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All the World’s a Stage: A New Role for the Contemporary Philosopher?

0. Introduction


In this short paper, or micro-essay, I have five objectives. First, I would like to briefly sketch how a representationalist theory of reality, as naïvely understood, cannot be held by a reputable philosopher. Second, I would like to indicate how a non-representationalist point of view must alter the way a transcendental phenomenologist should talk about the exercise and practice of their type of project. Third, I would like to list some of the changes in language a contemporary
 philosopher would need to take on board in the light of the previous two sections. Fourth, I would like to conclude by showing the importance the concept of ‘simulation’, in a special sense, must have for contemporary thought and culture in the light of what has been discussed in this paper. (1)

A fifth objective will be a parallel paper, or rather a set of observations, embedded in the footnotes which will discuss a number of the same issues present in this paper but from a Buddhist Yogacara point of view. Many of the shifts, or transformations, in current thinking, I believe, have already been thought through, and fought over, for hundreds of years after the start of the current era in the Buddhist Sanskrit world. That an examination of such debates, through the lenses of current scholarship, can, through contrast, illuminate and comment upon the possibilities open for the ‘resolution’ of a number of modern controversies that have concerned themselves with similar issues.
 (2)
Footnotes on the paper itself (indicated by superscripted Roman numerals) will be found as endnotes. (3)
1. Brief Instructions for the Demolition of the Representationalist Theory of Reality


A philosopher, whatever their style or lack of it, should, without a doubt, learn to suspend their beliefs; their ontological commitments, their epistemological prejudices, and egological convictions, in order to look more closely at what they think they are doing. This simple (version of the transcendental) suspension does not mean that they have to permanently give up such commitments, but, this reflective type of attitude should be exercised if only to see that they are doing what they say they are doing which is always somewhat different to the way they might actually ‘title’ their project or projects. We may not be able to ‘talk about’ and ‘conduct’ our projects in the same breath at least we might try to see ourselves trying to find a closer degree of conformity between ‘what we say we are doing’ and ‘what we might actually be doing.’
 (4)
In this regard the naïve representationalist, and many seemingly more sophisticated proponents of the same type of theory, shoot themselves in the metaphorical foot, or, suffer from this type of metaphorical foot and mouth disease when, by trying to present their views, they ‘literally’ attempt to do the impossible. For example, we are told, more or less, that our ideas and/or images in the mind represent, or copy, objects in the so-called ‘external world.’ These ‘empiricists’ in effect, on their own account, are asking us to ‘see’ something that cannot be seen. Images, or whatever, are seen, but, we do not get to see if these images correspond with things that, by their very definition, cannot be seen. Perhaps we should politely ask “if we can ‘see’ already, what is the point of having to see the ‘same thing’ again.” Surely such impossible duplication is evidence of a blind carelessness in this regard! (5)

Then again, we are told that ‘our eyes are like windows.’ They may or may not be ‘windows to the soul’ they are most certainly not just ‘windows upon the world!’ While they may be metaphorically compared to windows, or the lenses of a camera, such similes quickly break down under a more exacting philosophical scrutiny. There is this ‘fallacy of the extended analogy’ at work here - that because the use of metaphors appears to illuminate our research we must, therefore, run with them to the bitter end. Eyes may look like windows, but that ‘image’ cannot function without considerable qualification. If our eyes were windows upon the ‘external world’ then who is looking through those eyes would themselves need a pair of eyes to see through the pair we already possess, and so on ad infinitum. Enough! Let us realize, and scope, and reverse our use of metaphorical language in accordance with its inherent limitations!
 (6)

Of course, this does not mean, we have to give up our beliefs in the reality of a world of people, objects and whatever other pieces of furniture we might believe are there for us. It is just that we must not let out ontological beliefs, etc., and their metaphorical language, blind us to the nonsense we might perpetrate when we wish to wear the hat of a philosopher. We may hoodwink ourselves in the relative privacy of our own thinking but before the sight of the cognoscenti to share such nonsense with other equally blinkered souls can only stop us from being invited to the very best philosophical parties! (7)

Is there an alternative to the metaphor of the external world? It is true that the world does appear to be seen ‘out there’ through our own eyes. That other people in turn can say the same sort of thing. But, if we were to suspend such natural thinking, we might find a more natural alternative, namely, a psychic sense of time and space that is shared in a-world-of-others, finding ourselves immersed within the same; always, to some extent, being able to communicate with others and to find them being able to communicate with us. In essence, our realizing a vision of the ‘life-world,’ one world of shared experience wherein we are seen and in turn see the lives of others going about their living-with-us always with some degree of harmony even if, from time to time, that degree of harmony realized in the scope of our present engagement may not be found to be adequate for our current harmonious living-together within that particular relationship.
 (8)

