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0. Background
There is a certain public wisdom to be found in the cultural consensus that ‘labeling’ is a problematic process and issue, but, in my estimation, the remedy involved in the complete avoidance of labelling altogether is a ‘cure’ whose ramifications are far, far worse than the perceived problem itself. In addressing this issue let me walk a middle path that both demonstrates that labelling deserves to be treated as problematic whilst also arguing that we cannot avoid this type of discrimination and that we need to go about such a process within guidelines that ensure that this type of everyday procedure is not abused, can be rectified when and where necessary, and, can be shown to augment and enhance the quality of our lives to be lived in this world at large. To this end, let me phenomenologically explore the intentional nature of this process of judgment designated as ‘labelling’ and question the positive and negative grounds for operating a process of such ‘ascription’ through both noting and not confusing the fact that labels have both denotations and connotations; improvising ‘suitable’ means for delineating the use of both coinciding appellations; and, ultimately, running a double test along both pragmatic and existential lines by invoking a necessary insistence that such a process is better exercised rather than impossibly avoided. As a conclusion let me demonstrate a middle path approach that abrogates bad processes of labelling whilst accepting the fact that labelling, per se, is impossible to avoid in the critical, and radical, pursuit of all well-exercised processes of insightfully enacted judgment that correctly observe all relevant boundaries and limitations involved in their successful deployment. (0)
1. Introduction

The world is awash with bad labelling. Often people misuse labels to win poorly constructed arguments. “You are such an idiot, why should we listen to what you have to say?!” This is an argument that is difficult to dismiss. If you were an ‘idiot’ then what we would expect you to say would be ‘idiotic’ in tenor. Although it is sometimes true that it takes the warnings of fools to insightfully alert us to the adverse nature of our current situatedness. Should you not be an ‘idiot’ then the conclusion, of course, does not necessarily follow. (1)

Fortunately, for serious philosophers, ‘both your time and opinions are important to us, and can you please wait in line as we listen to the both the sense and non-sense being disseminated, which I would like to add, ever so nicely, does deserve to be put in an endless queue’. OK, I jest, or, hopefully I am just joking? It is true that enormous amounts of what some people say sometimes barely reaches the grade of making sense… being replete with prominent internal contradictions, or finds itself in an alignment with alternative facts, or obviously has deleterious consequences should such a position be thought through and persisted with. Human nature loves to misuse labels, often smugly cited as so-called ‘evidence’ that the rigid positions of their ‘owners’ are true in the first place. This is known in the trade as persisting with a ‘confirmational bias’. (2)

An interesting phenomenon to interpret are interviews conducted with avid ex-President Trump’s supporters. Here we will see forms of self-labelling being spun in a veritable web of denial and self-denial. The interviewer is ever recounted with a small set of belief-statements to the effect quite often along the following lines: ‘Trump loves America. He is one of us. They (the establishment or this convenient fiction of the ‘deep state’) are only out to get him. He gave us a great economy. I will support my president to the very end even if he were to shoot people from the steps of the White House...’ (3)

Each one of these types of statements is either questionable and/or deserves to be questioned. In reverse order let me conduct this form of a general interrogation. (4)

Do we want a president, let alone any person, shooting fellow citizens from the metaphorical steps of the White House (or Fifth Avenue, in New York, or anywhere else”)? Obviously, the answer is “No!” Would you volunteer to be shot? Of course not. So, this is just a piece of rhetoric that cannot be treated literally. Not much more than an emphatic way, in poor taste, to affirm your undying allegiance (although, it should be added, don’t get shot in the process). (5)

The economy did pick up under Trump, but, the current GDP, under Biden, has exceeded all reasonable expectations by coming in at 4.9% in the third quarter of 2023. In Obama’s eight years in office, U.S. GDP growth averaged 1.62%, about 70% higher than Trump’s growth rate at only 0.95%, and the lowest average GDP for the last seven presidents in the U.S. Obviously, not only on these figures for the current growth in GDP we should prefer Obama over Trump, and Biden over Obama. The wonderful economic growth claimed by Trump is more myth than fact. Yes, there was some growth, but, he is not going to win a factual argument in comparison with the growth claimed under either Obama or Biden. In persisting with the dissemination of the meme that ‘under his presidency the economy went very well’, we have here just one more lie perpetrated by Trump who has had plenty of time to properly digest the true statistics on this matter. Indeed, just one more deception conveniently circulated by an already ‘certified liar’.
 (6)

