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Statement of Intent*


The basic text is a mix of simple ideas and complex terminology developed elsewhere. In this commentary I wish to explore those ideas, explicate that use of terminology, and, clarify my arguments in order to answer possible objections be they well formed or otherwise. (0)


In meta-philosophy we are still doing philosophy but we also stand back in order to assess whether the arguments utilized, by any party, can be entertained as sensible and worthy of merit and not deserving mere dismissal as nonsense. (1)


As both philosophers and meta-philosophers we are still beholden to metaphorically constructed schemes. However, in looking at this relationship between the philosophical and our meta-philosophical examination of the same let us not be mesmerized by an uncritical acceptance of objects and intentions and all things in between as if merely projected beyond their conventional deployment in everyday discourse. Objects are not seen as if through widows, and, thoughts are not thought as if self-contained entities arranged on the shelves of a sweetshop that merely need to be looked at and taken; as if displayed in an internal world that mirrors a so-called external world. (2)


Objects are not thoughts and thoughts are not object! On the other hand, our intentional objectives are constructed in intentional consciousness despite being also appreciated in and through trans-intentional acts of judgment. Moreover, through their simulation in an overall field on consciousness the total process should be viewed as a field phenomenon wherein no form of ultimate privilege can be afforded to any one aspect of that field; neither that focused upon, nor its field/s of presentation, representation and re-presentation, neither the semblance of a localized sense of an intentional subject nor a more globalized sense of an overall intentional subject. Thence our inability to absolutely dissect this relational state of affairs. By all means talk about 'objects' and 'thoughts', etc., but never take them beyond their level of conventional deployment. To do otherwise is to talk nonsense! Such insight removes us from the desire of ever having to play again with realists or idealists other than to point out to those willing to hear, and understand, the obvious error of their sincere but misguided ways... that neither pure objects nor pure thoughts can ever be engaged, neither (ontologically) encountered nor (epistemologically) recognized! (3)


Thus let us delight in steering a middle path between such seductive shores by maintaining a course that is not subservient to such impossible content nor beholden to projects and programs so unwisely grounded in such nonsense..! By avoiding or disposing of much in philosophy that masquerades as 'meaningful-nonsense' let us re-focus our attention, thereafter, only on those issues that truly do deserve to be thought through given the accelerated changes taking place in our world as lived and better merit our serious, critically enacted reflections...! That by such means, through such critical meta-philosophical reflections, etc., the receptive philosopher can free themselves, and their audiences, from relatively less authentic patterns of engagement in the course of our passage through this one World-of-Life... as found thematized and insightfully refined in our world as lived..!! (4)








      Noël Tointon, Sydney, 22.9.14.

*    For the latest version: www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage4.html 

I. Introduction (and Theory)

Philosophers and non-philosophers alike have been stumbling over philosophical issues so let us put them out of their perpetual misery through doing meta-philosophy! (0)


If philosophers and non-philosophers alike have had such trouble doing philosophical research why insist on making matters worse by invoking this spectre of meta-philosophy? And if meta-philosophy were merely another form of philosophy why muddy the waters with more complications? Well, fire can be fought with fire. In meta-philosophy we learn to stand back and assess what has sense and what has no sense and is nonsense, and, to what extent the former possesses a significance above and beyond that merely invested in its examination. Thence this prospect of a philosophical dividend should we find ourselves in a critical position to engage, through re-engagement, such an encountered-recognition.
 (0.1)


A philosophical dividend is guaranteed to some extent through the existential excess of value resident in all our relationships. By clarifying the general, particular and specific natures of our relationships we should find ourselves in a better position to appreciate and partake of such an existential surplus... a dialectical approach fostered by processes of alignment realized in and through processes of re-alignment that focus upon the thematization of such ensuing forms of insight. (0.2)


There is a difference between doing philosophy and doing meta-philosophy even though both disciplines use arguments, statements of fact, philosophical terms, forms of logic and the like. A bit like building a sand castle upon a beach and then standing back to admire your handwork should you feel your efforts warrant some degree of admiration or otherwise. Such appreciation demands some degree of suspension or balance although we could also argue that a directed form of enaction, the result of a discharge of the intentional, is also the result of a suspension, namely the suspension of a suspension or de-suspension. Then, asking a question puts a type of suspension in play. Or, saying something is like something else, in a metaphorical sense, is also another way to enter this territory of the suspension. However, in its closer examination, albeit through modeling, I have nominated a more complex process of suspension (involving both the metaphorical and the rhetorical) as an overall transcendental suspension, and, denominated that it operates in tripartite terms of reference through the integration of three types of suspension. But let me look more closely into this state of the overall suspension later in this commentary [entailing as it does the rhetorical suspension, the metaphorical suspension and, an ongoing balance of the former
]). (0.3)


Re-alignment implicates objective (objects), inter-objective (space), subjective and inter-subjective dimensions or orientations where, with correlations within and between the same, processes of alignment can be critically examined. Suffice to say that a critically enacted meta-philosophical position can clarify the philosophical status of the research project be that in the form of a simple intentional project or a more complex intentional program. Defining 'insight' as that arrived at through a process of progressive re-alignment. But why should philosophical investigations be treated as potentially controversial given our desire to be both philosophically exact and philosophically professional should we wish to wear the grand hat and heavy mantle of a philosopher and a meta-philosopher..? (0.4)


Examining correlations, alignments, and, transitions and/or transformations of the former, etc., is a more productive philosophical exercise rather than a mindless return to reductively treated first principles et al (as in, e.g., an ester philosophie) so beloved in Western Philosophy. Rather than search for an indubitable foundations, etc., let us assume that what we already have, collectively, to some considerable extent already mirrors the world with a certain degree of adequacy. Thence this acceptance of a need for re-alignment rather than some form of completely different alignment starting from scratch. By standing back, in taking a meta-philosophical sense of repositioning, through the refinement of what we already have to hand, let us find this corrected sense of re-alignment through those occasions, e.g., where we accept the merits of a newer sense of re-positioning along chaotically induced lines. Thence our concern for correlations, and, processes of alignment, and, transitions and/or transformations therein and there between. What might be entailed in this way of seeing things?  (0.5)


Correlationships are observed within and between our four dimensions of the objective, inter-objective, subject and inter-subjective. E.g., another person is obviously inter-subjective in orientation but being embodied they must also have an objective and inter-objective footprint. Or, in addition, who they relate to could also be taken into account in this attempt to more deeply appreciate the identity of that other person. Therefore, all four dimensions can be found to intersect. Hence this concept of correlations where essential, relatively more important, correlationships are observed, etc. (0.6)


What is the point of tracking and paralleling such correlations? Correlations are also observed and examined in textual or phenomenal-phenomenological terms of reference, meta-textual (genres and the like) or hermeneutical terms of reference and non-textual or existential terms of reference, etc. In the course of this commentary I will introduce and highlight the relevance of such concepts. The point of such tracking and co-tracking is to establish a richer understanding of the phenomenon or phenomena in question and by such means established closer degrees of insightful alignment in our appreciation of that to hand. Then, in and from this improvement in our understanding we can better understand changes, as transitions or transformations, that might take place in that under such examination, be they actively self-induced or passively other-induced. By such means coming to an even deeper enactive relationship with the same. So, in effect, the philosopher, through doing meta-philosophical research, places themselves in a better position to better understand the nature of this world, and, therein and thereafter, act as an informed agent for engineering processes of change that progressively enrich us in our passage through this World-of-Life, as this one world as lived. That, through such engagement, through such progressive re-alignment, the problematic nature of our relationships in the overall Life-World, through our own embodiment, our embeddedness with others and our embankment in this world, can be both augmented and enhanced in value formation. Rather than heading towards a world of diminished value the philosopher, through meta-philosophical guidance, can proceed in an opposite direction through this promotion of the existential economy and its amplified value formation through the existentialization of such engaged interaction/s. (0.7)

Philosophical issues occur when controversies, and the like, are experienced. (1)


What is controversial about a controversy, and, why do philosophers revel in controversies when, ostensively, they should seek to resolve the same? (1.1)


Controversies become controversial either pre-conditionally, conditionally and/or post-conditionally. Wrong factual material or factual material wrongly contexted would automatically produce a controversy once the ramifications are noted to be discordant. Or, fallacious arguments or treatment of relational material in a fallacious manner (such as, e.g., absolute universals absolute particulars, etc.) will also be productive of a controversy once the ramifications of that position are exposed as dissonant. Similarly, if the post-conditional consequences were to be adverse, divergent, inconsistent or disruptive, etc., then, again, we would have the makings of a controversy. E.g., in the first instance, if you thought the world was flat you might be hard pressed to explain how it could be the case that if you sailed in a easterly direction you arrived some time later from a westerly direction? Of course, another feature of a controversy is the lack of resolution, whether achieved in valid or in invalid terms of reference. If you continued to believe the world was flat then you might regard the boat that returned as not being steered in the manner as reported. Or, that it were some other craft. Again, an infinite number of putative resolutions could be proposed that never really address the reason or reasons why that controversy was controversial and continued to be controversial. Or, the controversy collapses once the inconsistency is removed through reconstructing the overall argument along more concordant forms of address. E.g., we could be just running fallacious arguments by running fallacious arguments and/or inserting elements into the representation of our overall relationship in question in a manner beyond the level of their normal deployment. We could say and believe the moon to be a big blue cheese and we might imagine sending astronauts there with the expectation that they could eat it. Something we might find quite humorous. Obviously a cheese is made from the milk of milk producing animals and that we would need a very large number of such animals to supply enough milk to make this cheese in a diary large enough to perform this task, etc. As something that could just be entertained in the imagination, with great difficulty, but certainly not in reality. Then, in the same vein, philosophers are very keen to resolve their philosophical problems with philosophical designs merely designed to solve a puzzle or two. So, e.g., we are supplied with universal or particulars or both, etc. Then, taking them from their matrix of putative genesis we might find ourselves surprised by their sense of fit when used to solve a particular puzzle whilst not resolving their more general controversial imputation one way or the other. So, the notion of a universal as a set of possibilities falling within the parameters of that frame of reference may be a useful notion to have in provisional terms of reference it just so happens that we cannot use such a concept beyond its normal manner of deployment. An oak tree might look like an oak tree and we may call it an 'oak tree' that does not mean that we have the right to extrapolate beyond its conventional deployment of that expression to postulate an 'oak tree form' with its own ontological-epistemological semblance of being existing in a manner without the identical circumscription of being nothing more than an oak tree. How could the form have oak-tree-likeness when not co-inhering in an oak tree itself. And what need then would we have for such a 'form' other than to solve a philosophical puzzle that would be better disposed off along more economical lines? In other words, we may extrapolate linguistic entities we have no right to do this in an absolute manner given their inescapable relations to the relevant, appropriate and valid objects from which such extrapolations have their conventional existence and utility. An oak tree looks like an oak tree because it is an oak tree. To go beyond those terms of reference is to make yourself a fool whether that is obvious or not to your self or others. E.g., for the survival of your country  you must defend it to the death may well be an aspiration of the heroic person but if all people in that country were to give their life to their country that country would then have no further existence. Hence the need to recognize the preservation of our relationships through the maintenance of their non-absence (along with their conservation through a non-chaotic amplification or chaotic enhancement of associated value formation. All in all, philosophers et al should be attempting to resolve controversies rather than creating them or re-continuing the same! Thence the discipline of the professional philosopher. (1.2)


In the light of the above let us ask how is it that we that we so earnestly run with controversies rather than dissect them in order to understand why we should be so besotted by the same. If we have a car that is not running properly we send it to the garage. By analogy, the professional philosopher should be able to tell us what is wrong with such arguments that produce, and endlessly reproduce, such nightmares? A defective set of arguments that is obviously defective should not be treated with respect. Knowing an apple was poisoned would you eat it? (1.3)


What is controversial, therefore, let us say, is that which is problematic, relatively non-soluble, and possesses adverse or uncomfortable consequences for both the philosopher and the non-philosopher in either ethical terms of reference and/or non-ethical terms of reference. Briefly, let me examine one controversial trope from both types in order to highlight these distinctive and characteristic features, and, how we might better approach such logical traps. To this end let us first look at the controversial topic of abortion, and, second, whether we should privilege particulars or universals? (1.4)