In this talk of ‘shared experience’ I am not saying that an individual person cannot have private thoughts known only to themselves. What I am saying is that no person can think a thought without it being (meta-textually) pre-structured by their having lived in a language-community-with-others. To think a thought you have to think of a certain type of thought and all of that is available for us from our prior being a language-participant in a certain language-community.
 Our actions are pre-structured likewise. With intentionally performed intent we continually adopt and adapt genres of activity already available to us. This does not imply that each thought, and any concomitant action following from that thought, is not unique. Far be it. Nor does it imply that our ‘souls’ are like transparent windows open for all to see what and how we think. We do have some degree of privacy! However, that privacy is not absolute! We are not opaque, rather, more translucent. And even if we might wish to keep our own counsel that desire to keep our own counsel is informed by an intersubjective public concept that drives our current wish to be private in not expressing our current intentions publicly. We might say that in being private or in our being public we orient ourselves in one or other of these directions without becoming either absolutely private or absolutely public. Indeed, as I have said, no thought can be thought without adopting from the public, intersubjective sphere of language those aspects of our-involvement-with-others that involve an already intimate sense of the other. That this aspect of our ‘engagement with others’ is already written into the transcendental constitution of our relationships.
 (9)
2.  Ramifications for the Transcendental Phenomenologist


What implications for the transcendental phenomenologist does this acceptance of the absence of an external world have if this philosophical attitude of the life-world is adopted?
 First, with no external world likewise there can be no internal world! Indeed, can this type of phenomenologist sensibly talk about such ‘unexperienced’ states of affairs? If the person can only experience their ‘representations’ of an external world and not the external world per se why talk about the latter as so-called ‘transcendent things.’ Moreover, from the other side of the coin, so to speak, all talk about an internal world of egos is just as much a nonsense!
 Senses of self, yes! But such a transcendent sense of self, beyond the faculties of its own employment, cannot be said to be able to know or experience that type of self. Experience is the province of a respectable phenomenologist not a speculative wordsmith, and, therefore, such talk should cease forthwith! Hence the imputed entities of a so called internal world, like egos, other minds, etc., and, the imputed entities of a so-called external world, like objects, bodies-in-themselves, etc., should all be relegated to the literary realm of fairy stories and their like! (10)

With no more such talk of ‘transcendent entities,’ other than their being treated as ‘imagined belief-constructs held by the philosophically-challenged,’ a new sense of the ‘transcendent’ and ‘immanent’ needs to be re-defined for and by the phenomenologist. In this light the exercise of the transcendental suspension (and reduction and reconstitution as I discussed on a number of occasions elsewhere) should be conducted without reference to this prior sense of the transcendent. Indeed, in this light one might like to re-define the ‘natural attitude’ as one ‘contaminated uncritically by metaphorical distortions’ without reference to transcendent (or immanent) entities, whereas, the exercise of the critical transcendental attitude is one in which the phenomenologist exercises a critical treatment of such metaphorical distortions.
 Moreover, treating the ‘transcendent orientation’ as that which ‘structures’ the relatively ‘immanent’ material being-structured-in-experience and going on to conduct a transcendental suspension, etc., among other things, by a critical, mutual balancing of these ‘structuring’ and ‘being structured’ imports or facets, etc. Certainly, without feeling any need to philosophically reference the imputation of a transcendent world, or worlds, along with their transcendent entities, or, an immanent world (of mind), or worlds (minds), along with their intentional furniture! But, suffice to say, that a more precise exposition of this corrective ‘re-alignment,’ this ‘turning around of our thought, misguided thinking,’ will have to be conducted elsewhere. (11)

What implications does this type of critique have for contemporary philosophy? It is my conviction that the language philosophers are going to use in a post-postmodern world will have to undergo a radical shift with certain forms of expression being no longer available, no long being used by the seriously committed philosopher who wishes to work at the cutting edge of contemporary thought. Let me list some of these sea-changes without discussing in this paper in depth their raison d’être. (12)
3. Various Headings Under Which this Shift in Language Should be Observed

1. Acceptance of degrees of reality.

2. The invocation of simulation as re-presentational.

3. The acceptance of different senses of self in an overall complex sense of self.
 

4. The recognition of perspectival points of view that are neither absolutely relative nor absolutely absolute.

5. The acceptance of a (one, overall) world-of-life, as the Life-World.
 
6. The acceptance of a theoretical commensurability between all cultural forms of life in the life-world
 (although individual processes of commensurability may not be worth our while).

7. The provisional nature of our critical treatment.

8. That experience has an intersubjective component, hence reality cannot be completely private (nor completely public).

9. That freedom is guaranteed, but limited, through our ability to reflect to some degree upon the presuppostional structures of our experience.