‘They are out to get him’ has a certain superficial truth. Indicted in four different courts on 91 separate counts. Already declared to have fraudulently run his businesses in New York, and unsuccessful in a recent ‘rape and defamation’ trial also conducted in New York. (7)

‘But he is one of us!’ Well we might dispute each other’s politics, but, really, ‘would you like to be like Trump?’ Not a rapist? Not a business fraud? Not an insurrectionist? Should I assume you are an American patriot who does not like America’s enemies like Putin, Xi, or any other autocratic dictator? O, so you think Putin is great… despite causing the deaths, say, of over three hundred thousand people, with a number continuing to grow on a daily basis? Please, tell me in what way you are like Trump, or would like to be Trump?’ The ‘fact’ that he is a great business person. Well, he cannot be very good if he is not allowed to do business in the great business state of New York! So, you have some other reasons why you would admire ex-President Trump? But, I should warn you, that ‘what you say might be taken down and used as evidence in an appropriate court of law?’ (8)

Trump, himself, might say, “he loves America” but his many assaults upon the democratic institutions of that country belie that myth. His vision of America is ostensively racist, with no empathetic time for people of colour, and who have different values or religious beliefs, who don’t sensibly subscribe to bizarre conspiracies, and so on and so forth. (9)

The point being made here is clear. Labels can be used to both deceive or used to self-deceive the individual who, inadvertently or advertently, appeals to either their use or misuse. Then, no amount of an ever-reiterated assertion is going to prove that the label applied or self-applied actually ‘sticks’… (10)


To (mis)paraphrase the immortal words of Counsellor Mackey,
 in the television series South Park, “bad labels are bad, such labels are bad, ok, ok!” (11)

2. An Exploration of the Intentional Process of Labelling

In some ways the world is a bit like a natural museum. Everything is already conveniently labeled for us. As we make our passages through this world, both individually and collectively, we do not find ourselves having existential crises every moment of the day in our trying to navigate (around people and things), negotiate (with people and institutions), and accept forms of arbitration (as those conventions in place that will oversee productive patterns of behaviour that are both individual and communal in orientation) as we set out to achieve both our personal ambitions and social aspirations.
 Only from time to time, on the odd occasion, might we feel that we are actually facing some form of a ‘labelling crisis’ to the extent we either unwillingly concur with those labels or believe those labels to be wrongfully ascribed and refuse to act accordingly. Such cracks in identification portend the fact that labels and the things labeled are not self-identical, are not one and the same thing. Furthermore, even a cursory degree of scrutiny should reveal to us that labels both ‘denote the thing labeled’ and ‘connote an emotional (or sentimental
) attitude co-associated with the same’ should that psychological connection already be in place. In the light of this correspondence, between denotations and connotations, be it experienced as either concordant and/or non-concordant let me apply my concept of the ‘suitable’ in order to ascertain whether such denotations and connotations, indeed, are being suitably applied or not? (12)

By ‘suitable’ it has been pre-defined, by myself elsewhere, to mean ‘whether it is phenomenologically proper, hermeneutically appropriate, and/or existentially apposite?’ To use this ‘simple’ scheme let me consider if ‘my having two poached eggs for breakfast on toast with a small portion of bacon’ is a ‘suitable’ breakfast for me to have?
 I am hungry, I have eggs and bacon to hand, I have not eaten any eggs for the previous week, and, consequently feel that this menu for breakfast to be ‘proper’ (at least in accordance with current medical advice on how many eggs should be eaten per week). As noted, I have the ingredients, I have the time to make this breakfast, and, so regard it as appropriate for me to go ahead in this fashion. Last, is it apposite to have this type of breakfast? Now, as I am neither a vegetarian nor a vegan, I feel it is an apposite choice for me to make, that, moreover, it is also a good nutritional option to proceed with. Admittedly, this example is somewhat trite. Still, by not treading over controversial territory we might more calmly review those considerations that need to be taken on board in seeking a definitive resolution of this problem, namely, is my ‘having two eggs on toast with a small portion of bacon’ a suitable breakfast for me to have this particular morning? Should I label this a ‘good’ breakfast, and, in what sense are connotations also to be viewed as proper, appropriate, and apposite, i.e., as ‘suitable?’ (13)