In considering controversial topic of abortion we should quickly note that everyone agrees with the basic principles but argue over how they should be scoped or non-scoped. For the religious person 'life is often considered to be something that is sacred' (although the very people that sometimes vehemently insist on an absolute policy of no abortion whatsoever, on such religious grounds, sometimes are the very people who happily might insist on the death penalty as an apposite punishment for the commission of a very serious crime such as, e.g., murder). Even the non-religious person finds killing abhorrent. However, for some a mal-formed or barely formed foetus can be aborted for reasonable reasons such as unprotected rape, inability to care for the newborn, the mother freely wishing to exercise her choice along those lines, etc. Of course, for a person who feels that abortion should never be enacted such a decision to have an abortion would be considered with some unease, if not horror along with a wish to never see such a practice both permitted and committed. The uneasy detente of a modern consensus recognizes the arbitrary manner of such scoping. Just which principles would you absolutely or relatively privilege in that regard -  the so-called rights of the child versus the rights of the mother; the life of the mother versus the life of the baby in  a situation where the life of one might be sacrificed for the life of the other; the rights of the doctor to practise or not to practise this procedure; the rights of the state to intervene either way in the decision-making of the mother, the father, the family, etc. Thence this detente is an accord of a type that needs to be continually re-negotiated even though the overwhelming silent mass of society might be now more in favour of this type of decision-making given the maturation of more stable democracies and the increasing secularization of Contemporary society. A second controversy springs to mind of a non-ethical orientation. (1.5)


Controversies of a relatively non-ethical variety are also experienced with a sense of psychic disturbance. A fact reinforced by a near continual need to resolve the same whilst at the same time reinforcing that sense of privilege or prioritization by virtue of this ability to also appear to be resolving the parent conundrum that sparked of that psychic need for some form of resolution in the first place. As a basic generalization we might say that realists usually prefer particulars over universals, and, idealists usually prefer universals over particulars and, hence, e..g, Platonic forms, Neoplatonic prioritization of the unity of the One over the changeability of the world, a rationalist preferencing and prioritizing the epistemological over the ontological, etc. However, running a (transcendental) gestalt argument (as in Propositions 19-22, 4, etc.) we should soon note that no apparent aspect in the phenomenological field (as also in hermeneutical, existential fields, or, any other type of field) can be absolutely dissected from such a relational matrix. That to attempt this impossible task is to leave your self open to ridicule... although, all too often, the practitioners of this sleight of hand are not aware of their magical thinking in this regard. However, once this impossible manoeuvre is noted then the controversy should quickly abate since the proponent can no longer adhere to such nonsense even if it masquerades behind a 'learned sensibleness'. So, the realist cannot privilege particulars, etc., and, the idealist can no longer privilege universals, etc. Along phenomenal-phenomenological grounds this critical philosopher can accept such items in provisional terms of reference but never in absolute terms of reference. These aspects of a field have their genesis in and through their relationships to each other. The background contrasts that being focused upon and the ensuing accumulation of information thematized in that field then progressively enriches our appreciation of those phenomena being focused upon in our intentional directedness towards such objectivity, etc. Treating subjectivity in the same manner implies that it, too, cannot be absolutely isolated be that between local subjectivities (such as perceivers, thinkers, imaginers, etc.) and a global subjectivity more centered on an overall sense of identity. That, the same type of dialectic also operates  between a global subjectivity and its cultural situatedness in a realm of inter-subjectivity. (1.6)


A refusal to accept that the world cannot be absolutely dissected or, more usually, our ignorant oversight in such matters has the consequence that the controversial is either not properly recognized or persistently ignored by continuing to maintain a preferential argument in favour of a certain aspect of this relational matrix be that focal, contextual, subjective and/or inter-subjective in orientation. By not correctly observing such preferentially treated (and mistreated) content as an 'orientation' within the relational matrix these aspects of our ensuing argument are then automatically employed in a manner that is beyond their apposite level of deployment! Whether we are aware or not aware of the consequence that ensue from such illegal manoeuvres we invariably find ourselves inevitably and continually immersed in such a conundrum regardless of whether such paradoxical consequences are recognized or not recognized! (1.7)


Obviously, such preferentialists must retreat in the light of such objections, however, all too often such 'specialists' are over-committed, ontologically and/or epistemologically, to their absolute positionings despite the endless sentence of having to forever experience the uncomfortable ramifications that follow on in the wake of such shortsightedness. (1.8)


How might a controversy be resolved? Through a suspension... along with an abandonment of absolute elements and a reconstruction, where appropriate, of those controversial elements in relative terms of reference should that be found apposite. Let me explain. (1.9)


The semblance of a controversy is an indication 'that not all things are well' philosophically speaking. A suspension is a way of reformulating such problematicity in more neutral and balanced terms of reference. A simple suspension can be approached by merely questioning our interpretations and formulations of the same. We are not denying the reality of that under suspension merely putting it out of action so to speak. A person might think along these lines “I am told that each person has a soul”. Perhaps I should entertain the counter-idea that “each person has no soul” just to even the books and test this belief. The religious person might also think that “doubt has a role to play in religious thinking and it is not wrong to doubt since it is one way to clarify our thoughts and beliefs, and, therein, our faith”? Merely entertaining a suspension is therapeutic, as an antidote, among other things, to forms of ontological or epistemological over-commitment and its tendency to induce a psychotic-like pseudo-psychosis (as discussed elsewhere). This use of the rhetorical suspension can also help us to clarify the very structures or form of that belief or set of ideas under such investigations and clarification. In the use of a metaphorical suspension we can also reduce this unhealthy over-attachment to those ideas under such review. By saying something is merely like something else opens us up to our being able to reconsider the configuration in question and, perhaps, its relatively non-radical, non-chaotic reconfiguration and/or the relatively radical, chaotic re-configuration of the same. Hence this necessary step wherein we then abandon all absolute treated expressions and salvage what we may should we feel the need to do so by re-accepting such expressions, when apposite, through a more relative, provisional lens. By 'apposite' is meant the adequate enaction of the same taking into account appropriateness, propriety and validity of that overall exercise. (1.10)


Unwisely directed philosophical zeal can now be tempered by a more dispassionate meta-philosophical caution. Through such careful scrutiny useful ideation can be re-cycled albeit in a provisional, relative format and form rather than through the lens of some ideological offsidedness. (1.11)


With some relief controversies now can and should be defused by dissecting their kind and recognizing what measures are more apposite in their successful deconstruction and reconstruction. If our religious person, previously cited, thought that the person has a 'soul' let them now entertain that concept within the systematization of its religious matrix but no longer as an ultimate expression beyond all criticism and critique. Finding in its deconstruction/reconstruction what they will; albeit in a manner where such expressions are now more analogies that can be used as illustrations that can inspire... rather than as devices to trap the over-committed, non-philosophical person in unprofitable modes of speculation.... (1.12)

But philosophers are entrusted to diffuse puzzlement - not create it. (2)


Sadly, most philosophers are more prone to creating puzzlement rather than successfully finding an apposite and adequate resolution of the same. The professional philosopher also being, advertently or inadvertently, a professional meta-philosopher given their ability to critically appreciate their propositional constructions that structure their philosophical realm of discourse. (2.1)


But, can the philosopher critically wear these two hats, if not three; given their prior membership also as a lay person immersed in a world of natural discourse/s? In the natural world of our lived interaction with others we are beholden to many masters and mistresses. We negotiate such complexities through observing meta-textual genres of behaviour, genres of mediated behaviour, genres of inter-mediated behaviour, etc. In a similar manner let the critical philosopher learn to negotiate these (three) realms of the natural, philosophical and meta-philosophical, etc. (2.2)


Just how does the meta-philosopher carve our a meta-philosophical discourse (appropriate to the phenomenological nature of their topic/s in question)? (2.3)


To do something we must have thought already about what we were going to do. Intentionality already has this passive-active-like interface. Indeed, intentional formation is not a superficial affair given this underlying complexity between reflection and enaction, between the textual, meta-textual and the non-textual (corresponding approximately with the phenomenologically reductive, the hermeneutically synthetic and the existentially productive in value formation as an ongoing balance of the former; all three moments mirroring this overall transcendental suspension). Such complexities being already embedded in the formation of value and reflective of, and in, the ongoing, overall transcendental suspension itself at the very heart of this existential economy. The critical philosopher accurately noting their essential depictions of such layers and strands, when and where relevant, in their critical appreciation of such phenomenal-phenomenological simulation/s. Thence their attention to texts, genres, distinctive formations of value, and, the overall existential integrity of such production/reproduction/re-production, i.e., the apparent authenticity of such textual formation. (2.4)


Given the apparent authenticity central to textual formation, etc., let us now ask how this task of critical discrimination and appreciation might be performed, and, better facilitated, etc? Through the use of an ongoing overall transcendental suspension be that conducted advertently or inadvertently. Now, central to the exercise of the ongoing overall transcendental suspension is the ongoing resolution of difference, dissonance, conflict, etc., and v.v. By simulating, through re-simulation, such a reality, namely, the 'reality of the simulation' in question and 'the simulation of reality' of that same topic we are progressively brought into a certain degree of insightful alignment through incremental shifts in re-alignment. At various points in this ongoing process of re-simulation chaotically oriented processes of re-direction are going to further promote this degree of desired insightful alignment. The overall process confirming this degree of appreciation through the ensuing richness of value released in and through such simulated re-examination/re-simulated examination. Indeed, in this critical space between the 'simulation of reality' and the 'reality of that simulation' a process of resolution may well be moved towards a position wherein apposite and adequate insight is realized through the resolution of such tension/s, etc., resident in our essential appreciation of that to hand. Thence the critical role of the professional philosopher/meta-philosopher to defuse such puzzlement, or, at least, recognize either its nonsensical nature or its constitutional inability to ever find resolution... and all shades of significance that might arise on this spectrum of sense in between.... (2.5)


How else might the meta-philosopher assist the philosopher in this regard? (2.6)


As noted there are many ways to enact an overall transcendental suspension at the center of both judgment and enaction. Through rhetorical questioning. Through analogies and its tensions between the literal and the metaphorical. Through seeking forms of conflict resolution be that in an ethical orientation through our relationships. Or, in the enjoyment, performance or execution of a work of art. Or, as found in the serious solving of problematic situations be they in philosophical thought or presented as religious issues or just in the course of our daily life through looking for short cuts or ways of becoming more efficient or better able to facilitate our intentional objectives, etc. Obviously, our entire intentional lives are lived about this centering and resolution enacted through the ongoing overall transcendental suspension as it re-directs our passage through this world as lived. Indeed, through the resolution of conflict, etc., our overall relational identity is forged in and through such harmonization. Without such ongoing engagement there would be no intentional economy, no enaction of the same, no existential economy of value formation along with our ability to appreciate the same through an examination of consequences, etc. (2.7)


I would be true to say that this sense or semblance of subjective integrity and identity could not come about without this relational matrix wherein relative dissonance, difference, contestment, competition, etc., is allowed to run its course. However, the maintenance of integrity and identity, despite drowsiness and sleep, demands an even deeper level, more broad spectrum form, of ongoing resolution in order to maintain an overall sense of identity once an intentional project or program has run its course. Once a relationship is completely resolved it then follows that that relationship has phenomenologically ceased to operate, so, given the non-absence of this phenomenon of identity, it must follow that resolution must continue on deeper levels in the formation of that ongoing process of e/valuation. (2.8)


In this light ‘death is the perfect resolution of life!’ As long as the intentional economy remains in existence it follows that perfect resolution should not be insisted upon. Thence this insistence on the ongoing resolution of dissonance not its perfect resolution. Still, the meta-philosopher might assist the philosopher in arranging the death of certain notorious philosophical controversies if only that it could then allow the professional philosopher to re-apply their talents to real problems – those that vex us in the natural world and not so much in the philosophical or meta-philosophical realms of discourse with their interminable debates, speculative imputations, impossible fantasies, religious delusions, ideological nightmares and the like…! (2.9)

The controversial arises when resolution is not realized leaving consternation. (3)


The controversial is an ever recurring problematic interpretation of a certain topic that currently appears to defy either revealing its controversial nature or how those problematic issues might be successfully resolved? Revelation of such a problematic issue, once revealed, then refuses to find an apposite and adequately conducted form of an address wherein resolution is both achieved and confirmed through intelligently arrived consensus. Now, all problematic issues can be classified as either paradoxical through the nature of their formulation, as non-soluble, inadequately appreciated or as adequately resolved or as that which in theory could be solved (given either a finite or infinite length of time to complete such a resolution where, in the latter, an infinite length of time implies its inability to find a temporal form of resolution). The question “What Julius Caesar had for breakfast the day he was assassinated? may never be adequately resolved! At least we can recognize that this problematic issue can no longer be resolved. On the day of his assassination we may well have been able to find out by asking those who worked in his kitchen what this person had to eat. On the other hand, the manner of his death is not considered to be problematic. He was stabbed. 'Should this dictator have been stabbed?' is another issue. Understand the phenomenological form of the question and you will understand the manner of its possible resolution should that possibility be found. What this emperor had or did not have for breakfast is a factual issue. That he was killed by a collective act of stabbing, effectively, is beyond serious contestment given the train of consequences that followed on in the wake of his assassination. On the other hand, ‘should he have been killed’ is a complex ethical question which would need to take into account de-ontological, pragmatical and aesthetical considerations (as well as entertaining hypothetical considerations of the various possibilities resident in that situation/type of situation)? (3.1)


