutistical identification and the indubitability of truth determinations it follows that participation must be treated accordingly. Thankfully, however, conventional curtailment prevents me from unreasonably wandering off into spheres of concern that would be unreasonably entertained if not sensibly curtailed in some conventionally acceptable manner.
 (26)

Economically, identification is a function that cannot be conducted non-economically. Economically, truth determination is a function that cannot be identified non-economically. Intentional content cannot be divorced from its co-associated economic field of origination. Likewise, intentional processes cannot be divorced from their co-associated economic forms of focus. Similarly, participation through the intentional interaction, and trans-intentional appreciation, of both intentional content and intentional functions cannot occur without their co-associated forms of economic intermediation through economic transformation. Correctly, truth functions, as functions, demand higher meta-terms of theoretical trans-intentional deployment, but, in practical intentional object-terms of employment, through retreatment, are accepted on that level of intentional employment. Hence, in critical re-deployment we must observe these distinctions without their meta-confusion. So, e.g., this ‘mushroom’ is a ‘horse mushroom’ is correct in meta-intentional/trans-intentional terms of reference must invoke the necessary utilization of the meta-dimension by virtue of our semantic definition of truth determination (where the formula notes that P’ is correct iff P). However, as noted we usually retreat the product of such determinations (without recognizing these intentional-to-trans-intentional processes of transformation, and, thence, trans-intentional-to-intentional processes of transformation) in terms of its initial object level of practical employment. So, in effect, the positive affirmation that these ‘mushrooms’ are “horse mushrooms” means that they are horse mushrooms for all current practical purposes. (27)

Philosophically, there is this need for openness, this necessary philosophical recognition of non-closure, lest, philosophically, we commit so-called forms of apparitional abuse, etc. At the same time, this recognition of non-viability of both absolutistical forms of identification and absolutistical forms of indubitability, as well as the non-viability of ensuing non-absolutistical forms of participation, must all equally be tempered by the fact that there must also be no absolutistical negation of the same since such treatment is also equally non-viable. Let me demonstrate this philosophical observation by returning to these questionable mushrooms. (28)

As I was fortunate to discover, ‘these mushrooms were not horse mushrooms’ and ‘these mushrooms were not edible’. Misidentification produced a defective truth function, namely, that ‘these mushrooms were edible’. On the other hand, these mushrooms were ‘mushrooms’ just not ‘horse mushrooms’! Defective truth functions are still dependent upon truth functions that, ostensively, are not non-false. I found these mushrooms growing in the soil just like the way mushrooms growing in the soil can be found to grow. I have no need to question whether they are mushrooms or not. Rather, what was my concern was whether they were edible given my misidentification of them as ‘horse mushrooms’. They smelt quite strange. On closer inspection, I could note other features that differentiated these specific mushrooms from this variety I have picked on many other occasions. Philosophically, I could question whether they were mushrooms or toadstools or some other form of fungi, or, whether they actually grew in the soil, whether they were put there by people out to create mischief for mushroom pickers, and of forth. Of course, this concept of curtailment is proposed in order to assist us in limiting such philosophical or non-philosophical circumscription to a more sensible level of practical employment. So, it follows that it would be both unreasonable and totally unprofitable to seek for absolutistical forms of non-identification, non-truth determination and non-participation. Hence the necessity for such curtailment (just as it is necessary for limited forms of circumscription be available for us to utilize should the occasion philosophically or non-philosophically call for a consideration of such forms of non-closure, etc.). (29)

In the same vein, consider the following anecdotes. (30)

E.g., the crossword published in an international edition of the official news-service for the Chinese Government where, included as a diagonal acrostic, one could find an unflattering message about the then leader of the Chinese People’s Communist Party. Or, similarly, in the Second World War, where crossword puzzles were put to a similar use beyond their being mere ‘crosswords’. With clues being certain codewords, or where acrostics contained the same sort of signaling. (31)


E.g., a thirsty person in a hot desert might hope the mirage on the horizon was actually water, but, without the greenery of associated vegetation, being normally found at such locations, such hopes would have to be overlooked. (32)


E.g., I learnt from experience that some people are very obliging and would say “yes” to anything and everything. That fact accepted, as a nurse, I recognized the need to correctly identify people by asking them to give me their name rather than for them to affirm the designation given to them by myself. (33)