From a connotational point of view is this breakfast also proper, appropriate, and apposite? As I am not eating eggs against medical advice or as I am in an alignment with the best advice given by medical organizations, it must follow that the connotation of a ‘good breakfast’ may well be a suitable appellation to make in the light of such advice, given that I am hungry, and have the time to cook this simple breakfast along with no other intervening obligations to the contrary… we might well find ourselves in a position of judgment that would allow us to clearly ascertain the relative merits of this particular course of action. (14)
That, in the process, I have been motivated by my hunger to form an intentional need for ‘eggs for breakfast’; that it is appropriate to make this particular breakfast for myself; that it is an apposite breakfast for me; that from a connotational perspective it is also proper, appropriate, and apposite to have this nutritional breakfast… and so I go ahead and cook this breakfast for myself. (15)
Of course, if our labeling is non-problematic from a connotational point of view then what is found to be problematic may well be able to be resolved in terms of clarifying that denotationally oriented perspective only. Then, in the absence of either ontological or epistemological over-commitments (or an equally presented absence of an under-commitment stemming from entertaining a purely flattened relativistic approach
), and we are prepared to suspend our representative modeling, then, we may well find this sought after form of resolution by virtue of the fact that, hermeneutically, what sets the problematicity in question to a great extent is also that which sets us up to recognize what would count as a resolution of that same form of problematicity. Indeed, asking a question to a great extent must also include what would count as an answer for that same question. It is an unfortunate fact that even though emotions can be used to motivate us, still, those same emotions unsuitably utilized will muddy the metaphorical waters of clear thinking and invite forms of mislabeling. But, then, the very idea of mislabeling implies that we can correctly label in the first place. So, with this evolving notion to hand of ‘labeling’ let me explore how labeling is able to be conducted, and how it could perhaps be both incorrectly mis-performed and correctly performed. (16)
A ‘process of labeling’ is ‘the labelling of something that can be labeled’. In effect, things that can be labeled are nominated or ‘named’. Hence, we can invoke an idea of a ‘double labeling’ to the extent that we affix a label to something that is already labeled so to speak. So, what did I have for breakfast? Eggs on toast with a small piece of bacon. Did I enjoy this breakfast cooked by myself? Yes, it was ‘nice’, it was a ‘good breakfast’. This state of affairs, as that denoted by myself, was ‘my breakfast?’. Having enjoyed this breakfast, I also ‘labeled it as ‘good’, as that which was ‘enjoyed’. (17)
Obviously, in order to explore this process of labeling we need to ask questions in order to ask if the labeling, both denotatively and connotatively, is suitably applicable, has been suitably applied? Moreover, through such interrogation (in this economy of interrogation) we only have to hand ‘nominatives, predicates, and relations’. If you can think of a fourth party, I dare say you have strayed into some other trimodal economy. On the other hand, through my concept of ‘parallel economic complexification’, if we were to pair this economy of labeled nominatives with the hermeneutic circle, albeit as interpreted through a trimodal perspective, we could also note the effective equivalence between ‘nominatives’ and ‘whole-and-parts’; ‘predicates’ and ‘analysis’ (or ‘reduction’); and, ‘relations’ and ‘whole’ (or ‘reconstitution’). Invoking this same economic principle of complexification
 we can also equate the moments of the interrogative economy at the same time, namely, the ‘rhetorical’ with the ‘relations’; the ‘metaphorical’ (first reply) with ‘predicates’; and ‘nominatives’ with apparitional modeling (as the second reply operating in a literal mode where we can also invoke non-economic forms of intervention, preferably, with an existential complexion and orientation). (18)
Now, admittedly, the last paragraph is my succinct summary of a plethora of assumptions, observations, and interpretations. However, putting most of its complexity to the side, let me merely note the following: Denotations involve nominatives, as the things being labeled. Applying predicates or relations to the same invites a connotational approach to such denotational materials. Now, if labels are, primarily, the denotational identification of nominatives then it follows that we cannot avoid using such labels since their avoidance would also be the avoidance of this same use of nominatives. Furthermore, to avoid using connotational forms of labeling would mean an equal avoidance of either predicates and/or relations. Moreover, through economic correlativity of economic moments no one economic party can be purely avoided since all parties are mutually co-defined correlatively. I.e., ‘that nominatives are not predicates and not relations’; ‘that predicates are not relations and not nominatives’; and, ‘relations are not nominatives and not predicates’. I.e., it is not possible to avoid nominatives, as logical subjects of our propositions, therefore, ‘denotational labels’ as ‘nominatives’ cannot be avoided in the formation of sensible propositions. Similarly, its stands to reason that ‘connotational labels’ in their utilization of either predicates and/or relations, equally, cannot be avoided in the meaningful formation of sensible propositions (that seek to evaluate forms of value, be that either properly exercised or improperly executed)! (19)