10. That all experience is intentionally structured but not just intentionally structured.

11. The recognition that all experience is multi-modal in nature and can never be absolutely uni-modal.

12. That all forms of definition can never be absolutely thematized, only adequately or inadequately.

13.
That neither absolute consistency nor absolute non-consistency can be expected or insisted upon.

14
In experience there can be no pure states of affairs, such as sense data and the like.
 

   (13)

A theoretical underpinning of these 14 theses would demand numerous papers in their own right.
 However, I have sketched out some of my arguments for these points in the endnotes for those who might wish to follow up this type of topic.
 (14)
4. The Role of Simulation on the Stage of Contemporary Thought

As we move on from a Postmodern era to a Contemporary era the role of simulation, in a special sense, will, in emphasis, move increasingly forward towards the center-stage. ‘Simulation’ in a special sense meaning ‘simulation of a previous act of simulation’ and not the ‘usual sense of simulation’ as a ‘simulation of that which is not itself simulated.’ In the former special sense ‘simulation’ is seen as a ‘re-production’ or a ‘re-presentation’ and not as a ‘reproduction’ or a ‘representation.’ With this shift in focus upon a sense of simulation as a ‘re-simulation’ this older sense of simulation as ‘simulating that which is not simulated’ must move offstage into the wings where, only occasionally, it will be called upon to speak with a ghostly voice from the past; a specter of the philosophical death, as a warning, that must await those short-sighted souls that seek to re-animate this type of corpse! (15)

This new sense of simulation is now everywhere with us whether we are aware of this fact or not! We type a text on our computer screen, we print it out, fax it, photocopy it and/or send it by email in the form of an attachment. At no stage can we ‘privilege’ any one of these textual formats over another except historically. We may write it up first on the computer before printing it and then photocopying it. But, be that as it may, we may well wish to ask ‘where is the real text, the original document?’ A string of binary characters in a computer memory hardly ‘represents’ that document even though that use of computer memory can be re-used to ‘re-present’ it in one or other of the above formats. (16)

Of course, you might say, a photograph is a representation or a simulation of a state of affairs that is not in itself being simulated. But the photograph is the textually intended recording of an image in a camera that has been selected to fall upon photographic paper or some electronic device that stores the information of that image in a digital format. Therefore, the photo too is the re-simulation of a simulation and not the direct simulation of a state of affairs that is not being simulated. Now, I am not denying that a photo of some person is not a photo of that person. What is being seriously questioned is the nature of that apparent ‘representation.’ Our access to a ‘text’ is through another text, or series of texts, and not that which is pre-textual to the text itself! And, in turn, our looking at a photo is a continuance of this type of process; the ‘image’ is re-simulated and not merely simulated, etc. (17)

In the Contemporary era there is an increasing awareness in the textual process itself of this de-representationalist or non-representationalist attitude towards textual production or rather re-production. The distinction between a ‘so-called reality’ and the ‘so-called virtual world’ is one that we find is being increasingly blurred. Furthermore, texts, and the ‘reality’ of the textual characters if present in certain types of texts, take on an increasing self-reflexivity. In the television program of “The Simpson,” e.g., characters opine what it would be like to be cartoon characters as if they were not cartoon characters already. Moreover, texts increasingly seem to assume the presence of a virtual audience as well. In the same television show one of the characters tells us that there is another twenty seconds before the end of the show and the characters undergo one more collective hug to fill up that allotted time. In ‘contemporary’ texts today, at the cutting edge of cultural and aesthetic innovation, these shifts in attitude are very much de rigueur.
 With these shifts also comes a transformation in the way we see time and space, the world and personal identity. There is also a greater emphasis placed on the sense of a ‘contemporary’ present. In this there is to be found a re-simulation of the existential spontaneity of that ‘current’ moment being re-simulated along with a desire to directly re-present language, if present, as manifested in its appropriate dialect relatively unmediated by literary conventions for the reporting of speech. As a result, reality is being textually re-created rather than represented. Hence, for example, among other things, the increasing use of swearing, and other forms of bad language, in television programs although we needn’t despair as this ‘mirroring’ of language is merely a re-simulation of what is already present in culture. You only have to listen to school kids on a bus or a train to realize the truth of this point. Indeed, I would argue that the only influence this type of program would have on its audience is to help children and adults to enlarge their often restricted vocabulary in this respect, and, in the process, hopefully, learn the currently appropriate boundaries for the exercise of such a genre in self-expression. Well, we can live in hope! (18)