If one has done x and then thinks about having done x what insightfulness is this when we have merely reconfirmed that x was done by oneself? As a philosopher we construct a set of propositions. Assuming, when and where relevant, that they are are founded on solid facts, involve no fallacious arguments, and, this set of propositions is adequately integrated and not inconsistent with respect to itself what more does the philosopher need to do in this situation? At what point does a meta-philosophical approach contribute to our appreciation of this set of propositions? To some extent, hopefully in an effective manner, it has already contributed to our appreciation of this set. Let me explain. (3.2)


How do we ascertain whether the facts to hand are factually accurate. One might guess, for a start, that a cursory glance might ascertain whether the state of affairs being depicted could possibly have arisen in the manner as declared. Then, an examination of the type/s of genre/s operating might allow us to ask whether the assembly of factual statements to hand are probable and most likely or less probable and not likely to have occurred. Then, when and where possible, the interpretations currently to hand can be tested. So, Julius Caesar was stabbed and this account is consistently found in a number of near contemporary sources. Then the history that unravels from this collective act of assassination seems to be in keeping with the nature of that act of murder. If the propositions presented seem to be in keeping with that theme then we might ascertain that both facts and arguments are relatively sound (in terms of a received history) and that we now only need to research the presented conclusions to conclude whether they are in a strong degree of accord or sympathy with that overall presentation? Can controversies be resolved in a similar manner? Yes and no. Obviously being controversial implies a certain marked degree of non-resolution so it now behooves the philosopher to meta-philosophically defuse the form of that controversial set of propositions. How might this be done? Through noting the relative acceptability of facts, when and where relevant; observing whether the argumentative form is non-fallacious, and, whether the presented or implied conclusions actually follow from the former? In such an examination we might conclude that this controversy is a problematic issue or set of issues that could or could not be resolved as things currently stand. And hence a relative diffusing of such controversial issues? (3.3)


The controversial nature of a philosophically oriented controversy, once recognized, resides in both its non-resolution and the intensity those preferences are maintained in competition with different preferences maintained by other proponents. As already noted, the preferable pathway for dealing with such controversial contexts is to conduct an apposite and adequate suspension and the through deconstruction reconstruct the logic structures in such a manner that the controversial nature of that formulation is neutralized and/or appropriately reconstructed. The question of appositeness, i.e., internal propriety or consistency (in its sense or phenomenal-phenomenological determinations), external appropriateness or coherence (in both its contextualization and meta-textual treatment), and, validity or alignment can be considered adequate when the net result of such logico-phenomenological intervention is found to successfully defuse the controversial nature of the reconstruction of those denominative descriptions of the nominated state/s in question (be that in particular terms of type or in specific terms of addressing a unique local event or situation that as a momentary project or as non-momentary series and/or a set/s of such sequences that spell out the meta-textual format or form of that state of alignment being addressed through such measures). From a functional perspective we would view appositeness as having been engaged when an adequate reconstruction successfully defuses the controversial nature of previous proposals. So the question that must be asked is how might success be determined in the light of the tenacity various proponents in a controversy would normally maintain the continuance of their dispute. Idealist versus realists, or, rationalists versus empiricists, etc., are not noted to give up their endless debates. Thence this need for the suspension,  and in noting both sides we can then allow various possibilities to neutralize themselves in order to experiment with less ideologically dictated possibilities in reconfiguration. However, it is from a meta-philosophical perspective the application of various principles should more quickly defuse such issues once the applicable principles can be found to hand. In the course of this guide a number of these meta-principles will be outlined; e.g., how to deal with dialectical polarities, noting the positive role preference can play (in ordered analysis) and when a negative role for preference/s should be observed and should be approached through neutralization and circumvention, etc. (as in propositions 4-7, 12-26, 28, but, noting especially 19-22, and 24). (3.4)


Thence the important role meta-philosophical treatment can bring to defuse controversies and their endless debates and re-orient the philosophical discipline to concentrate on important and more valuable forms of discourse. (3.5)

Through mal-formed arguments, misinformed factual statements, unresolved contradictions, overlooking nested discourses, over-extended analogies and metaphors, mistreating polarities as non-polar and absolute, inappropriate rhetoric, or, trespassing by attempting to traverse the bounds of the philosophically impossible through our non-observance of our own natural limitations, etc! (4)


As just suggested the balance of the suspension is an important step in dealing with controversial proposals not so much as to recreate the pre-conditional material for the condition of judgment, but, more for the weakening of ontological and epistemological over-commitments that fuel a controversy given a preferentialistic account of how that person 'feels' that type of situation or event should be explained. Obviously, an explanation has some power through its contribution of an existential excess in value formation. However, proponents that see the world from some other preferentially treated perspective will 'feel' the world is constructed is some other way that could well be diametrically opposed to the view of their opponents. Again, all explanations, all forms of metaphorical modeling will have some residue of value over and above their invested input/s. Of course, as noted elsewhere, it is the quality of the existential excess that should determine our positioning and subsequent re-positioning/s. So, the use of the suspension in this instance is more therapeutic to the degree that it can be used to both neutralize our over-commitments and also allow us to experiment with new and novel positions that might proffer a relatively greater delivery of an existential excess in value formation. A suspension of the controversial core of a set of diametrically opposed positions can also prepare us for forms of synthesis that may well surpass prior forms of such integration. In the following list I am suggesting a number of steps, with varying degrees of insightful depth, in order to come to a resolution of that controversial impasse arrived at through interminable debates that are not found to definitively resolve the same. In some ways we have the same phenomenon in science when reality is carved up between two or more competing theories with, to date, no adequate form of either a knockout blow to one or other of these theoretical constructions or a synthesis that can account for a variety of apparent positions as partial readings of that theoretically re-constructed sense of positioning through re-positioning (and not mere repositioning). An example quickly springs to mind, namely, the scientific conundrum of relativity theory on a macroscopic scale and quantum interpretations conducted on a microscopic scale of interaction. It may well be that a quantum interpretation better deals with the microscopic world of fleeting interactions whereas relativity offers a better explanation of the continuity of macroscopic phenomena. The trick will be how to theoretically treat the transition across this planck limit between microscopic, quantum oriented interactions and the macroscopic vision of the world as lived whose dimensions seem to be more dominated by non-quantum oriented phenomena. Obviously, that controversy has some considerable distance to run before any mathematician or physicist can claim a knockout blow one way or the other or, more likely, a grand synthesis with considerable scientific potentiality in the form of both an explanatory dividend and the ability to predict the course of phenomenal interactions. Upon the provisional ground of this therapeutic suspension the meta-philosopher can deconstruct what is best swept aside to reveal what might be better left behind. I am, sure different situations would need different responses, however, types of response will now be briefly explored. (4.1)


To this end let me examine and illustrate this meta-philosophical approach. (4.2)


Mal-formed arguments are usually well disposed to be well disposed off. Unfortunately, in interminable controversial debates knockdown arguments are rarely found to raise their confused heads above the parapet. Endless debate has honed the landscape to the even pitch of a well-trampled battle scene. Argument have evolved to counter counter-arguments, and so on. But, when arguments are obvious defective that should be pointed out... and deconstruction, etc., duly excised! (4.3)


Similarly, wrong factual statements or the interpretative misrepresentation of factually correct (and/or incorrect) statement obviously indicates a lack of discrimination and/or coordination in the handling of factual inputs. Similarly, in the specification of an event or situation (as a situational-event) both mis-identified and mis-represented factual statements would distort the arrived at consequences to be realized in our arguments mustered to deal with the working interpretation of and/or envisaged intervention in that situational-event. (4.4)


Again, it is obvious that if our arguments are constructed around the centrality of unresolved contradictions the net effect of such an enterprise is going to be an unstable edifice upon which to construct an approach to treat that type of situation-event or a specific situational-event. Treatment being interpretative and/or enactive in scope, i.e., non-interventional and/or interventional in orientation. (4.5)


As noted in a recent essay-paper, one form of potential contradiction is arrived at through the improper treatment of a nested discourse where the meta-textual genre conventions associated with one type of discourse are confused with some other set of rules and, in effect, confuse the issues in another contiguous or overlapping discourse. In other words, different discourses need to observe rules appropriate to their own domains, whilst, at the same time, some form of apposite integration should also be observed if such a mix of discourses are being collectively entertained in that philosophical project or program.
 (4.6)


In confusing polarities as definitive points, that could be focused upon, in absolute terms of reference, controversies are the net result of such oversight. This crucial meta-philosophical insight will be examined under a number of propositions dealing with such an 'obvious' phenomenon just as staring at the sun or moon for lengthy amounts of time.
 (4.7)


Then, inappropriate rhetorical treatment should also be noted and avoided. (4.8)


However, at the end of day, trespassing, by attempting to traverse the bounds of the philosophically impossible, through our non-observance of our own natural limitations, etc., should be seriously frowned upon. That, many of these techniques are already shared by philosophers et al. (4.9)

II. Technical Introduction (and Theory)

In essence, often conducted through a mis-apprehension of the limits of intentional thought and trans-intentional judgment. (5)


Our topic (of the work of the meta-philosopher) has been introduced and now we take a more technical orientation towards how this discipline should be exercised in a critical fashion. (5.1)


The distinction between the intentional and the trans-intentional is noted here. The intentional deals with perceptual and conceptual consciousness. The trans-intentional concerns the 'transcendental' and is primarily concerned with 'the appreciation of the intentional', i.e., acts of judgment. The content of judgmental acts, namely, judgments, is treated in cognitive-conceptual terms of reference as intentional (in a process examined under the concept of retreatment). By implication the pre-intentional is also implied as the material for cognitive content, i.e., as the affective material albeit subjected to a form of suspension that allows it to be transmuted, through transformation, into cognitive material, etc. I.e., from the suspension of affective material emerges cognitive intentionality. From the suspension of cognitive material emerges trans-intentional judgments. Thence the hierarchical enstructuralization of the psyche and the emergence, therein, of intentional consciousness and its trans-intentional appreciation, etc. (5.2) 


In intentional consciousness per se there can be no real appreciation of the  same. Thence this need for the trans-intentional. This is a limitation associated with  intentional consciousness. At the same, time the trans-intentional also has its limitations. Thence this exposition. (5.3)


Like the philosopher the meta-philosopher shares a wide range of tools; albeit from a meta-philosophical perspective. However, some tools are relatively unique given their thematization and definition through a critique of intentional consciousness, etc. E.g., from an appreciation of the gestalt nature of consciousness, as a field phenomenon, there is the realization that intentional entities, and trans-intentional judgments, cannot be engaged in absolute terms of reference. That to do so, among a number of other mistaken manoeuvres, etc., is absolutely mistaken! That to insist otherwise is to insist on impossible states of affairs and render your philosophical or meta-philosophical critique correctly meaningless. However, because so much meaning is invested from a non-literal, metaphorical point of view, meaning and meaningfulness are thought to literally apply when, in truth, such significance is is inversely lost to the degree such an insistence is insisted upon. In other words what works in a conventional or natural frame of reference does not necessarily work in a trans-natural perspective. Hence this other meaning of the expression 'transcendental' (and 'trans-cognitive', etc.) is this ability to relatively ground meaning as a possibility and which finds a unique, non-absolute specification in the specificity of that situational-event in question. So, e.g., your life runs a distinctive course through a series of events that are utilized to constitute your sense of identity through your identification and/or non-identification of the same. So, e.g., you might like sport in general but not the game of cricket... and by such means define yourself, etc. (and thence your existential descriptor). (5.4)

Meta-philosophy looks at the work of philosophical practice in order to delineate what does not work from that which might. (6)


Here we define the work of the meta-philosopher, namely, to differentiate between that which has no real sense even if it appears to have meaning and be meaningful, and, that which has meaning and meaningfulness, and, to what degree the latter has that degree of significance, i.e., value (above and beyond its mere sense or its location in this world as lived, and, to what extent its value has a value or range of values beyond that associated with its mere sense). More simply, we note a contrast between that which as no sense as nonsense and that which has sense as non-nonsense, and, to what extent such sense has a comparative degree of value beyond its invested inputs. Let me demonstrate these distinctions. (6.1)