E.g., a famous Chinese author waxed lyrically how, on exiting the Beijing Railway Station, he loved to smell once again the scent of oranges for sale by the fruit vendors. The censors did not recognize the satirical irony presented in that innocuous statement (since such fruit from the south of China were always scarce in that period of time) , and, then, had to ignore their oversight when they reprinted that same novel lest that department be seen to have failed in censoring that satirical comment in the first edition. The point being made here is that there is either a philosophical or non-philosophical ‘danger’ in either reading, remembering imagining or perceiving things taken at face value. Who knows, but the censor or censors responsible for that oversight might have been fined or lost their job, or worse? (34)

E.g., in this day an age of truthiness, fake news, so-called ‘deep fakes’, politicians, etc., who are a bit fancy free and foot loose with the facts demands of us, as consumers of news, a necessary and healthy degree of suspicion lest we be taken in by such misinformation and disinformation. (35)


No doubt the reader themselves could supply a long list of anecdotes indicating this need for such circumspection (with a need for an ensuing circumscription and curtailment of such a qualification should they be needed). (36)

With this disquisition on the non-viability of both absolutistical treatments and non-treatments in mind, let me now return to this question of the epistemological and ontological limits of the representative simulation of our relationships. Asking, in essence, to what extent, if at all, we are directly related to such simulations and whether such simulations are directly related to those occasions and events being simulated, etc? (37)

Here, I would like to make some close connections between the ontological orientation and the function of identification, and, the epistemological orientation and the epistemological function of truth determination, etc. In identification we seek to determine the semantic location of that being identified. In truth determination (and functions in general) we seek to determine the suitability or unsuitability of that being scrutinized in the light of its truth determination (or as to the nature of its assessed functionality). Reconsidered in this manner lets us now attempt to better understand the nature of simulation (in the light of this disquisition to date [as well as leading me to also invoke similar comparisons between a so-called ‘first division’ and trans-conventional forms of appreciation, and, a so-called ‘second division’ and conventional forms of appreciation along with the requisite forms of qualification for rerunning such distinctions]). (38) 


Or, let us try again to redefine this topic in a more economically based format by noting that identification is allied to a first sense of the intentional, namely, this intending towards the intentional object(ive). Treated as a function, rather than as an objective, then gives us a second sense of the intentional, namely, as a function. A third sense can be arrived at if we co-relate these two previous senses and suspend the same (by relating their relational interaction as that being seen as both non-reductive and emergent as well implicating a connection to the trans-intentional along with its e/valuation and its co-associated presence of transcendental subjectivity-intersubjectivity, etc.). Now, we can temper and refashion our understanding through running in parallel various forms of economic complexification through comparisons to other economies as translated through a vision of the archetypal economy and realigned accordingly. So, the first sense of the intentional is relatively non-problematic in this regard being focused, analytical/reductive, phenomenological in orientation, etc. Correctly, treating indubitability as an intentional affair is wrong being primarily the province and product of the trans-intentional sphere of the Trans-Cognitive Aspect (and its schematization of the epistemological hierarchy and its organization of the epistemological sphere or orientation). However, through retreatment, all judgments have their correlative co-associates in cognitive/intentional terms of reference. So, in this instance let us treat functions and truth determinations in the same breath so to speak, albeit as retreated in intentional terms of reference. Moreover, invoking a hermeneutical, meta-textual orientation we might note that our ensuing choice or reconsiderations of genres is important at this point by noting which genres will better function in the manner being envisaged. Now, this concept of participation can be seen, once again, as the ensuing non-reductive/emergent interaction to be entered into between identification and truth functions/functions. This concept of ‘participation’, as a result, noting ‘to what extent and in what manner a function can correctly proceed in terms of its correctly identified identification, etc., and, in effect, either allowing us to either actively, passively and/or in an engaged existential manner to proceed in those same terms of reference, or, does not countenance our passage in that manner for the reasons that such a transit is either impossible or unwarranted, etc.’ Of course, such an awareness may well be obstructed, distorted or supplanted by ideological and non-ideological forces (like desires, e.g., etc., and where active, well-conducted processes of deconstruction would assist us in its clarification, etc.).  Indeed, without a clear view as to what participation reveals, consequently and subsequently, we would be unable to fully appreciate which trajectories were either possible or impossible, and, were either to be treated as an imperative to be enacted or as something that is basically irrelevant in the light of our understanding of our personal and interpersonal aspirations, our communicative agreements, along with their re(-)negotiations, etc. Viewed, and reviewed, in this manner, we can see that participation is then very much a work in progress when addressed in good faith, treated as a set of responses that need to be supervised responsibly in a spirit of openness, authenticity and fully-engaged engagement that is existentially enacted with(-)others, before(-)others?! (39)