Does this blurring of reality destroy our sense of discrimination as to what is ‘real’ and what is ‘not real?’ Of course not! The sense of the real was never determined with reference to a ‘that which was not simulated.’ In this respect current practice is moving closer to the ‘center’ of the complex phenomenon of how we actually do determine what is to be considered as real. We can now pay greater attention to the existential richness of the presentation in its re-production as a re-presentation. We can examine the number of modes co-operating in our engagement with that presentation; finding that a ‘sense of reality’ is reinforced when a relatively greater number of modalities are being harmoniously engaged in the re-production of that re-presentation. In this regard, between a ‘dream apple’ and an ‘eatable apple,’ that relieves my sense of hunger as an embodied person, we would be more easily inclined to give a greater degree of credence to the latter ‘image’ over the former. In the same light we find the ‘overall coherence,’ ease of ‘cultural accommodation’ and ‘causal efficacy’
 of our re-presentations help us to determine which presentations will be incorporated more fully into our shared vision of what is to be seen as more real in our collective vision of the all-embracing spectrum of the life-world. (19)

In the overthrow of our erstwhile insistence upon a ‘that which is not simulated’ we can now deal with the reality of that reality-that-is-to-hand. And this the text does for us! There is an aspect of experience which, in effect, at that moment, is essentially direct and unmediated. It is as if the text metaphorically ‘calls us to listen’ and then ‘talks to us.’ Although ‘foundered’ upon processes of intentional calculation and manipulation of signs, etc., it, at the same time, untethers itself from such props and ceases to ‘founder upon’ such an intentional territory. For example, even though a novel may be read through a succession of intentional acts of reading our understanding of that novel must in time transcend such a succession of discrete acts to realize an act of understanding that escapes such a calculative process of appreciation. If I were to ask you, “did you enjoy the last novel you read?” I am sure your answer would be arrived at without any deliberation. Moreover, if I were to ask you “what was the novel about?” the only deliberation involved would be as to how you were going to go about answering this request. In thematizing your reply, you merely re-awake, in a manner of speaking, what you already knew. In the process, re(-)storing that knowledge with details that on reflection allows you to either persist with your previous views or to change them. A process conducted in accordance with this newer light and its consequent re-appreciation of details realized in and through our interaction with a certain sense of the other also brought forward to assist us in this task; regardless of whether this sense of the other as an ‘audience’ is real or virtual in character. Our subsequent actions, hopefully, to some extent, consistently reflecting these prior attitudes and/or changes in attitude in a manner adequate to the nature of that task to hand. How we behave, in that regard, would characterize our behaviour as either pre-critical or prejudiced, or, more hopefully, find our current understanding has been critically transformed where that transformation in orientation might even take on a relatively radical complexion and persuasion. (20)

In this ‘non-textual’ experience of the text, it is my belief, that we meet face to face with the author or authors of that text, as one simulation ‘meeting’ another. In the light of this type of ‘everyday experience’ we realize that there can be no ‘wholly other’ and this has ramifications for the formulation of a possible theology, or philosophy of religious experience, that wishes to deal with this type of facet thought experienced in the life-world, a topic, I might add, that I would like to take up in a future paper. I should also note that both the sense of some ‘other’ and our own ‘sense of self’ equally cannot be absolutely appropriated and the horizons of being that surround our-being-with-others must always loom before us as if a mystery to be forever met in the ongoing unravelment of its future unfoldment and enfoldment. Experience, through re-simulation, both progressively folding over itself and being partially unfolded in our examination of it. In this light we should also realize that the phenomenologist, indeed the philosopher and the layperson too, must experience the ‘appearances’ of reality as ‘phenomena manifested with a profound sense of depth!’ Appearances, thence, can no longer be dismissed as superficial! Or as masks behind whose fine veneer a greater reality is thought to lurk in hiding!
 

   (21)

To conclude let me remark, in no uncertain manner, that the practice and language of the committed philosopher must reflect these current transitions and transformations in culture. A blind, uncritical adherence to the ways of old will no longer serve us. On the other hand, to cut ourselves off from the roots of our past will equally be of no service to us! Taking a middle path, we must re-transform the insights of the past and re-fashion them anew in the hope that we can therein be of service to others! In effect, seeing through the distortion of our metaphors with the consequent turning around of the rhetoric attendant upon the uncritical acceptance of such tools for simulating the nature of this world of shared experience, this one-world-of-life!
 (22)