'Universals' as a conventional concept is viable, however, to insist that universals are absolute forms in a platonic sense is to make a mistake of absolutizing a relative expression. A person, e.g., can be ascribed a unique existential descriptor but that does not imply that that descriptor has an existence above and beyond that individual denominatively described by such an expression and through whose use we can nominate that individual (as being, e.g., in place x at time t doing w, etc., and who then went to x' in t' to do w', etc.). The more we thematize that description, as entailed in the existential descriptor, the more we isolate the uniqueness of that individual from other individuals around them, etc. However, to project an essence beyond that description and make the imputation that there is such an identity in absolute terms of reference is to make a fundamental mistake. Although an individual is more than their mere description that residue cannot be treated in absolute terms of reference on par with 'soul' or 'self' or 'spirit' and the like. By all means use such expressions in a metaphorical sense or in some other conventional mode, by no means extrapolate their sense to implicate some form of imputation beyond such natural terms of reference. Or, we could put this meta-philosophical observation another way. Because the sense or place in our overall map of the world as lived, as a description, uniquely locates an individual entity or series and/or set/s of entities, by no means use this fact to make the imputation that such entities exist apart from their relational matrix of origination. So, 'this person' is a unique 'person' but such uniqueness does not exist apart from this world as lived. We could just as well treat trees as 'trees' to find that some of them also exist in forests as 'members of a forest'. If a 'tree' were a pure, self-contained entity it could not also be a member of an entity called a 'forest'. In other words, the content of our discrimination is dependent upon the frame of reference we bring to such a point/s of focus. Thence its isolation is relative to and limited by that frame of reference being used. Phenomenal items in the world as engaged can have unique descriptors but such descriptors do not exist apart from their frames of reference even if versatile enough to find open ended arrays of reference frames that could be utilized in focusing on that apparent phenomenon or phenomena in question. (6.2)


We could put this meta-philosophical observation in an even tighter format: we engage the phenomenal-phenomenological in phenomenological terms of reference and by such means is it ontologically encountered and epistemologically recognized. What cannot be engaged can be neither encountered nor recognized, and v.v! (6.3)

The tools the meta-philosopher has to hand are the logical rules of philosophical debate; phenomenologically delineated categories; rules of hermeneutic application; a critical appreciation of existentially oriented value formation; techniques for disassembling controversial issues; and, an ability to phenomenal-phenomenologically clarify styles, information and arguments, etc., along with a transcendental appreciation of the role of judgment through its critical enaction by means of an appreciation of the central role performed or mirrored by an apposite and adequate ongoing, overall transcendental suspension, etc., at the center of the existential economy. (7)


Many of the tools used by a meta-philosopher are already to hand for the philosopher. But the transcendental distance exercised by the meta-philosopher, through metaphorically standing back in order to appreciate the work of a philosopher, be that someone else or themselves, gives them another set of techniques. Such distance is achieved through the use of the overall transcendental suspension. This use of this suspension allows them to approach this topic from a combination of phenomenal-phenomenological perspectives, hermeneutical perspectives, existential perspectives.    Then we have tools for disassembling controversial formulations and clarifying the manner and limits of our terminological content, etc. Then, given judgment is exercised in and through the use of this overall suspension then it follows that that same judgment could be mirrored through the use of a similar suspension in order to observe both its functioning and consequential conclusions derived as a consequence of that functioning, etc. That by critically enacting such mirroring or performance a critical appreciation of that in question can be arrived at to that extent such a possibility can be thematized. (7.1)


The existential economy is the relational matrix in which value emerges through that manner of engagement entered into therein. That the degree of authenticity realized reflects the degree of existentialization entered into, and v.v. Thence the need to exercise an apposite and adequate ongoing, overall transcendental suspension. One way to do this is to observe the essential or relevant phenomenal-phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential inputs going into that act of suspension (and its de-suspensional enaction through running a suspension of that suspension in question). (7.2)


In our phenomenological reflections we note and demarcate distinctive patterns of phenomenal-phenomenological engagement. We could note, e.g., that water is drunk but that salty water should not be drunk. Or, that a certain quantity of water should be drunk by each person each day in accordance with their real need for the same, and, that a radical departure from such a middle path, of imbibing an adequate supply of water, is not a wise career move, etc., etc. By noting such patterns of information and appositely associated behaviour we form a rich and viable store of information about the world as lived. (7.3)


By closely observing patterns of behaviour and addressing their appositeness (i.e., internal consistency and ethical propriety, external or contextual appropriateness or applicability, and validity or viableness, etc.) we come to correctly ascertain what genres of behaviour are being exercised when and where. So, e.g., to make a cup of tea we use normally use clean drinking water and not salty water (although we might use some salty water in making a savoury soup), etc. Genres of behaviour are meta-textual patterns of enaction exercised in the discharge of certain objectives. To make a cup of hot tea, e.g., I also need to use heated water. Today we have a variety of ways of achieving this objective. Through the correct application of a series of sequences of action or non-actions, determined by the relevant genre in question, the corresponding objective is discharged in accordance with such intent. Thence this need to correctly interpret how our intentional objectives can be thematized, exercised and realized. By such means correctly attending to our hermeneutical appreciation of that to hand. The meta-philosopher determining if those rules have been correctly applied within the latitude of error associated with the commission or omission of such a task. (7.4)


In our existentially oriented reflections we observe to what extent the relational process has been informed by a pro-relational stance; i.e., as determined from embodied perspectives, embedded perspectives in all our relationships with others, and, in terms of our embankment with the world, i.e., to what extent we preserve and conserve our environmental e/valuation of the world at large (i.e., find and add value to our experience of the world as a domain of value). The relative authenticity or inauthenticity of such engagement being reflected in the existential hallmarks that are found or not found associated in our (non-virtual and/or virtual) interactions with the same. Although correctly, the existential nature (in a systematic sense) of value formation primarily arises through the balanced suspension of all three domains of the phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential (in what we might denominate as being used in a non-systematic sense). (7.5)


In the dismantling of controversies both philosophical and meta-philosophical techniques are utilized. E.g., noting nested discourses when and where they should arise in a particular type or specific instance of discourse. E.g., noting that the absolute treatment (i.e., mistreatment) of conventional imputations (through their reification and extrapolation, etc.) only results in the formation of impossibilia along with a confusion of ensuing consequences indirectly initiated by proposing and supporting such nonsense. A primary consequence being the formation of controversies that stem directly from such decisions initiated by oneself, or, opposed by someone else who absolutely prioritizes and/or privileges other forms of entities or functions in that same field of discussion. So, we have the nonsense associated with and ensuing from the absolutization of such entities as self or soul, forms, particulars, sense data, world, God and Gods, freedom, intrinsic evil, Mind, mind, etc., etc! (7.6)


In this task of exposing philosophical nonsense, the meta-philosopher has a range of tools to also deal with the phenomenal-phenomenological natures of styles (through a comparative examination of implicated genres of behaviour), phenomenal-phenomenological information, and, the fallacious or non-fallacious nature of arguments invoked or should be invoked or should not be invoked, etc. (7.7)


By such tools the meta-philosopher is able to defuse much of what passes as philosophical nonsense in order to concentrate on more important investigations wherein they discern how to existentially engineer the amplification of value formation, etc., in our passing through this World-of-Life... as expressed and experienced in this world as lived.... (7.8)

Judgment is enacted transcendentally by virtue of its trans-conceptual orientation because judgment must be between, within or through concepts and not otherwise. 












       (8)


Judgments primarily are not concepts although through process of transformation retreatment they are deposited in the conceptual format of an intention. This duality of expressions is resident in the language. A judge makes or delivers a 'judgment' (as a process) that is then written up as a 'judgment' (in the form of a conceptually constructed text). Although, to say that a judgment as a process is delivered is to also confuse our metaphors. More correctly, we should say a judgment is arrived at spontaneously, in the course of the existential moment, in a burst of non-calculative engagement! 'Two plus two' is immediately registered as 'four'. The mental adding of 'two' 'plus' 'two' is a process but the answer is suddenly invoked for someone capable of doing such simple mathematics. In the distance we suddenly see a 'person' and a few moments later, on approaching, realize it was not a person but something on the landscape that let us make that sudden misjudgment, and, later, then its immediate correction. So, there is a profound difference between these two senses of 'judgment'. (8.1)


To paraphrase Kant, a judgment cannot be conceptual per se being about our re-arranged understanding of a concept. I can see my left foot looks much like my right foot, or, that my feet are very similar to the feet of other people. But judgments cannot be performed in perceptual terms of reference either. Therefore, judgment is not a cognitive process dealing with the perceptual and/or the conceptual per se. However, conceptual translations of perceptual material can be the pre-conditional material for the condition of the spontaneous judgmental process, or, rather, the spontaneous delivery of a response that appear to resolve the dissonant or different elements under review; in the process forming a synthesis of difference-in-similarity. A gestalt reading of the nature of a field noting that the consonant uniformity of the field and the dissonant difference of the point of focus within a field enter into a subtly dialectical relationship of just such difference/s-in-unity. The power of such judgment being able to discharge a process of enaction through such (chaotic) re-direction therein entailed in that spontaneity of judgmental resolution. (8.2)


Although it might seem to be a universal truism that judgment is between (or through or from or about) a set of concepts the ramifications of this insight are profound. (8.3)


On the grounds of this insight we can make a dialectical distinction between 'judgments' and 'concepts', i.e., between the 'trans-conceptual' and the 'conceptual'. By noting the 'trans-conceptual' as 'transcendental' we establish a first sense in our use of this term 'transcendental'. A second sense being that of transcendental possibility as noted earlier in section x.y. In this regard we could call our first sense as dealing with transcendental actuality. Although, as already noted, we cannot regard such actuality as absolute actuality nor such possibility or potentiality as pure possibility or pure potentiality. The phenomenologist determining 'actuality' or 'non-virtuality' in terms of the full expression of expected modalities associated with a certain phenomenon. Any lesser number of modalities giving it a virtual sense or semblance. So, e.g., the reflection of myself in the mirror looks like me but is not me for a number of obvious reasons. (8.4)


A number of years ago I raised an argument that judgment can only arise through an appreciation of concepts on the grounds that concepts have the epistemological ability to both interact with each other and be separated (through various lenses) unlike the concrete nature of visual perceptions, etc., or, the nature of emotional impressions where addition (or subtraction) of the different emotional flavours take on only the nature of the currently dominant flavour in play. In other words judgments only take place with respect to concepts but cannot be conceptual per se given its trans-conceptual nature. On the other hand, through trans-conceptual-conceptual translation the act of judgment can then be treated as a concept once retreated in that fashion. Such 'treatment' falls under the transformational philosophy of retreatment. (8.5)


Given the nature of the relationship between concepts, appreciated in trans-conceptual terms of reference, as judgments, such transformational treatments can be retreated in conceptual terms of reference. The critical implications of this philosophical approach are that processes of treatment and retreatment need to be critically demarcated. Furthermore, different pathways exercised in these transformational processes also need to be critically demarcated. It was also noted that there were three style of transformations, namely, analytical (or reductive), synthetical (or systematic) and/or identificational (or nominative). Hence the critical implications to note initial products, treatment pathways, treated products, retreatment pathways, retreated products, styles of transformation, etc. A conceptual appreciation of transformation also needs to take processes of representation into account as well. (8.6)


In a field of appreciation we could say that which comes to our intentional attention can be treated as a presentation. Then, through iterational retention it can be treated as a representation. Then, through a balance of presentations and representations we can then be presented with a chaotic re-presentation (which can then be presented as a new presentation, etc.). Thence, a representational economy where the overall transcendental suspension is 'represented' through a dynamic balance of all three moments. Another aspect that needs to be taken into account is the fact that meta-textual treatment of a text is also essential misrepresentative. A meta-text being 'about' a text is not the text and so must misrepresent it. However, misrepresentation ceases to be misrepresentative when such misrepresentation is taken into account. E.g., a title is misrepresentative, indeed, a good title is misrepresentative, often in an ironic sense. Understanding such misrepresentation effectively is de-misrepresentative. (8.7)


An intentional philosophy must also be a trans-intentional philosophy given the trans-intentional nature of judgments. Then, the material about which intentions are formed is also treated in a pre-intentional philosophy, i.e., the physiological including the sensory-motor aspects as well as affective material such as a impressions and mood. Hence these additional considerations along with our dynamic treatment in the form of an intentional economy, along with considerations of an enactive economy, all within the existential economy when value formation is also taken into account. Value primarily being a trans-cognitive phenomenon, i.e., a transcendental phenomenon as outlined above. An ordered philosophy, through subtle forms of privileging in the overall suspension, creating six distinctive types of value (as outlined in an order philosophy and which will be dealt with later). (8.8)