Just what does such ‘openness’ to the ‘representative simulation of our relationships’ entail? Are we, in such interactions, directly engaged with those relationships? Or, are we merely passive observers, or, somewhat complicit in their active manipulation, or, fully engaged in such a manner that we can seriously re(-)sculpt their contours, re-envisage new trajectories, existentially intervene in a positive manner that might be found to be beneficial in our ongoing re(-)e/valuation of those relationships? Or, all such things granted, would it not be more correct to say that our ensuing relationships, themselves, being greater than the sum of their parts, might find us to be beneficial in the coursing of their evolving transformations, indeed, might empower us to existentially intervene successfully on their behalf, etc? (40)

Let me unpack the ramifications of this ‘existential turn’ (and ‘turning around’
). No longer mere passive observers, our relationships may well co-opt us to act on their behalf. In this regard, a concept of participation, through participatory possibility and permission, has an important role to play both philosophically and non-philosophically. In concrete-like terms, there is no point doing either impossible things and/or doing things that have little relevance for the existential, harmonic evolution of our relationships, etc. In our existential openness to the spirit of our relationships we need to be cognizant of our intentions, the potential consequences of enacting those intentions, and so on. (41)

In what relationship do we stand to these simulations of these representative relationships along with the simulation of their relational situatedness? (42)


Given that relationships entail a direct sense of relatedness that essentially characterize(d) that relationship in question let us ask in what manner we stand before these simulations and in what manner these simulations actually stand in respect of that which they are apparently acting as simulations? Given that simulations are reiterated simulations through the retained sense of re(-)simulation does it follow that the persistence of a semblance of a distinctive transformational isomorphic invariance, as an apparent existential descriptor, actually implies that what is actually being simulated is more a sense of non-simulation, albeit subject to ongoing transformational modifications over the course of that distinctive period of simulation. In essence, the distinctive course of that continuity being enough for us, in the specification of that identificational context, to impute the persistence of that identity nominated, and as predicatively and relationally described, and observed, in and through our conceptual treatment of that simplified-complexity? Or, put another way, if it looks like x and does what x does, is  correctly identified as x, has functions and truth determinations that are validly ascribed to x and our participation with x is as to be expected from the envisaged manner of our interventions then x must be, to all intent and purposes, no more and no less, than X itself; albeit to that extent identity can be imputed as such in those conventional terms of reference; albeit as left open in order to avoid those forms of apparitional abuse, etc., that might follow from unnecessary forms of closure, etc? In other words, if such simulations of this x appear to consistently and persistently behave as if they were x and all manner of possible interventions can be enacted as if that simulation were x then those simulations of x must be treated as a relatively perfected simulation of X to that same extent. Here, by ‘perfected’ is merely meant ‘possessing the modal complexion we would specifically expect to be normally fulfilled in the interactive-form or intentionally constituted appearance of that particular type of phenomenon X or set of phenomena X’. In the light of this definition we can rule out seeing our own reflected image in a mirror as a simulation of ourselves on the grounds that it does not completely fulfill the full modal compliment we would expect to be found in our interaction with a person. So, e.g., try shaking hands with your reflection in a mirror and see the obvious veracity of this point. Because we cannot shake hands with out image in a mirror, as much as might try, therefore, this simulation cannot be a simulation of myself per se and only a mirror image of this simulation of my simulated sense of self that, as a person, with arms and hands, indeed, is able to shake hands when the situation calls for that. (43)