The experience of the life-world is bit like being a fish deep in the midst of a huge ocean. Everywhere, or so it seems, in our passage through this ocean we find water. Everything that is met appears to be constituted in water. An understanding that that might more arise when that fish finds the water is too hot or too cold? Where this metaphor, moreover, must ‘dissolve’ is in the fish finding the natural limits to this watery expanse, on finding the bottom of that ocean, or discovering that there is a surface, or meeting the tides that wash the beaches, cliffs, reefs and atolls that surround that great ocean and, therein, finding that the world is not constituted in water alone, that even a great ocean has boundaries. However, in experience, for the person, there are no real boundaries in the life-world only horizons! In the light of this existential fact I have titled (and subtitled) this paper, using a Shakespearean allusion, “All the World’s a Stage: A New Role for the Contemporary Philosopher.” As I have argued that all experience is constituted through simulations of simulations, as ongoing re-simulations, I have thereby implied that the world is to be treated as a ‘theatre of experience,’ that all experience is to be treated as ‘theatre’ with a subsequent shift in the role of the philosopher. Our treatment of the world, in such a light, also allows us to approach this simulated world in an appropriate transcendental manner, that is, as that placed under a thorough global (or local) suspension (and all that that entails). Indeed, as a simulation qua ‘re-simulation!’ In this attitude, the ‘transcendental depth’ of this world of natural appearances can be properly experienced, evaluated, appreciated and appropriately entertained.
 Like fish, e.g., we meet each other, and all other things, in this ‘ocean of experience’. But, unlike fish, we find no boundaries, absolute limitations imposed upon our freedom. Finding, instead, only infinitely self-extending horizons wherein all rules of engagement are enacted and underwritten as if all the world’s a stage…wherein our passage is scripted in accordance with prevailing genres, all the audience are actors too and the dramatic integrity of all actions is met in the manner of the delivery of our lines before the sight of others… (23)

That such is the transcendental nature of our life in ‘this’ world, this ‘one-world-of-life’…
 (25)

Where our life is simulated before-others as they are mutually simulated before-us… in a semblance of freedom only constrained by the horizon of horizons… as if this world were a transcendental stage… but with poor, misguided actors who mix up and muddle, forget their lines..!! (24)



           Noël Tointon, Leura, Mini-Philosophy Conference II, 12.11.00.







   Re-edited, N.T., Wentworth Falls, 6.3.22.
PS: I would like to express my thanks to the many authors of a large number of papers quoted in this paper whose publications can be found on the Internet. My special thanks also to the Journal Philosophy East and West for the large number of papers represented on their site (http://www.uhpress,hawaii.edu/journals/pew/), N. (25)
Endnotes:
� 	This hermeneutic process works both ways – our creating the appropriate lenses in order to appreciate similar styles of philosophizing in other cultures also helps us to appreciate the nature of those various types of  ‘lenses’ in our own culture. E.g., Western scholarship has worked its ways through a number of philosophical fashions in its many attempts to comprehend the work of the Buddhist philosopher Nagarjuna. Refer to: Comparative Philosophy and the Philosophy of Scholarship: On the Western Interpretation of Nagarjuna; Andrew P. Tuck, Oxford University Press, New York/Oxford, 1990. A process that is only just now approaching some maturity. On the other hand, research in the Yogacara, and allied topics, is still, in comparison, in its infancy. Refer to: A Brief Retrospective of Western Yogacara Scholarship in the 20th Century, Dan Lusthaus. Link:


� HYPERLINK "https://www.Uncwil.edu/p&r/yogacara/ISCP_99_Yogacara_retro2.html" �https://www.Uncwil.edu/p&r/yogacara/ISCP_99_Yogacara_retro2.html�  


In another paper, by the same author just referred to, there is an interesting discussion of the differences between Indian and Western approaches to philosophy:  What is and isn’t Yogacara, Dan Lusthaus, p.5-8/15. Link:


� HYPERLINK "https://www.human.toyogakuen-u.ac.jp/~acmuller/yogacara/intro-uni.html" �https://www.human.toyogakuen-u.ac.jp/~acmuller/yogacara/intro-uni.html� 


There the author argues that the West is ontologically oriented whereas the East is primarily epistemologically oriented. As a generalization that could be accepted as valid but, with respect to certain particular philosophers, e.g., Plato, Kant, Husserl, etc., that type of comment stands in need of some qualification as I believe that much of their work is epistemologically oriented in order to support, hopefully, and often not successfully, their ontological priorities. Suffice to say that there is a need for this type of comparative research between Eastern and Western forms of philosophy that are constructed on similar epistemological presuppositions. Moreover, much of the nihilistic ‘nihilism’ of later modern philosophy could be more meaningfully tempered with the insights both argued for and criticized over many, many centuries in the Indian world. No doubt a similar type of comparison with the richness of Chinese Thought, etc., would also be fruitful. Be that as it may the main point I am trying to make here in these footnotes is that similar styles of philosophy, despite differences in motivation and the possibility of distinctive cultural backgrounds, can be made to enter into a fruitful form of virtual dialogue which, in its mutual illumination of each other’s presuppositions, etc., can each act as a fruitful commentary upon the other.


� 	By ‘reverse’ I am suggesting, and exploring, the philosophical position where insightfulness is seen as being obtained through the ‘de-distortion’ of our use of metaphors. In this regard I am trying to make sense of the Yogacara concept of paravritti/parivritti as used by Vasabandhu in the Trimsika-Karika (Thirty Verses), verse 29. Anacker translates it as the ‘revolution’ at the basis (Seven works of Vasubandhu, Stefan Anacker, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi 1984, reprinted 1986, p.190, footnote 14. Other people translate this term(s) by the expression ‘reversion,’ ‘conversion,’ etc. 