III. Application (and Practice)

So, the 'transcendental' must be trans-conceptual, trans-perceptual, trans-cognitive and trans-intentional, and, therefore, is not directly concerned with the 'transcendent' in whatever form that might be defined or alluded to. (9)


Like all things this statement above needs to be qualified. Yes, we must make this important distinction between (my use of) the expression 'transcendental' and the expression 'transcendent'. They should not be confused. Just as Husserl himself has pointed out and for the same reasons. On the other hand, the overall transcendental suspension can be put in play through enacting a balance of 'transcendent' orientations with   'immanent' orientations and so this concept can be found a connection with the 'transcendental' through the use of this suspension enacted in that manner. Furthermore, it is through this suspension that the sense of the transcendental is introduced and exercised, etc. This suspension permits us to take a transcendental perspective which being trans-intentional must also be trans-cognitive, trans-perceptual and trans-cognitive, etc. (9.1)


Thence this sense of the 'transcendental' as 'trans-intentional', etc. This sense deals with transcendental actuality, the phenomenal-phenomenological actuality of the judgmental material to hand. As already indicated judgmental value takes six ordered forms of expression, namely; pre-essential non-integrated essential components; aesthetically oriented integrated essentials; de-ontological/ideational forms of value (from transcendental and cognitive terms of reference respectively), pragmatical/perceptual value (from transcendental and cognitive terms of reference respectively), hermeneutical factual possibility; and, actual factual considerations. In the formation of the intentional economy the three moments of the overall transcendental suspension through subtle forms of privilege/de-privilege give us these six possibilities as just noted. These three moments can be nominated as Object (or the textually oriented), Ego (or the non-textually oriented) and World (or the meta-textually oriented). A subtle privileging of the Object moment and/or a subtle de-privileging of the other two moments gives us simple pre-essential forms of value before their integration in complex essential formats and forms. So, e.g., square-circles can only have a first order of phenomenological existence, i.e., as the idea concept or set of their putative integration that cannot be performed in intentional consciousness. Whereas, in contrast, a 'red-square' can be conceived (as ideational content) and then conceived (as an ideational process), and where possible might then be able to imagined in perceptual terms of reference and, therefore, respectively, finds a second order (as an integrated concept) and then a third order (in our cognitive conception) and then a fourth order pragmatical orientation  (in cognitive in either perceptual envisualization or in visual imagination; in say eidetic terms of reference, e.g.). All in all, we should note, that an ordered philosophy is important in our critical consideration of value formation: observing distinctive forms, noting where possible forms of accommodation and a reflection of the same in meta-textual genre formation such as genres of mediation and inter-mediation, etc. (9.2) 


Thus the 'transcendental' does not directly deal with transcendent imputations such as objects, worlds, an overall absolute sense of ego or self, deity/deities, etc. (9.3)

So, let’s get started – how should we approach the philosopher and their non-philosophical associates? (10)


Philosophy in universities is often taught in yearly courses, e.g., 101, 102, etc., and, then, 201, 301, etc. Let us do something similar, but, hopefully, something that will be judged to be also quite different. (10.1)


Let us say, for the sake of a provisional initiation of this course of study, that philosophy can be defined as ‘the theoretical study of various techniques which when applied give us a powerful critique of that topic subjected to such investigations’. (10.2)


In our Philosophy 101 let us say that we take traditional philosophical arguments in order to explore this subject so that various traditional philosophical disciplines can be introduced from logic to non-fallacious argumentation, from epistemology to ontology, from de-ontological considerations to pragmatical considerations, from aesthetics to a philosophy of art history, from cultural controversies to controversial cultural practices, etc., etc. In the process looking at transitional and transformational shifts from Pre-Modernity, to Modernity, Postmodernity and, then, on to the current Contemporary era. Looking into different 'schools' along with the philosophies of different continents and countries, etc., and, doing so through a number of lenses such as religious, psychological, sociological, political, scientific, historical, cultural, linguistic, etc. However, rather than being anywhere as comprehensive as outlined, course work is usually representative of a small snapshot of this complex discipline in which representatives are often found at loggerheads with each other and that as to whom might be seen to have the upper hand in these endless debates it is sometimes left to the predilections of the instructor themselves should they have a committed position in such encounters. Often the controversial flavour of such disputes is imparted to the students who enjoy these interminable engagements that pepper this aspect of the philosophical life-world in all its diversity of positional attitudes. Indeed, to some extent, this element of the ‘controversial’ may well be seen to be an essential feature of Philosophy 101. Furthermore, such scrutiny also demonstrates that any subject matter can become the topic of philosophical (and meta-philosophical) research through an examination of its logico-phenomenological format (as a certain ‘type’ in particular) and form (through its more detailed specification). (10.3)


In our scheme, as here being outlined, non-philosophers become acquainted with this complex discipline despite its flaws, oversights, speculations, over-commitments and a miscellany of sensible-nonsense masquerading as insightful understanding, etc. However, from such shaky foundations much can be salvaged when appositely and adequately placed in a viable context. That this ‘context’ needs to be both meta-philosophically oriented in its construction and found to be viable in the light of apposite, meta-textual genre expectations; i.e., demonstrating a formation of value of a suitable degree greater than that invested in such an approach. (10.4)


In our Philosophy 201 let us introduce this meta-philosophical discipline in order to inform our discrimination ‘as to what is viable and as to what is not viable?’ as we approach various topics in this overall philosophical marketplace. Hence the potential relevance of this Guide. (10.5)


In Philosophy 301 let us now focus on what is viable in order to determine the comparative viability of the same. I have argued that it is always the case that with any set of metaphors we can picture the world in such a manner so as to impart more value than that initially invested in such a process. Hence my charitable vision of this process where even, e.g., deceptive cults, non-evidentially based pseudo-sciences, pop psychologies, etc., will be found to have something ‘existential’ to say about the world and that such limited insights often act as a lure and hook to their devotees. However, the more important observation to make is that some systems present (represent/re-present) a comparatively greater delivery in value formation in that same field, and, that our discrimination should operate on this level of meta-evaluation rather than on a mere face value appreciation in keeping with the manner of its being brought to hand. (10.6)


In Philosophy 401 we attempt to understand how the value of a viable sense of philosophical appreciation can be amplified through non-chaotically orchestrated augmentation and chaotically enhanced re-direction of values that together promote the existential richness of our understanding, engagement and critique of that topic. (10.7)


However, in moving on, in a Philosophy 501, we now need to focus on determining the true raison d'être of this discipline, namely, the need to tackle directly problematic issues... especially as found on this changing, chaotic landscape of the Contemporary era! In this we recognize a need to apply all our skills skillfully in order to positively address issues in need of such a philosophical resolution, and, therein, better facilitate both the lives of ourselves as well as the lives of others through an ongoing enrichment, beneficial re-direction and existentially oriented intervention, when and where necessary, of all our relevant interactions. (10.8)


Thence these three inter-linked branches of theory, practice and critique and their dialectical meta-philosophical commentary that they have on our ongoing examinations of the confluence of these three distinctive aspects of that currently subject to such research. In this regard this richness of cross-related interactions can be approached and expressed in double and triple contragrams, e.g., in the dialectical space/s within and between the theory of practice and the practice of theory, etc., or, the theory of a practice of critique and the critique of a practice of theory, etc., etc. (10.9)


What are the ramifications of this meta-philosophical approach especially when appositely and adequately applied to the plethora of problems that beset the modern person in this highly complex and chaotic marketplace of human interactions? (10.10)


For a start, all too often, people are called upon to think impossible thoughts and perform impossible actions. Then, what is relatively non-rational, through repetition, unfortunately, is overlooked and becomes treated as rational. Whereas, in comparison, the too bizarre takes on an irrational character when unable to be successfully glossed over although it, too, might be overlooked in order to avoid dealing with such a difficult anomaly. The rational is never absolutely rational but left unchecked, through proliferation, through crossed-wires, misrepresentations and other forms of miscommunication, through often poorly thematized and thought through projects and programs, etc., what may have once been rationally viable can soon become relatively unviable. Or, human nature, being what it is, from its worst to its best, can intend non-existentially oriented acts of inauthenticity to mis-intend authentically oriented acts of existential authenticity that can become further subverted for whatever reason or reasons, known or unknown. Or, through over-commitment or oversight, or both, act not in the interests of our relationships but in the interests of certain relational participants be that themselves and/or others. Both collectively and individually we indulge ourselves and others in projects and programs that if truly taken to task one might opine were unseemly, perhaps improper, inappropriate and/or not conducive to the preservation and conservation of our relationships and the value formation associated with their more authentically, pro-relationally oriented enactment (in a more integrated vision of embodiment, embeddedness and embankment). (10.11)


An area of our Contemporary lives under cultural contest, that considerably concerns my philosophical interest, is the changing nature of work and how people and institutions are manipulating such organizations of labour in and through a maze of witting and unwitting ill-guided and misguided behaviours. For example, how can already marginalized, oppressed and/or exploited sections of our workforce hope to find an eventual equable fairness when even the better off are finding their historically fought for advantages wittled away; often in the name of “reform” or “progress” or “sacrifice” or some other abstract “better good” that is never properly thought through nor appropriately argued for! On top of that some professions will effectively disappear whilst others are in embryonic gestation and have yet to find a definitive and acceptable form in the workplace. All sectors of the workplace are being transformed through this information revolution now upon us. Yet, despite such access and automation, etc., we are also being inundated by a sea of paper work and a proliferation of regulations and quality checks that obstruct outcomes and efficiencies that this so call information revolution has promised to make available. But, like most things, human nature intervenes and our time is often wasted on routines and procedures that have little merit other than to ensure ‘workers are working’ when periods of critical reflection and qualitative enrichment of the working process might be better called for..? (10.12)


All to often, short-sighted people make claims that have little or no evidential basis in reality. So, hear the endless repetition of certain mantras like ‘we need to balance the budget’ but apposite spending in long term investments may be a much better way to rectify the books so to speak. By all means excise true waste but don’t waste that opportunity by not advancing an enrichment of the processes in place if their long term advantage is a more profitable one. Government, e.g., were keen to collect the tax revenues incurred on tobacco products without realizing the greater costs incurred over the long term in health expenditures along with the disruption and cessation of productive lives and relationships. Then, the ‘equilibriums’ we might seek may not be very healthy ones. It might be ‘nice’ to have little national and private debt but a large number of unemployed or under-employed individuals does not make for a healthy economy. Hence the immensity of this overall task that the meta-philosophically guided philosopher must face in sifting and sorting through a plethora of problematic scenarios along with their often distorted claims, associated ideologies, oversights, etc ..! (10.13)


Even in a mature democracy eternal vigilance is forever necessary! Small minded people, often with an unpleasant, covert ideological edge, will set out to undermine what was previously hard won by those that went before us and from which we now stand in danger of loosing through not being aware of such insidious inauthenticity, often enacted in the perverted name of some ulterior good that, in turn, is subverted by unchecked commercial interests or interests of a more malign nature. So, be aware, be forever aware, indeed, beware... that much done in our name may well better serves others whose faceless interests will benefit more from such incrementally orchestrated sapping of these public goods that rightly belong to us collectively... so, let us try to be wise to such events, now, and, not in hindsight..!! (10.14)


All philosophers, be they professional or non-professional, need to vacate their ivory towers from time to time in order to engage the coal face of the world in all its relative problematicity. There is a place for pure research and critical reflection, but, the true purpose of the philosopher, at the end of the day, is to philosophically facilitate our passage through this world as lived. By non-philosophical facilitation would be meant enacting those everyday procedures that ensure adequate hydration and nutrition; assist a person to be resilient in adverse climates with reasonable shelter and appropriate clothing; setting up the grounds for normal social interactions; etc... the types of functions enacted by a number of non-philosophically organized disciplines and professions such as grocers and restaurants, politicians and medical staff, etc., etc. The philosopher, through a virtual dint of simulation, can apply themselves to all these disciplines and professions, and all else, but, only in and through a philosophical approach that investigates and examines the logico-phenomenological nature of an associated system of statements that is found to hand therein. Such a system being integrated to some degree or other may well be found to benefit from some form of philosophically re-directed integration through addressing those issues, those points of contention that are found or could be found to be problematic in nature. A classic case here is the rectification of relatively non-rational patterns of behaviour that through reiteration have taken on the aura of a rationality. Or, they may need to deal more directly with patterns of bizarre behaviour or injunctions to behave in a manner that is contradictory and not adequately thought through, etc. (10.15)


What then might be meant by philosophically oriented facilitation? (10.16)