Restating this argument in a less technical manner we should observe that either good or bad processes of labeling are applied to nominatives as the denotational label. But, that there can be no sensible or meaningful propositions without the explicit or implicit use of both predicates and relations, or, where we impossibly set out to avoid making such claims, or where we propose either the mere presence of bare nominatives or the sheer absence of the same. That, to set out to do such prohibited propositional behaviours can only result in a diminishment of significance, i.e., in the relative absence of both meaning and meaningfulness! Taken to its ultimate conclusion, in either avoiding nominatives and/or predicates and/or relations, we would be left with propositional shells that could communicate nothing more than their superficially apparent syntactical form! (20)

Like going into a museum and only seeing the labels (in a removal of the items that were once labeled), or, merely finding exhibits that you would have no idea what they were if you were to possess no idea whatsoever as to what these items were in terms of their labeled identification! (21)

So, an avoidance of labelling is impossible! Yes, we could supply denotations through the use of suitable nominatives, but, at the same time avoid the use of adding a connotative sense of labeling. In effect, leave open or suspend what possible connotations might be applicable or might not be applicable! But, the possible addition or subtraction of such connotations cannot be ruled out as impossible or as something to be forever avoided since the quality of our lived-experience is dependent upon positively responding to such necessary forms of discrimination.
 (22)

So, given an acceptance that labeling is inevitable, certainly on a denotational level of explication, how might we then avoid so-called bad forms of labeling? (23)


I daresay through supervising a ‘suitable’ use of labels, by ensuring that, denotationally and connotationally, our application of this process of labeling is proper, appropriate and apposite. I.e., not contradictory or incoherent and in line with our best evidence; as fit for purpose; and, as not invoking consequences that are deleterious to the qualitative coursing of our relationships! (24)
3. Provisional Conclusions, Observations, and Comments…

Now, I am sure we could have much fun in further explicating the six headings of this ‘suitable’ formula, already to hand, once applied to both denotations and connotations. However, for convenience let us merely use this expression ‘apposite’ from a connotational perspective, preferably with an existential complexion in mind. In effect, rendering these appellations of ‘proper’ and ‘appropriate’ as primarily ‘pragmatic’ in outlook, whilst, a connotational use of ‘apposite’ should be utilized from an existential perspective, i.e., in such a manner that both the richness and enrichment of value (e/valuational formation) is to be observed and acted upon accordingly through either the creation, preservation, and/or conservational expansion of the quality of our relationships. Where through the adoption and adaptation of a pro-relational, trans-relational sense of perspective
 we can also act on the behalf of that relationship in the current light of its situated-situatedness. Therein, and thereby, enacting patterns of existential intervention that enrich the lived-quality of our relationships. No doubt also finding that what is pragmatically proper and appropriate, i.e., fit for purpose, ideally enriches the appositeness of our conduct, but, where ensuring the appositeness of our conduct would also more than likely see out the proper and appropriate use of our means and measures for labeling as an engaged process of identification that, in lived-experience, is both inescapable but also as something that should be correctly conducted through the auspices of an existential appreciation of our relationships. (25)

Ideally, through the suitable use of (extensive) suspensions we can operate in our interrogative economies, in such a manner (in the suitable asking of applicable questions) where we find the envisaged uptake of nominatives, predicates, and relations is conducted  in a reasonable manner in keeping with all economic principles, i.e., e.g., with all due propriety, appropriateness and appositeness, and, where such ensuing forms of situational appreciation are in a general evidential alignment with lived-experience… (26)
Hence the application of this idea of the ‘suitable’ must also function as both a pragmatic and existential test… where labelling is not be avoided, but, where bad labeling is definitely something that should be avoided..!! (27)