� 	The reader might like to refer to the paper titled: Philosophical Nonegocentrism in Wittgentstein and Candrakirti in their Treatment of the Private Language Problem, R. A. F. Thurman, Philosophy East and West 30:3, 1980. It would be my intuition that, in effect, a non-private language argument was in development well before the time of Candrakirti.


� 	One of the puzzles of Western Buddhist scholarship concerns the identity of the philosopher Vasubandhu. In the literature we find a Sautrantika Vasubandhu and a Yogacara Vasubandhu, and there has been much discussion as to whether there were two (or even three) philosophers with the same name. On the other hand, if there was only one Vasubandhu, what relationship does his pre-Yogacara, Sautrantika period ‘earlier’ writings bear with respect to his ‘later’ Yogacara writings. It would seem that this problem is neatly resolved by a number of recent writers. Put quite simply, if the representationalism of the Sautrantika was to be opposed then a Yogacara-like position would automatically arise. If, instead of saying ‘the intentional image of the intentional object (akara) corresponds with an object (nimitta) that can be inferred in the external-world’ we were to say that ‘the so called-external world is not privy to experience and therefore is not a proper subject for the phenomenologist’ we would arrive at a Yogacara-like position that states ‘that all intentional objects (vastu, artha, alambana, etc.), are constituted in consciousness’ and not outside the same. ‘Refer to: What is and isn’t Yogacara, Dan Lusthaus � HYPERLINK "http://www.human.toyogakuen-u.ac.jp/~acmuller/yogacara/intro-uni.htm)" �http://www.human.toyogakuen-u.ac.jp/~acmuller/yogacara/intro-uni.htm)�; Vijnaptimatrata and the Abhidharma context of early Yogacara, Richard King,; Asian Philosophy, Vol.8 No.1, Mar.1998 � HYPERLINK "http://ccbs.ntu.edu.tw/FULLTEXT/JR-ADM/richard.htm" �http://ccbs.ntu.edu.tw/FULLTEXT/JR-ADM/richard.htm�). The latter paper also concerns itself with the controversy over the nature of the intentional object, whether, among other things, consciousness is just intentional or transcends the merely intentional. My ‘middle path’ position, in this regard, would be to say ‘that consciouness is both constituted intentionally and trans-intentionally through a transcendence of the (prior necessity of the) former.’ Hence my concept of the ‘non-textual’ (and the more profound sense of the ‘not-textual’ through a transcendental suspension that ensues an appropriate balance between textual, meta-textual and non-textual aspects of the intentional experience). See later papers of mine that broach this type of topic, e.g., refer to Overlooking the Non-Textual Dimension of the Text (95). This can be found on my homepage site � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelsintro.html" �http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelsintro.html� in Section 1: Most Recent Papers in Philosophy, page 1. For information re this later Yogacara controversy refer to: The cittamatra and its Madhyamaka critique: Some phenomenological reflections, Kennard Lipman; Philosophy East and west, 32, no.3, July, 1982; p.8/19 � HYPERLINK "http://pears2.lib.ohio-state.edu/FULLTEXT/JR-PHIL/lipman.htm)" �http://pears2.lib.ohio-state.edu/FULLTEXT/JR-PHIL/lipman.htm)�. Refer also to the footnotes there for further references on this barely touched area of the Yogacara as situated in the later history of the development of Indian Buddhist Thought.


� 	In this light, the Madhyanta-Vibhaga-Bhasa (Commentary on the Separation of the Middle from the Extremes) by Vasubandhu, (commentary I.16, text section I.17) in listing the various types of emptinesses noted first and second on this list the ‘emptiness of the internal’ and the ‘emptiness of the external.’ These are referred to, through synonyms, as the emptiness of the experiencer and whatever is experienced. The third emptiness on the list is ‘the emptiness of both the internal and the external’ which the text gives the ‘body’ as a synonym. Having deconstructed the concept of an ‘internal world’ and an ‘external world’ the next concept that needs to be re-thought in this light would that of the ‘body,’ what it would phenomenologically mean to be embodied.


� 	An interesting paper that looks at both the Yogacara and Husserlian phenomenology is: The one and the many: Yogacaara Buddhism and Husserl, M.J.Larrabee; Philosophy East and West, Vol.32, No.1, January, 1981 (http://pears2.lib.ohio-state.edu/FULLTEXT/JR-PHIL/llarrabee.htm).