As a member of our 'existential university' this is what the philosopher does under the guidance of a critical meta-philosophical form of review; i.e., noting sets of problems and arguments (101), sorting out nonsense from the non-nonsensical (201), focusing on the relatively viable or passable and noting that which has the potential to be more relevant (301); then, through patterns of orchestrated incremental augmentation and adjustment bring certain pre-conditions to a conditional point of positively redirected enhancement through skillfully selected and supervized point of chaotically oriented re-self-organization (401). In other words, inducing chaotic processes of positive enhancement that beneficially engineer an improved facilitation of our passage through this world as lived, as lived together, with-others, before-others (501).... (10.17)


Entitled thus: 101 Traditional Philosophy, 201 Sense and Nonsense, 301 Comparative Sense, 401 Amplification of Sense, and, 501 Critical Appreciation. (10.18)


The re-direction of these processes of augmented transition and enhanced transformation are the province of the philosopher even though the actual instantiation of such processes will invoke non-philosophical inputs.... (10.19)

By taking their statements or propositions as arguments and first clarifying their logical and phenomenological form/s. (11)


Let us arise to this challenge – to be meta-philosophically philosophical in such a manner that we positively enrich the value formation resident in our relationships be they oriented in embodied, embedded and/or embanked terms of reference. (11.1)


That through the metaphorical 'watering and weeding' of our relationships we can foster their growth – through removing what is negative and inducing what is positive in the existentially oriented amplification of value formation. (11.2)


The topic chosen is determined through the genre of behaviour adopted and adapted to the apparent task to hand. Thereafter, we should be more critical in how we exercise the same. Taking to hand what non-philosophers, philosophers and meta-philosophers proffer on that topic in question. Noting what such folk say, write and perform... such raw material then being translated into a philosophical format and form albeit guided through a meta-philosophical format and form. In such a frame of reference these statements can then be inspected from both logical and phenomenological perspectives. The logical looks at the particular form of those statements (or, more its format) whilst a phenomenological approach inspects how those statements appear when examined in an intentional economy. Again various implicit or explicit appeals to genres of behaviour are exercised. So, e.g., if we were dealing with 'a glass of water' we might approach it as something to drink and/or pour and/or stir and/or ignore or discard, etc., etc. We might by indirect or direct means ascertain whether it was potable or undrinkable, or, indeed, whether it should be drunk at all. By various stratagems determining the phenomenological nature of that which we are dealing with in our overall investigations. So, in a first order we might determine 'a glass' and 'a water-like fluid' and whether it could be 'safely drunk' and 'not poisonous', etc. If we now move to a second order of essential integratedness we would first know that 'a glass can hold a certain quantity of fluid', and, note that either 'that glass of water was potable' or 'that glass of water was not potable' but that it could not be in both these states at the same time once we have determined its drinkableness. By such means looking for internal consistency and external appropriateness and overall coherence in our overall denomination of that nominated for such investigations. Thence our  logico-phenomenological examinations of that which falls within the topicality of our topic currently being investigated. (11.3)


Of course once we have integrated our second order investigations we can now proceed through the other orders noting our cognitive and trans-cognitive levels forms of ordered expression, respectively, namely the following: third order conceivability and de-ontological implications; fourth order perceivability and pragmatic considerations; fifth order factual possibility and hermeneutic possibility; and, sixth order factual actuality and ontical surety or its reasonable certification (to what extent actual-factual certainty appears to be confirmed). (11.4)


By such means looking at the logico-phenomenological nature of such statements. (11.5)

By noting fallacious manoeuvres, mal-formed argument-trees, and, misinformed and misleading factual statements or terminological content. (12)


In such investigations, erected through apposite genres, the end result is either the determination of the factual status of situational-events as delineated in and though a set of statement or the terminological status of terminological expressions as used in those contexts in question. (12.1)


In between the above is observed and obviated in a manner felt apposite to the task or tasks to hand. (12.2)


Individual arguments are either well-formed or not well-informed. Those argument that are not well-informed can be considered as either fallacious or irrelevant or impossible to exercise. W.r.t. well-formed arguments can be either valid or non-fallacious or fallacious. Collective arguments need to be appositely connected in a coherent whole. Otherwise we are left with mal-formed argument-trees. (12.3)


However, no apposite argument is rooted in reality without an actual-factual context/s and actual-factual inputs (although hypothetical considerations can be run with hypothetical facts in hypothetical contexts although never at too great a remove form the reality of the world as lived. In this regard we can include eidetic reflection where the range of the essential nature of a certain phenomenon could possess). (12.4)


Defects in the above need to be obviated. Through the removal and/or correction of such contexts, arguments, inputs, etc. (12.5)


Statement and terms can be either misinformed and/or misleading. E.g., a state could be misinformed by being factually incorrect. E.g., it would be wrong to say 'Julius Caesar was a Christian'. Or, e.g., 'that Julius Caesar was merely crossing a river' when he was described 'as crossing the Rubicon' given that to do so was a signal that he was marching on Rome. Hence it is correct to say 'that Julius Caesar did cross the Rubicon' but that it was not a mere river crossing given its significance understood the political classes and most of the citizens in Rome. Terminological expressions can be either misinformed and/or misleading, e.g., to declare a genre of behaviour to be merely a pattern of behaviour would be both misinformed and misleading given that genres of active enactive behaviour are also parallel passive patterns of interpretation, etc. (13.6)


With our collective integration of our logico-phenomenological statement we screen for fallacious arguments, ill-connected argument-trees, misinformed and misleading factual statements or terminological content. (12.7)


W.r.t. terminological content we must discount sensible-nonsense passed off as philosophically credible. Hence the need for meta-philosophical scrutiny in that regard as will be shortly discussed in this text. (12.8)

By demonstrating the limits of their arguments and determining what might be possible and passable otherwise. (13)


Some well-formed arguments operate successfully in conventional or metaphorical frameworks, however, once taken beyond that level of deployment we get a totally dysfunctional argument (in an allusion to Kant
). Now, just as metaphorical arguments should not be treated in literal terms of reference (except in cases of actual identity) so, too, should arguments not be taken beyond their conventional limits. So called philosophers who attempt such absolute arguments should be quickly called to account by declaring such projects and programs as without value, being without sense, meaning and meaningfulness; basically as impossible to engage, etc. (13.1)


Two principles control propositional formation and permit the exhibition of significant statements, a principle of contradiction and a principle of identity. Correctly, they are two faces of the same principle since the utilization of one principle is controlled by the other. E.g., “it is either the case or not the case that it is raining today?’. However for this statement to be given a specific truth value its essential determinations need to be specified. Specifically, where, time and whether at that place and time it was or was not raining. Today, 2.10.14, in the Blue Mountains it was fine and no rain fell at all, all day. The day in question is today and not yesterday or tomorrow. The time noted was all day. The place designated was anywhere in the Blue Mountains, NSW. If it did not raining there then it should mean that it did not rain or, i.e., that it was fine. A principle of identity takes one side of a viable contradiction when and where possible. E.g., “the weather was such that it was either more than 6,000 degrees Centigrade on the surface of the Earth or less than 6,000 degrees Centigrade”. This contradiction is not a viable one given the Earth as its context does not normally experience that intense temperature. However, applied to the surface of our Sun and we might find it goes either way depending on how close or how far away we were from the center of the Sun. So, a viable contradiction also takes into account a principle of presuppositional identity in forming the applicable and apposite presuppositional basis for that statement. Now a significant statement cannot be extrapolated beyond its frame of significance. Such speculative extrapolation is the basis for absolute statements, or, rather, the absolutist(ic) treatment of conventional statements. How such a process is attempted will be examined later in this commentary. Suffice to say such a manoeuvre is not possible to perform. I usually reserve the term 'absolute' to apply to an absolute philosophy that is critically enacted through the use of a central overall transcendental suspension, whereas, in contrast, an absoutitist(ic) philosophy is neither critical nor utilizes this suspension and is based upon such imputational impossibilia. When a relative-absolute contrast is implied 'absolute' should be read as 'absolutist'. (13.2)


This distinction between what is passable or not passable is important since in our Philosophy 201 we need to rule out those statements that are either not well-formed or, if well-formed, have no presuppositional basis in our frame of reference as currently understood. I.e., ruling out the impossible or not sensible, and, also ruling out the non-applicable. Thence our greater concern with the ‘passable’. Because it is here that we will be later examining the value of such value formation. 

By running a consequential analysis in order to impugn the imputation of non-existential ramifications, i.e., adverse present implications and adverse future consequences. (14)


One form of value determination is arrived at through a consequential analysis. In light of the genre/s of behaviour implicated in the presuppositional basis of a statement or set of statements in a well-articulated context (through prior explication or adequate suggestion of its implication) the most probable course of intended consequences, etc., would be envisaged. E.g., I strike a dry match and expect it to light. I then expect the paper to catch fire in the fireplace followed by the kindling and then the coal. Intentional formation is such, normally, that when we decide to enter into a course of action that can be currently entertained as highly probable that it duly does so in alignment with our intentional objective when all expected pre-conditions are met and all sequences of behaviour, as determined through the applicable genre/s in question, are duly observed. So, e.g., I want to light that fire. The match is dry, the paper and kindling are effectively arranged to transmit the flame of the lit match and the coal is to hand when this fire has been properly established. And so I proceed. Of course intended consequences could be improperly performed or mis-intended (the match box could be wet or too damp for the match to properly strike); or, unintended consequences could intervene (with the dirty chimney catching fire and threatening to burn the wooden shingles on the roof); or, non-intended consequences could intervene (like a sudden gust of wind that snuffs out my lit match or the advent of a flood that puts that fire out). (14.1)


A consequential analysis also looks into the probable and less probable ramifications of enacting a course of action or non-action. By ‘ramifications’ is meant ‘present implications and future consequences’. This can be looked at through an ordered lens where we examine changes in expected aesthetic valve formation (be that in terms of personal-inter-personal conflict resolution or mere aesthetic resolution), de-ontological considerations, pragmatical considerations, hermeneutic meaning and factual possibility, factual actuality and existential significance, etc. We can also examine ramifications from a meta-philosophical perspective in order to determine impossibility, possibility and passibility, along with potential for amplification and the relative merits of that type of course of enaction. (14.2)


By examining ramifications in probable virtual terms of reference we can run a profitable consequential analysis to the extent that we rule out possible negative, adverse courses and consequences, and, be inclined to rule in positive, non-adverse course of enaction. Hence the importance of this philosophical tool or technique in exercising a viable meta-philosophy. (14.3)

Noting pre-conditional, conditional and post-conditional ramifications along with intended consequences, potential unintended consequences, mis-intended and non-intended consequences (should the latter intervene). (15)


In closer attention to particular detail just how might a consequential analysis be run (from a meta-philosophical sense of positioning)? (15.1)


By noting pre-conditional considerations, etc. How might we do this? By attending, first, to that genre or those genres that introduced that topic in question for such considerations. Then, examining the probable course of consequences felt most likely, through the adoption and adaptation of that genre of behaviour, in the light of apparent genre/s implied. In this we seek an ascertainment in probable, virtual terms of reference, in the light of its genre-framing, in order to determine the most likely possibilities and the apparent, relative existential merit of the same. These more possible  courses of enaction, framed by such genre, being evaluated and comparatively valued in order to decide whether that course of enaction should or should not be enacted; the differential value formation in an expected outcome to be delivered from such an intended course of behaviour being estimated in comparative terms of reference and inspected through the lenses of overall embodiment, embeddedness and embankment, and, from both preservational and conservational perspectives. A decision in enactment then noting the value of such outcomes in conjunction with the ability for that course of action to be enacted. A compromise being reached, in likely courses of engagement, between ease of facilitation and the overall expected value of its probable outcomes. More profitable outcomes obviously being preferred. In this we have should have recourse to past experience be that one's own and/or that of others. (15.2)


How should expected outcomes be examined. In and through an ordered analysis, again in the light of its genre framing. So, e.g., a straight forward act of murder would most likely not be countenanced on third order de-ontological terms (given the non-preservation of that relationship) and that form of ordered privileging would normally override any other form of ordered appreciation (say in a pure fourth order pragmatical assessment). Again, such privileging is usually pre-framed by the genre or genres being adopted and adapted in our consequential reading of that virtual event -situation (or series and/or set/s of event-situations). Our decision noting the expected enactive value and its ease of facilitation. (15.3)


Rather than having to sort through many possibilities our uptake of a relevant genre (or integrated set of genres), from experience, would seem to dictate more likely only a few highly probable candidates for enactive realization. (15.4)


As noted, we then need to appreciate, besides intended consequences, mis-intended consequences when our enative processes are not properly sequenced; unintended consequences and non-intended consequences when complete unknowns enter into that course or those courses of intended enaction. With unintended consequences we usually have a window of opportunity before they enter the picture if and when they should do so. (15.5)