    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 29.10.23.
4. Postscript


The philosophical concept of economic correlativity is constructed on the premise that we cannot take an economic moment, indeed, any such moment, and entertain it absolutistically on its own terms ‘purely in, through and/or of itself’. Intentional thinking, and trans-intentional judgment, along with all other epistemological processes, cannot be non-dialectically interacted with, i.e., can be neither recognized nor encountered nor engaged through some form of self-attainment, as a process of self-obtainment, i.e., self-appropriation. Instead, what happens is that we non-philosophically have to overlook such limitations and ‘legislate’ on a priori-like grounds our findings be they either synthetically confirmed or verified,
 speculatively overlook their current non-confirmation or non-verification, or, merely insist that things are so on a priori grounds by merely insisting on their synthetic representation along the same lines. This short-sighted behaviour is what we do all the time, we could not survive otherwise!
 However, philosophically let us not deceive ourselves with such improper notions that we have an indubitable access to such truth or to some source of such truth, and so on. (28)
As pragmatic-existentialists
 we have no need to make such unnecessary claims. What works for us is almost good enough (pragmatically), and, what also works for both our individual and collective wellbeing is even better (existentially)… so this is as all dialectically constituted ‘things’ truly are… so be it..!!

(29)           
           N.T., 29.10.23.
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This primary preoccupation of this essay is to describe this phenomenon of polarization in politics. A general perspective is taken, without seeking fine detail. At the same time, this attempt at ‘diagnosis’ does not come with any strategies for ways to resolve this problem as found being articulated. In this regard, the reader might refer to my Three Critiques of Neo-Liberalism which can be found on Page 4 of my Home Page Site as an indication as to how I might go about formulating required processes of de-polarization.


� 	According to The Washington Post Fact Checker ‘Trump’s false or misleading claims total 20,537 over 4 years, about 21 erroneous claims per day.


� 	Titled Mr. Mackey, Jr. (making his entrance in Series One). This character counsels against ‘drugs’ but his behaviour belies this stance and so the expression takes on an ‘official’ reading versus the contextual pressures to counter-read it along more ironic lines.


� 	It is part of our social contract that in order to achieve some of our intentional aspirations we also have to take into account the aspirations of others, and v.v.


� 	I.e.., e.g., existential sentiments as discussed in Book 8. Where the accumulation of such sentiments are understood to form the perceived existential status of our ‘reputations’ (as expressed in and through a hype-economic sense of context).


� 	I am using this example as state of affairs that need not have strong connotational labels being attached to it which then allows me to work through a suitable appreciation of denotations first.


� 	I.e., through imposing and maintaining a suspension and without the de-suspension of that same suspension.


� 	On the basis of an archetypal economy of World, Object, and Ego it is argued that similar phenomenological states are aligned accordingly. Hence the pairing, e.g., of reduction with analysis, with retrospectivity, and with metaphors, the phenomenal-phenomenological, with the economic (in the overall economy of the economic including the hyper-economic, the economic and the non-economic), etc. Hence, we can give a more complex reading of a certain economy by juxtaposing it with some other relevant economy. In this essay I have juxtaposed ‘the nominative economy; with ‘the interrogative economy’ along with ‘the economy of the hermeneutic circle of comprehension’, e.g., etc., as to be found in this paragraph 18.


� 	A propositional world of just bare nominatives could superficially be presented, as in the form of lists, but even lists, to function, need to be suitably labelled.


� 	The existential equivalence of these ideas of the ‘pro-relational’ and the ‘trans-relational’ are explored in Book 8.


� 	Defined as ‘confirmed in real time’ or ‘verified not in real time’. The reiteration of either confirmation and/or verification results in what I term to be its conformal status (in its currently affirmed truth determination).


� 	Implying, at the same time that we mustn’t overdo it. That, in this regard, we must be pragmatic and neither a negative nihilist nor an ideologue. Or, by default, recognize the role played by being a positive nihilism as explored in Book 8. That the pragmatist must also argue for a pragmatic holism.


� 	Or, equally, as an existential-pragmatist.


� 	I.e., accept our epistemological and ontological limitations; be a pragmatic-existentialist/existential-pragmatist; and, avoid all forms of impossible unimodalism, bimodalism, absolutism and relativism, etc!