Again, put another way, we could say that a simulation x is X to that extent its causal effectiveness is in an accordance with the to be expected and the immediately anticipated phenomenology of what would be entailed in an identification of X as X. I.e., X is X if and only if X’ is true, i.e., X. Or, hermeneutically, that the identificational genre of ‘x-likeness’ is true if and only if x-likeness is both present and not absent, i.e., it is appropriate to utilize that genre that has that genre for x-likeness’ if it meets the requisite degree of x-likeness in fact. Or, existentially, in a non-systematic sense, the non-textual simulation of x’ truthfully meets the experiential non-absent presence of a simulation of x. (43)
Or, metaphorically, a pig is still a pig even if its tail should be cut off, but, a dispatched pig that has been cooked should now be collectively seen as ‘pork’ (by virtue of the distinctive nature of transformational process incurred). (44)

In essence, our simulated representations of our relationships bear a direct relationship to our relationships to the same extent we are in a direct relationship with those relationships, i.e., to that extent we can ‘radically’ intervene in the course of such a relationship and are not left to passively encounter, recognize and engage with the same in that diminished sense of interactiveness. Or, the causal effectiveness of our ability to intervene in a relationship dictates to what extent we can directly engage in that simulate relationship above and beyond our mere passive reception of the same. By ‘radical’ is meant ‘to that extent we can re-direct the trajectories of that relationship in question. I would also argue that such intervention, first, is incrementally orchestrated before it then can become chaotically re-redirected as result of such intervention/s and the near-inevitable meeting with bifurcations. Although such redirection need not necessarily be re-directed by us, existentially, such re-direction would need to be initiated by the simulation of that relationship per se. Such economic processes of re(-)directedness further enhancing the apparent nature of that relationship in its situatedness as not just a mere simulation, and, as such being deserving of respect and respectfulness, and so on. (45)

That, in all of this we should note ‘intentions matter’; ‘relationships matter’, and ‘relational consequences matter’ (and hence my description of this approach as a form of ‘existential-consequentialism’, among other things). (46)

In the light of this exploratory exposition, just what provisional conclusions might we wish to both infer and extrapolate? (47)
2. Provisional Conclusions


That simulations cannot be dismissed as mere simulations if they have a causal effectiveness in keeping with our imputations, expectations and anticipations. Or, to that extent our simulations in their simulated situatedness present with an existential surplus of e/valuation, above and beyond that merely invested in that simulated state of affairs, then, to that same extent, those simulations are simulated beyond the confirmation of their mere appearing and our verification of their recollected appearances. I.e., in and through such conformity, and, to that degree we can apparently intervene, therein, to that same extent we cannot dismiss such ‘simulations’ as ‘mere simulations’! (48)

That absolutistical forms of identification, indubitability of the truth determination of those identified functions and our participations therein must be perceived as non-permitted just as absolutistical forms of non-identification, non-indubitability and non-participation must be equally denied! (49)

In a similar vein, what has little relevance to our considerations should be seen as having little relevance to those considerations. (50)

The implication being that in order to enact a first divisional philosophy we must enter a middle path between absolutitistical identification, etc., and absolutistical non-identification, etc., and, ensure at the same time that our explorations possess the requisite degree of relevance that is to be existentially expected to be exemplified in the interactive course of our behaviour both before(-)others and with(-)others. (51)

In arguing for a first divisional philosophy the joke is on us, so to speak. There is no first division per se. Just as there is no second division since such relegation has been arrived at through the inoperability of such positionality, and, where such defective positions deserve only to be deconstructed; and then either salvaged or left buried. (52)

A first divisional attitude is a philosophical attitude that attempts to rectify and renormalize the overall course of our relationships. To positively exercise this perspective this existential attitude has to work through those attitudes that are not in conformity with the mutual expedition of our relationships. It does so through ensuring that we take a middle path between all absolutistical forms of identification, indubitability, participation, non-identification, non-indubitability, and non-participation; that we minimize ensuing forms of defective argumentation, philosophical confusion and non-philosophical confusion through the minimization and eradication of all forms of abuse, etc; that we suitably pursue all relevant passive, active(ly deconstructive) and engaged forms of simulated exploration; and, enter into those forms of existential intervention that we feel we are beholden to perform on the behalf of our relationships in order for the overall, positively beneficial consequences that we envisage as flowing from such navigation, negotiation and communicative agreements. That, by such an existential attitude, working with the relatively non-existential, can we mutually expedite both our own sense/s of freedom and the freedom/s of others..!! (53)




        
      
      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 26.4.21.
3. Postscript: The Status of the Simulated Representation of our Relationships