Under meta-textual style we note the propriety, appropriateness and general validity of meta-textual genres in the adoption and adaptation exercised in that questioned task, series and/or set/s of tasks, to hand. (16) 


In a consequential analysis we note our use of genre or genres that appear to assist us in such deliberations. In a reverse process we now assess the relative merit of our genre invocation/s to date. In this process we tentatively assess in what manner a new form of adoption might be called for or merely the re-adaptation of a previously utilized genre or set of genres. With such possibilities we assess which of these two courses is more apposite if not, apparently, the most apposite once given our detailed specification of that event-situation/s in question? (16.1)


In this form of meta-textual appreciation we note internal propriety, external, contextually oriented appropriateness and(/or) the general validity (in terms of its preservation/conservation in truth conditions). (16.2)


'Propriety' is measured in terms of consistency and de-ontological considerations if they are relevant. (16.3)


'Appropriateness' is measured in terms of genre expectations and pragmatical (and de-ontological) considerations if they are relevant.(16.4)


'General validity' looks at the coherence of the former and the maintenance of prior truth conditions (i.e., the maintenance of identities and the possible positive forms of value amplification most likely entailed in such enactive interactions) as well as  the maintenance and fostering of established correlations, general alignment/s, enactive realization/s of intentional objectives, etc. (16.5)


The apposite and adequate realization of the above results in the general satisfaction realized in the enaction of our intentional intent, i.e., the overall satisfaction realized in those enactive terms of reference. I.e., as a general measure that the consequences of our enacted interventions (or non-interventions) have in establishing such an overall e/valuation of that intentional project/s or program/s in question. (16.6)


Thence the use of this meta-philosophical device of a thorough consequential analysis and its focusing/re-focusing on a revision of the genre/s utilized in that type of enactive situation/s. (16.5)


What other techniques does the meta-philosopher have at their disposal? (16.8)

Noting a need to both critically differentiate and integrate nested discourses, etc. 












(17)


As noted in a recent essay (dealing with the complexities of the environmental debate) we need to both critically differentiate various strands in a nested discourse and  observe the distinctive rules that apply to those individual types of discourse. However, we also need to integrate such an approach so that these individual forms of discourse do not wittingly or unwittingly deconstruct each other. (17.1)


Is there a need for such concern? Do nested debates or discourses regularly appear on our philosophical and non-philosophical horizons? (17.2)


A 'nested discourse' or 'nested debate' is one in which different forms or styles of discourse or debate are co-present. In an ordered analysis we will often find different forms of ordered value often cohere in the same text, series and/or set/s of texts. We have the classical example of the architect who is to design a bridge with ontological imperatives, namely, permanence and safety of that structure, and, pragmatical imperatives in observing the lowest possible cost for its construction without of course undermining those prior de-ontological imperatives. Look around and we should soon find many such examples where, e.g., different forms of ordered value are situated in different styles of consideration. (17.3)


On a superficial level of explication it behooves us not to confuse these different forms of e/valuation. E.g., we have a naturalistic fallacy when we (inexpertly) combine first order or second order descriptions with third de-ontological injunctions. So, e.g., all Northern Hemisphere swans are white, therefore, any swans found in the southern hemisphere must also be white. But black swans were found in Australia. However, on the other hand, there may well be situations where we can go from a second order to a third order, or v.v., if a situation appears to truly observe that form of a correlationship. E.g., in making qualitative assessments we can sometimes depend on prior quantitative forms of assessment. However, we need to have strong arguments in order to link the same. E.g., we could say that mortality figures in a hospital, divided by the number of admissions, could be a strong indicator of quality in medical care if all other factors were more or less equal. But we would need to be careful with such a shift from the first order quantitative to the second order qualitative. It may well be that our hospital has a large hospice where patients with a poor prognosis are cared for and the mortality in that hospital would then be a reflection of that form of care rather than some imputed deficit in overall medical care. (17.4)


Given that nested discourses are everywhere thence this need to carefully disentangle the same and re-assemble them in a form where apparent differences are observed and where apparent contradictions are resolved by suitable forms of qualification, etc. A task permitted through an observation and critical treatment of genre/s of mediation and genre/s of inter-mediation (in the mediation of the former).(17.5)


But, other considerations need to be also taken into account by the critical meta-philosopher (of a more technical nature). (17.6)

IV. Technical Application (and Practice)

By noting the limitations of pre-intentional, intentional and trans-intentional thought, etc., along with the roles played by transformational treatment, retreatment, etc. (18)


Nested discourses and debates can also be embedded in and between different levels in epistemological organization (and its formation of the overall epistemological hierarchy of the psyche). The distinction between emotive connotations and non-emotive denotations is one such consideration that observes this complication of our textual considerations. E.g., denotations might be meant to be intended in a positive sense but find a form of emotive contamination through its negatively associated connotations. Or, an existentially oriented judgment might be translated through a non-existentially oriented cognitive lens. That a process of rectification might be called for, i.e., a process of transition(ing) within the same distinction or aspect, or, a process of transformation between different types of distinctions or aspects (in the complex intentional complexion of that under such examination). In a weaker sense, transformation could also apply to any process of change. In terms of value, the positive amplification in value formation being seen as positive, etc., on the grounds that not all process of transformation need be positive in our pro-relational treatment of the relationship/s in question. (18.1)


'Treatment', 'retreatment', etc., are technical terms in the critical e/valuation of a process of interactive change. On the understanding that the (critical or non-critical) treatment of an initial product produces/reproduces a treated product raised by one met-degree. However, rarely, are we cognizant of that epistemological change in status and, equally, we do not deal directly with that form of productivity hence a need for its retreatment back on to the same par, more or less, dependent on treatment/retreatment pathways exercised through such transformational process of renormalization. Thence this critically differentiated 'zoo' of initial product/s, treatment pathway/s, treated product/s (raised by one meta degree), retreatment pathway/s, retreated products (dropped by one meta degree), etc., along with a critical need to differentiate the same. By 'etc.' we need to note that three styles of treatment can be conducted, namely, analytical, synthetical and nominological; i.e., a reductive breaking up, an integrated putting together, and, identificational to the extent identical identities are linked over space, time, sense determinations in our psychic mapping of the world, etc. Correctly, given that judgment is enacted transcendentally, i.e., trans-cognitively, these three styles or forms of treatment are moments in the overall transcendental suspension which is also known as the overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension (in order to differentiate it from hermeneutic circles formed merely through 'parts' and 'wholes').
 Then, under these three styles different forms of stylistic treatment/retreatment could be engaged/re-engaged further reinforcing this need for such critical treatment. (18.2)


Such treatment may seem rather medieval but in complex transformations we can carefully account for different forms of treatment by observing the same level of differentiation throughout. In language we note something of this distinction. E.g., if we were talking about a table we are then, correctly, discussing the 'tableness' of that table rather than the table per se. (18.3)


Another interesting aspect of this phenomenon of transformational treatment, attempting to parallel what happens in the intentional economy (etc.), is to try to understand how transformations can be enacted and result in different types of products, or, how interactive states of affairs can be entertained between different type of initial products, etc. E.g., how could pain phenomena in an affective mode be translated into a cognitive mode of perceptual experience and thence into a trans-cognitive mode when we note “I am in pain” and “this pain is worse that that had yesterday”, etc. Or how could one person interact with another person, or some inanimate object or state, etc. In many ways this approach is an essential simplification when compared to the richness of epistemological interactions that could be entertained, e.g., the judgment of the thought of of a painful perception, or, the idea of a memory of a certain perception, or, the memory of a dream about a certain person etc., etc. (18.4)


We could say that simplification is arrived at through these binary forms of transformation should they need to be sequenced or not sequenced. So instead of having to entertain a complex thought, say, along the line of a second order integration of a first order set of essential states subject to third order de-ontological and fourth order pragmatical reflection we could do this more simply along the lines of entertaining various sequentially enacted binary relationships in parallel, at least, effectively in parallel, in order to arrive at a final product resultant. So, 2' of 1' as 2'' and then 3' of 2'' as 3''' and 4' of 2'' as 4''', and, finally the comparison of 3''' with 4''' a preference for 3'''' or 4'''' of some form of integration of the same as 3/4''''. We could also notate this with multiple brackets and work our way outwards; so: {[3'(1'/2') + 4'(1'/2')]'''' = 3'''/4''' or 3/4'''} (18.5)


We also need to note that in this scheme the x of x is not x or non-x. E.g., as noted already, “the table(ness) of a table is not a table” being its “tableness”. (18.6)


In line with this observation we can also note that given 'the representation of a representation is not a representation (on the same meta level in status) it must also misrepresent the same (i.e., that initial text)'. However, once the misrepresentation is understood it then can no longer misrepresent itself to us in that same manner. Moreover, just as 'tableness is not a table', still, there is some isomorphic region that remains invariant under such transformations. Thence this element of rectification. (18.7)


Now, one slight problem remains, or, rather one exception(?). If the treatment of a product is to raise it by one degree then how can the retreatment of a treated product be brought back on par with the same or similar status of the initial product (subject to such treatment). Why not accept that it now should be raised two degrees? The point is to return to the initial status in question as realized in experience hence rectification. We do not live in meta-houses nor meta-meta-houses, etc! Thence the outline of a  transformational philosophy and its notions of treatment, retreatment, etc. (18.8)

By noting that gestalt fields can operate neither with a pure sense of foreground focus nor with a pure sense of background field identification nor with a pure sense of intentional subjectivity in an intentional/trans-intentional appreciation/s of the former. (19)


A very important tool for the meta-philosopher is to recognize that there can be no engagement with absolute forms of treatment (in transformational productivity). Let me explain. (19.1)


That which has no phenomenological existence for us cannot exist for us and, thence, its non-engagement. Engagement is in and through relationships of interaction and, therefore, demands a pro-relational stance. Engagement is the integration of the ontological encounter (with the directly entertained objectivity of the intentional objective in question) and is epistemological recognition. I.e., engagement through both encounter and recognition. Without either aspect engagement can be neither encountered nor be recognized. (19.2)


We can run a gestalt argument to bring this important point home for us! (19.3)


Many years ago, at university, I was asked to write an essay arguing “why we can only entertain non-contradictory thoughts”. I took an opposite tack an argued along the following lines that all our thoughts are internally contradictory and that only through processes of resolution can we start to make some sense out of such confusion. I argued that in a gestalt field there is a correlative relationship between foreground and background and that we need both to enter into some form of a relationship between the same. That meaning is relationally generated between these two polarities. That we cannot concentrate purely on foreground as if it were absolutely a perfect point, and, neither could we concentrate on the totality of the field as if it were the entire world. That we are stuck somewhere in between and can relatively privilege one or the other. Similarly, in a foreground we can neither absolutely differentiate similar concepts nor anti-concepts. So, e.g., the concept of 'hot' cannot be absolutely divorced from its correlative 'cold'. Or, this person cannot be absolutely differentiated from that person. What happens is we overlook such subtleties and impute an absolute distinction between, e.g., this person and that person, or, e.g., that person and myself, or, we just overlook the fact that the meaningfulness of 'hot', e.g., is correlatively derived in and through its relative relational difference with its correlative concept of 'cold'. Concepts cannot be absolutely differentiated from their correlative parties and contextual backgrounds and that to do so in an absolute, or rather an absolutist philosophy is to a party to practicing meaningful-nonsense! We have already overlook this state of absolute differentiation and then overlooked that the same is just not possible whilst at the same time not being adequately aware that we just cannot engage so-called absolutes absolutely! Indeed, how could we engage that which cannot be engaged, neither encountered nor recognized! To do otherwise is to commit oneself to talking and/or writing nonsense... and behaving foolishly! (19.4)


This dialectical principle, without doubt, critically enacted, is one of the meta-philosophers most valuable tools, indeed, one of their most potent weapons!! (19.5)

Given concepts need gestalt contrast to be made meaningful in our sense of world it follows that no one concept, etc., can be isolated and entertained in and through or by itself alone. (20)


That the entire world, as our home, for-us, is constructed in this manner! (20.1)


We live in an emergent sea of value, i.e., between the rippling waves of interacting sense, meaning and meaningfulness, and, not in a world of absolutely discrete atoms! 'Atoms' exists but only relatively, not in any absolutely self-contained, non-relational sense of engagement! (20.2)


Remember: engagement through relationships and relationships through engagement! (20.3)


To talk about something, anything, it must be differentiated. But absolute differentiation can not be entertained. Therefore, its relative entertainment as that in a process of non-absolute differentiation. (20.4)