� 	Each gestalt field has its own sense of self, namely, as an experiencer of that type of intentional object experienced in that type of field. Between all three parties I envisage a co-relativity, or rather, a tri-relativity. In Yogacara philosophy ‘duality’ is treated as the relationship between a grasper (graahaka) and grasped (grahya) and in many ways bears a close resemblance to the Husserlian correlativity between noesis and noema. For a discussion on this topic refer to: The cittamatra and its Madhyamaka critique: Some phenomenological reflections, Kennard Lipman; Philosophy East and west, 32, no.3, July, 1982; p.8/19


� HYPERLINK "http://pears2.lib.ohio-state.edu/FULLTEXT/JR-PHIL/lipman.htm )" �http://pears2.lib.ohio-state.edu/FULLTEXT/JR-PHIL/lipman.htm )�. 


� 	The expression ‘life-world’/’world-of-life’, for me, has three different senses that should be delineated through an appreciation of context. First, as the Life-World, synonymous with World-of-Life, we need to understand we are operating on a transcendental level of both possibility and its limitations of theoretical deployment, etc. Second, as ‘the world at large’ in which, through our relationships, we are directly engaged through the auspices of those relationships, themselves, immersed in a sea of relationships. Third, that this apparent lived-unity/living-unity of the overall life-world supports a sociological plethora of life-worlds, both major and minor in complexion, etc. To operate in the first sense, we need to be exercising suitable transcendental suspensions, etc. Without such overt measures the second sense then falls to our purview (unless we are exploring a certain major or minor life-world in either phenomenal-phenomenological, hermeneutical and/or existential detail, etc., either with or without an overt transcendental imput/output).


� 	To this list I would add a denial of the absolutistically non-indubitable; that no perspective can be exhaustively explored; that no set of perspectives can exhaust the lived-reality of the phenomenon or phenomena in question; and, that serious acts of commensuration between such perspectives will always be profitable, proffer an existential excess in e/valuational formation, but, that other strategies might prove to be more profitable and more deserving of our psychic investment and interest.


� 	A reference here to the Sanskrit expression, karma-phala, e.g,. etc. We might also like to add here the experience, in our ‘engagement’ with phenomena, of an ‘experiential-productive return’ on the ‘investment of our interest’ in a phenomena that is discovered to be ‘relatively more rich’ in psychic terms of reference.


� 	In my footnotes I have been trying to show, albeit indirectly, that the Buddhist Sanskrit world has been arguing over many of the same sorts of issues that have arisen relatively recently in Postmodern and Contemporary Western Thought. We stand to learn much about our own endeavours in this regard from a close and careful examination of the same. Such an examination naturally acting as a mutual commentary on an appreciation and thematization of own work in the West, and, in turn, throwing a more revealing light on our own appreciation of such Eastern forms of thought. We have much to learn, and stand to gain even more, from an open reflection upon such matters by virtue of the fact that these different cultures must, in the end, always have their own preferences in perspective along with ‘unintended’ blind spots. An awareness of this cultural oversight on our own part should alert us to the fact that we need to understand and recognize both the limitations of our own culture and the limitations involved in our appreciation of other cultures!





� 	The expression ‘contemporary’ is used in a special sense to imply a post-postmodern shift in cultural expression. Hence the advent of this ‘Contemporary era as a Post-Postmodern era. Refer, e.g., to the following papers of mine on my homepage site, namely, Recent Papers in Philosophy, pages 1 to 5:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelsintro.html" �http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelsintro.html� E.g., Defining a Contemporary Era In Philosophical Thought and Culture in a Post-Postmodern Perspective (file labeled: CONTEMP.rtf), The Value of the Comparison of Contemporaneous and Non-Contemporaneous Forms of Philosophy (Comparxx.rtf), After Postmodernism – The Subject Wanted for Questioning (POSTman.rtf), etc. See also the paper in Section 10: Papers in the Philosophy of Poetry: Be Headed Where: The Ocean of Contemporary Poetry – A Small ‘c’ or a Large ‘C’(contempy.rtf).


� 	The mis-representation of titles is a topic discussed by myself in a number of papers, e.g., Overlooking the Non-Textual Dimension of the Text (Nontext.rtf), page 6;  A Short paper on the Role of Repetition in the Production and Re-Production of Formal and Non-Formal Poetic Texts (Peatpeat.rtf), p.23; refer also to the Preface-Introduction to my poetry in Volume 8, Book 3 (8p3love.rtf).


� 	This necessary degree of harmony in a relationship, despite the degree of conflict that will also be present, must be present for there to be a relationship in existence in the first place, and, should be seen as the grounds upon which the resolution of the conflict in that relationship should take place if a process of resolution is to be attempted, a resolution through which that relationships continually emerges.


� 	The distance between the other and ourselves can only be experienced by virtue of the fact that we are with them to begin with whether we like that fact or not. In this regard, any sense of astrangement is only the recognition that the potentiality of a relationship is not being actualized in that relationship and, in this sense, it is then experienced as a lack, or absence, of our being with another. Otherwise this ‘poverty of richness’ in our being with another could not be appreciated as an absence of value.