As an orientation, ontologically, we are moving towards an identification of our intentional objectives. In an opposite direction, metaphorically speaking, in an epistemological orientation, we are simulating those intentional functions that determine such identification, etc. I.e., in effect, determining their apparent truth functions. This is identified as ‘x’. To intentionally do this we must invoke a suitable genre or set of genres that will allow us to do just that. So, this is x because of its genre of re(-)producing a simulated x-likeness. Then, in a non-reductive, emergent suspension of both identification and its co-associated functions we find forms of participation, hopefully, that appear to be open and viable. I.e., that such x behaves for(-)us as if it were X. It behooves us, in this respect, therefore, to ensure that we suitably arrive at this simulation of X that is causally effective, and, that we can intervene with the requisite degree of causal effectiveness likewise. Where, of course, such intervention is realized through an existential identification with that apparent relationship in its apparent relational situatedness in question. To do this we must invest, existentially, in a first divisional attitude that seeks to rectify all relevant second divisional attitudes. That, by such means we engendered an enhancement of all co-associated senses of freedom both personally and collectively! (54)

Therefore, to answer this question of status, we can envisage all simulations as being engaged through a mix of ontological, epistemological and epistemological-ontological/ontological-epistemological attitudes. Hence the status of our simulated representations of our relationships is simulated likewise. That such simulations can reasonably be seen in and through passive, active and engaged patterns of interaction whose causal effectiveness and our ability to effectively intervene, therein, implies nothing other than our direct engagement with our relationships as found in their apparent relational situatedness… to be discerned, as a work ever in progress, in this semblance of an overall life-world, this overall world-of-life… (55)

In this light, the implication follows that if we were to equate the ‘relatively existential orientation of a first divisional attitude’ with a ‘trans-conventional perspective’ and the ‘relatively non-existential orientation of a second divisional attitude’ with the ‘conventional perspective’ then we may assume that an existentialization of attitudes is opened up through their emergent interaction as enacted in and through the suitable expedition of a suitably informed (extensive) suspension. That through enacting suitable epistemological-ontological/ontological-epistemological attitudes we would automatically engender productive forms of a trans-conventional ‘circumscription’ of the conventional whilst being practically counterbalanced by a ‘curtailment’ of such scrutiny when and where called for. That critically overseeing such positive, transformational processes we must propose the auspices of the extensive suspension wherein through productive forms of chaotic perturbation our relationships are able to re(-)direct their ensuing patterns of responsive behaviour in as responsible a fashion as can be envisaged… through relevant process of re(-)organization and re(-)self-organization, as enacted by our relationships both for(-)us, and by(-)us..!! (56)
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� 	III.IL.4-16; 34; 41, etc.


� 	Namely, six categories of impossible absolutistical identification, indubitability, participation, non-identification, non-indubitability, and non-participation.


� 	Defining ‘deconstruction’ as the ‘deep, broad dismantling of defective argument-types either in total or in part’, and, where ‘total deconstruction’ defines a ‘type of co-associated philosophy whose persistent dissemination deserves to be located in a second division’, whereas, in contrast, the ‘viable reconstruction of a partially deconstructed philosophy deserves to be returned to a first division’.


� 	As noted previously ‘(-)’ is a convention indicating here an economic of iteration, namely, phenomenological iteration (retention), mere hermeneutical reiteration of meta-textual sequencing (through genres, etc), and, relatively existential, non-incremental, chaotically oriented re-directed re-iteration. Or, in this instance, simulation, resimulation and re-simulation. This same convention as in, e.g., ‘for(-)others’ could be read as ‘for others’ non-existentially and for-other existentially (but, also, as a third product of both, namely, ‘for others-and-for-others’ given the necessary co-association of all three economic polarities in processes of inversely co-related existentialization and de-existentialization).


� 	Even though I can imagine myself as if also downstairs and able to eat one of them virtually. But, again, this virtual division or replication of self-identity further de-establishes any claim to the integrity of a truth-determination given this virtual loss of subjective integrity. I might like to think I am downstairs in the kitchen, when upstairs, but no amount of visualization is going to produce a truth determination with the requisite degree of ‘vivid’ integrity in its presented-ness as if I were downstairs, awake, with my eyes open, etc.


� 	In the following paragraphs I am entertaining a number of philosophical problems as objections to the first divisional position being argued for, i.e., e.g., that simulation is through re(-)simulation only. In a first problem I am counter-objecting to the idea that the image in the mirror of myself or anything else is a simulation of that which is not simulated, as a form of pre-simulation, etc. Such a state of affairs can be understood metaphorically, but, philosophically and critically, should not be subjected to such metaphorical abuse!


� 	I.e., in a sixth order of cognitive/trans-cognitive ontical/factual determination, and, not left as a mere resident in a fifth order of the virtual.


� 	Tune to a perfect meantone tuning on, say, C, e.g., then play the same piece transposed to a C flat major or a C sharp major, etc., and hear the difference when playing chords, etc.


� 	In an environment where the mediation of imputations are mutually intermediated in rectificational processed realized through processes of re(-)alignment conducted in subjective-intersubjectively understood terms of reference as a result of harmonic interventions, peer group pressures, de-anomalizations, ongoing resolutions, radical forms of deconstruction, etc.


� 	This could be notated as a matrix with four elements, namely, and collectively, the ‘before ourselves’, ‘before-ourselves’, ‘before others’, and, ‘before-others’. Or, as a matrix between the nine ensuing elements in the economic invocation of the ‘before ourselves’, ‘before-ourselves’ and ‘both before ourselves and before others’, etc.


� 	That on the same meta-level of employment, there can be no others basic forms of treatment.


� 	Interestingly, as the eyes act like lenses then my interpreted presentation has to be mentally inversed in order to then be read correctly in the vertical dimension. Moreover, although being seen through two eyes, I arrive at one image of myself as seen ‘in’ that same mirror. One moral to be drawn from such reflections is that even though perception, e.g., could be read as passive in orientation, still, the perceptual act has to be quite active and reconstructive in its re-interpretation of such perceptual materials being presented for interpretation, etc.


� 	Refer to footnote no. 2 for these six categories about to be further explored in greater depth.


� 	Anticipating the realization that there can be no so-called first divisional philosophers in lived-reality given the need for the trans-conventional circumscription of conventional propositions in a dialectical balance with the conventional curtailment of [excessive] trans-conventional forms of treatment. Identifying a ‘first division’ with persons who ‘exercise a certain suitable degree of trans-conventional appreciation’ and a ‘second division’ with a persons who ‘only exercise conventional forms of appreciation’ through their ‘overlooking forms of trans-conventional appreciation’ it follows that a trans-conventional philosopher only has their mandate through their critical treatment of the conventional, etc., and, therefore, cannot be completely separated from the conventional forms of treatment. Thus, a first divisional philosopher who says they are only a ‘first divisional philosopher’ is not a first divisional philosopher. Inversely, a conventional philosopher ‘suitably open to trans-conventional circumscription of the conventional whilst operating with a dialectical counter-balance involving the conventional curtailment of trans-conventional treatment’ is not merely a second divisional philosopher, but, more importantly, is also a representative first divisional philosopher albeit as read in this qualified dialectical sense. The basic difference being in this qualified openness to non-closure.


� 	Imagine if we were to excessively question our propositions for identification or truth determination or their conjunction in a form of viable participation. Is this ‘mushroom’ a ‘horse mushroom’; ‘is this ‘identification’ correct?’; ‘am I certain that this “identificational process” is correctly ascertained?’; and so on? This is where a process of treatment intervenes to retreat a meta-product subjected to treatment to a process of returning it to where the initial proposition began in terms of its object level of meta-explication. A so-called ‘pragmatic philosopher’ who overlooks this process of retreatment is then no more than an ideological pragmatist deserving to be deconstructed and rendered as unable to function as a non-second divisional philosopher. Of course, the joke is then that in deconstructing they cannot ever be relegated to a second division. However, for practical purposes of critical differentiation we could define a second divisional philosopher as one who runs arguments that are either conventionally defective or trans-conventionally defective, implying, conversely, that a first divisional philosopher is a philosopher who runs arguments that are both trans-conventionally and conventionally valid (as well as enacting a suitable, dialectical balance between circumscription and curtailment).


�	This ‘existential turn’ can also be metaphorically treated as a ‘turning around’, ‘tuning upside down’ and ‘turning back to front’, etc. Implicating, on occasions, a radically re(-)direction and potential disruption of our relational trajectories, etc.