� 	As the sense of ‘reality’ is simulated/re-simulated then this ‘sense’ can only be experienced with degrees of ‘realness.’ To treat it otherwise is either to be a complete skeptic and/or proclaim the nihilism of the relativist, or, proclaim the dogmatism of an absolutist (along with their blind use of the a priori and the tautological).


� 	As about to be argued for in this paper: the present being pursued in time through the re-presentation of the presentation.


� 	The various senses of self can never be entertained apart from their intentional fields except hypothetically in everyday, non-philosophical, non-critical discourse. Consequently, an ‘overall sense of self’ is likewise contaminated by this inability to be separated and distinctly realized. Hence in an ‘overall sense of self’ there will be present (an infinite variety of) other senses of self too! Hence this type of language.


� 	Essentially an argument from the gestalt nature of intentional fields would be used here. Eg., as only that in a field can be entertained in intentional consciousness it follows it must always be presented/re-presented from a certain point of view within that field or the re-simulation of the same, etc.


� 	Our ‘being with others’ implies a common world of life. The de-construction of the so-called external worlds/internal worlds merely reinforcing that phenomenological-existential fact!


� 	The pre-existence of the common life-world implies a commensurability between all aspects of that life-world. However, the openness of a theoretical commensurability does not mean that in cashing out that possibility that such an endeavour would be worth our while. Indeed, if there is no hermeneutic excess recovered in our interpretation, beyond that being invested in our research into that type of relationship between those relatively disparate fields, then such research, normally, quickly comes to a standstill.


� 	Because we are dealing with intentional object-states being thematized in gestalt fields it follows that our research cannot be absolutely definitive. On the other hand, it also cannot be an absolute failure because the formulation of those fields in consciousness implies that there has been some degree of ‘definitive’ thematization.


� 	As argued for in this paper. The rhetoric of the meta-textual aspect of genres expresses this aspect of our existence as a fully paid up member of the life-world whether we like this existential fact or not.


� 	Our ability ‘to reflect’ reflecting this sense of ‘freedom.’ In essence to part stand outside our being able ‘to stand outside.’ The very basis of our ability to reflect, and reflect on that reflection, etc.!


� 	Having our metaphorical cake and eating it at the same time. If conceptual-cognitive consciousness were intentional it follows that our ability to judge, being trans-cognitive, must imply a non-intentional component to our overall being ‘conscious-person.’ This trans-cognitive, judgmental evaluation, from a pro-relational perspective, taking on an existential complexion.


� 	Following on from the fact that all intentional objects, and fields, in their thematization imply an infinitude of perspectives, hence no uni-modal frame of reference could be thought about let alone be talked about. Only by overlooking the multi-modality of experience, and language about the same, can we, through such scoping, in turn overlook such complexity with the assistance of the appropriate filtering mechanisms utilized in that act of selective focusing.


� 	As already argued, definition cannot be definitive. However, for most of our lives the definition of our definitions will be adequate for the task to hand. It being the task of the critical philosopher to discover the limits employed in the employment of our faculties in and through the focusing on the presuppositions and limits that effectively ground that type of experience.


� 	Because definitions on gestalt grounds cannot be absolutely defined it follows that all arguments, because of their use of defined identities and functions, equally cannot be absolutely definitive, etc! Only in conventional terms of reference can our arguments be clarified, and, then, only with degrees of adequacy or inadequacy; defined, or refined, in terms of their effectiveness to perform the task to hand. From an empirical point of view this is usually non-problematic. However, for the philosopher limits are limits!


� 	This would be argued on gestalt grounds. That, as no identity can be definitively defined it follows that no identities can be definitively thematized. Therefore, such talk cannot be conducted in a critical, phenomenological, philosophical frame of reference! Such entities could not be thought let alone recognized! Such talk, in this instance, being no more than that!


� 	As a consequence, if a philosopher, or non-philosopher, were to talk about there being no degrees of reality, pure sense data, indubitable foundations in philosophy, (the scientist that must talk about) a so-called external world, etc., we must immediately treat such texts with critical reservations as implied by the mention of such topics included in the above list!


� 	Among other things this involves the use of dream sequences, sub-textual inserts, playing around with frames (e.g., as in A.B.C’s  television program called “The Games” where a camera is filming the actors who go about as if not being filmed, etc.), reality television, interactive television, etc.


� 	This is brought out in a recent poem of mine, Songs of the City, (Vol.XI,I) p.7: …in reality our negotiating surfaces always found with depth…


� 	Implicit should also be the recognition of a de-meta-textualization of our rhetoric, an understanding of the limits of our genres, etc.


� 	I have referred to this under the concepts of invagination/re-invagination as cited in recent philosophy papers. Refer to homesite, Section 10: Papers in the Philosophy of Poetry; the paper titled: A Series of Notes on a Transcendental Critique of Poetic Texts… p.9, etc., (NOTA.rtf).