By such means we really do eat and have our cake (uneaten) at the same time so to speak. (20.5)


What the meta-philosophical ramifications of this dialectical principle? (20.6)


That absolute entities, much beloved by ideologically driven and over-committed philosophers, have no real existence(s) whatsoever! That to prattle on in this manner is to talk nonsense! In the process entertaining non-viable forms of philosophical practice that stand no one in good stead; neither the philosopher nor their associates for whom they should be acting as rational agents. (20.7)


An important consequence of this insight into the non-existence of absolute concepts, etc., and, that only relative entities can be engaged, etc., is that by running this ruler over such veritable nonsense philosophers, hopefully, can truly re-engage the world in a more helpful manner. By appositely and adequately exercising meta-philosophical techniques, viable forms of philosophical reflection and enaction can be usefully entered into by philosophers and non-philosophers alike; on both their own behalf and the behalf of all others.... (20.8) 


By treating all 'concepts' as relative, non-absolute and provisional much nonsense, interminably trundled out on the stage of philosophical drama, can be permanently disposed of. By such a simple feat, philosophers, and non-philosophers too, then, can truly earn for themselves an invaluable place in this world. (20.9)


...And that what goes (in our understanding) for concepts applies to everything else (given their relative conceptual nomination, and denomination through sense determination, etc., in our cultural vision/s of world as lived)..!! (20.10)

Thus making the person who argues for such a scheme look totally misguided; would you believe a person who told you they were doing impossible things... at any time of the day! (21)


Doing impossible things... I have argued elsewhere that we can make an loose distinction between the non-rational and the irrational along the lines that if we repeat as pattern of bizarre behaviour often enough for it to be accepted as normal or near normal then we present ourselves with an instance of the 'non-rational'. If bizarre behaviour remains bizarre in that culture despite iteration or in spite of the same then we can classify it as 'irrational'. However, given that the intentional economy directs all enacted behaviour it follows that even the bizarre is not without a considerable rational basis behind the same. What constitutes this element or aspect of the bizarre is the inability for contradictions to be adequately resolved (or effectively deconstructed) in the enaction of such intentions and its associated patterns of behaviour. (21.1)


An absolutist philosopher is one that practices, unwittingly or wittingly, this element of the bizarre in either non-rational or irrational degrees of nonsensical enaction/s. What is passed off as sensible philosophical analysis in truth masquerades as a form of sensible-nonsense, i.e., posing as meaningful but possessing no possible sense, needs to be demonstrated as such. How might this exposure be demonstrated? (21.2)


Let me do this, for convenience, through supplying the following ad hoc list of categories in the form of twelve pairs that should not be insisted upon in any form of an absolute assertion, i.e., in an absolutist(ic) manner:


1.
Focal/local versus Contextual/Global


2.
Simple versus Complex


3.
Objective versus Non-Objective


4.
Objective versus  Inter-Objective


5.
Possible versus Actual



6.
Active versus Passive


7.
Subjective versus  Non-Subjective


8.
Subjective versus Inter-Subjective


9.
Realistic versus Idealistic


10.
Rational versus Empirical


11.
Rational versus Irrational


12.
Ontological/Content versus Epistemological/Process (21.3)


Let me now explore this scheme (as a critical grid for differentiating sense or sensibleness, from patent or latent nonsense). (21.4)


In effect, we are either over over-preferencing and/or over-prioritizing that under such scrutiny. Essentially, furthermore, becoming fixated with either an isolation of the too focalized or the too contextualized... as noted in our gestalt argument (e.g., 19.3). Thence the point made by our first pair. (21.5)


Identity, likewise, can be presented as neither absolutely simple (in presentation, representation/re-presentation) nor as absolutely complex (without the semblance of some integrated integrity of identity/identities), etc., etc. (21.6)


Similarly, we cannot claim that identity, in any form, is absolutely isolated from its context and the world as lived (whose transcendental possibility-actuality is embedded in this dialectical principle [of non isolated, non-absolute differentiation/non-differentiation, or, non-absolute isolation in identity formation]). Relationships are dialectical in the sense that they consist of more than one party or aspect, and, in turn, are embedded in a relational matrix of significance. That absolute prioritization or preferentialization is impossible to engage, i.e., encounter and/or recognize. (21.7)


Our gestalt argument indicates that identity cannot be extrapolated beyond its relative context of origination. Sever that relational linkage and you completely sever its sense, meaning and meaningfulness, i.e., its semblance of value. Indeed, to that extent this de-linkage is insisted on then to that same degree, in truth, the irrational has been approached. Although, we should note, that both the absolutely rational and the absolutely irrational cannot be engaged, and, that as a result we could argue that we deal with varying degrees of the relatively non-rational. However, processes of resolution, in sympathy with invoked genres of behaviour, considerably ameliorate these intentional tensions. The ongoing processes of resolution entered into establishing the associated ongoing relational natures of those relationships in question (given that the relationship is in evidence in and through such ongoing processes of resolution). (21.8)


Explore the following: the intentional process is replete with an intentional objective and its intentional semblance of context. Neither can be thought apart from each other. The intentional objectivity is the intending towards the intentional object in that field of presentation/representation/re-presentation, etc. Just as process-and-content cannot be thought completely apart. Similarly, given the co-relative presence, etc., of the intentional object(ive)/s-and-intentional-field we just cannot, then, either absolutely privilege or prioritize the same. Hence, at the end of the day, despite our predilections for one or the other, given we are normally prejudiced towards one polarity or the other, we cannot absolutely isolate the intentional object(ive) from its intentional context of presentation, etc., therefore, this prejudice of privileging or prioritizing the realistic  (preference for an intended 'object') over the idealistic (preference for an intentional 'field' and associated 'intentional subjectivity'), or v.v., just cannot be meaningfully entertained. It is either both or neither, and, not one or the other! If we are entertaining an (intentionally presented) 'object' then we are also entertaining an intentional 'field' and its associated intentional 'subjectivity'.(or context of intentional origination). As stated, either both or neither. If one part is present then the other party must also be present! By all means be a relative realist or a relative idealist if that is felt to be appropriate but note you cannot absolutely insist on isolating such distinctions! But, then, why be a realist or idealist, when we can no longer insist on such an absolutistic distinction?! It is this manoeuvre, expedited by the exercise of an overall transcendental suspension; that promotes the critical transcendental phenomenologist as someone who can no longer preference either a realist position or an idealist position… and, thereby, put a final end to such a pointless controversy. (21.9)


In the same vein either member of these other eleven pairs likewise cannot be isolated in an impossible absolutistic manoeuvre that projects their impossible imputation beyond their gestalt-epistemological terms of origination. (21.10)



The same dialectic applies to tripartite polarities like text, meta-text, non-text; or, intentional foreground, field, associated subjectivity; or phenomenological sense, hermeneutical meaning and existential meaningfulness, etc. (21.11)


Or, again, the same in our six-fold ordered divisions of the pre-essential, essential-aesthetic, de-ontological, pragmatical, hermeneutical and ontical. (21.12)


Let me work our way further through this of these twelve pairs of correlatives as noted in this chart in 21.3. (21.13)


By objective we mean identity formed or simulated in inter-objective space and time. By non-objective, in this instance, is meant conditions that are not bound by spatial-temporal coordinates/coordination. E.g., concepts, intentional processes themselves given that intentional objectivity need not be perceptual-like terms of reference alone and thence its connections with epistemological forms of engagement such as classifications, memories, dreams, desires, etc. Again, interactions with such aspects implies the non-absolute separation between such non-objective aspects. (21.14)


The objective is also in an intimate relationship with the inter-objective; just as an intentional objective cannot be absolutely isolated from its background of origination, so, too, the objective cannot not be correlated with the inter-objective. Thence this form of correlativity. (21.15)


Possibilities versus actualities is also a contrast that cannot be drawn in an absolutely isolated sense. Pure possibility would imply nothing there, and, pure actuality would imply that no change could take place and thence no 'process' of interaction could take place either! So, dismiss all talk of pure possibility and pure actuality, such expressions are empty of all significance other than to appear to be meaningful when in truth all meaning, etc. has been evacuated. Such empty talk can be classified as meaningful-nonsense – we may think we understand but in an absolutistic mode all semblance of sense has withdrawn leaving only a linguistic shell whose nominations and denomination might be understood if returned to their relative, conventional terms of reference. Speculative theologies are particularly prone to this form of linguistic abuse. 'Pure actuality' has as much chance of existing as pure possibility, i.e., none! (21.16)


'Active' in contrast to the 'passive' is another correlative combination in which  we should recognize that the active party cannot exists without a passive party, and v.v.  Thus pure activeness and pure passiveness are no where to be engaged, and, the presence of one implies the presence of the other without implying a symmetrical relationship here. A paragraph of text written predominantly in an active voice could have a few passive insertions written into it, or v.v., without the implications that relatively overt or convert readings need be co-present with the same intensity/intensities. (21.17)


Subjective versus non-subjective is a polarity that implicates, e.g., our embodiment, or, the resistance 'asserted' by inanimate objects to the passage of our embodiment, etc. The moral here is that our appreciation of subjectivity cannot be conducted apart from embodiment, material constraints, the world as lived, other subjects, etc. Beware the false philosopher who seems to argue otherwise! In this formula, to be reiterated: pure subjectivity cannot be engaged given that it could be neither encountered nor recognized! (21.18)


Similarly, the absolute loneliness of the individual is a foolish fiction. Yes, there may be times when we feel lonely, cut off from others, but, we could not feel lonely if we were absolutely isolated from others. Neither can we have an absolute (absolutistic) relationship with our own sense/s of self! We cannot even be absolutely self-absorbed. That all sense/s of self is/are constituted in and through our subjective-inter-subjective world of interactions. All relational events are constituted for-us in and through genres of behaviour that are inter-subjectively oriented patterns of behaviour that an origin in very culture/s we inhabit before we were even born! In relative terms of reference there are distinctions to be made. It is true that through my own embodiment that I find myself in this world of the other from this my distinctively embodied point of view, however, the very manner of such appreciation must also recognize this inter-subjective, meta-textual dimension of our genres of behaviour in order to just being to formulate all our intentional thinking. We think through our own eyes and also though the eyes of other, indeed, all others both alive, dead and, perhaps, even those not yet born? (21.19)


Realistic versus idealistic has been dealt with but our reconsideration of these correlatives is such that it be well worth revisiting, namely, that in the intentional economy we cannot give an absolute preference to either the intentional object/ive nor the field or the associated sense of intentional subjectivity. Of course, we can give subtle and less subtle forms of preferencing or prioritizing of these tripartite aspects or orientations of the gestalt field thence our six orders and their relatively distinctive forms of value formation, or the mere fact that we can focus on an object/ive in that field, just, that this cannot be done absolutely. Neither in the form of an absolute preference nor an absolute act of prioritization. In the simulation of our intentional engagement all aspects of the intentional field must be co-present... and not otherwise! (21.20)


Rational versus empirical is another set of correlatives that need to be addressed as co-intended. In effect, another version of the idealist-realist debate. Our focusing on empirically oriented sense-data et al cannot be conducted apart form the empirical field and our associated sense of subjectivity (and associated inter-subjectivity). It can be argued that our rationality only resides on a spectrum between the impossible poles of the rational and the irrational, and, through processes of resolution we attempt to move closer to the pole of rationality. Then, effectively, all in between is in some sense merely non-rational which takes on the patina of normality through processes of resolution that induce a more directed sense of intentionality that cold not be arrived at if the intentional economy could not find forms of resolution, resolve, directedness, well-diminished contradictoriness, etc. (21.21)


This brings us to the relatively fundamental distinction of the ontological, or less fundamental sense of intentional content versus the relatively fundamental epistemological, or less fundamental sense of intentional process. One without the other is impossible to contemplate. Given that meaning is arrived at through apposite and adequate relational contrast where else can we go to conduct a sensible discourse.  (21.3)


At no time, therefore, can we ever actually engage 'impossible things', of the likes as indicated above, given their implicit correlativity embedded in thought! (21.13)

So, please, no absolute privileging or prioritization, and an ensuing proliferation, of universals, particulars, divine beings, souls, world or worlds, freedoms, causal determinations, any linguistically articulated entities, non-rational and irrational patterns of behaviour, etc., etc! (22)


So, in the light of this dialectical principle, that emerges from our gestalt argument, we could formulate a forever widening list of banned entities, except, they are not so much banned as impossible to actually engage, despite all protests to the contrary, i.e., either in an ontological encounter (as an intentional objective) or through its epistemological recognition (in an associated intentional field)! (22.1)


Of course, relative privileging or qualified prioritization is permitted for how else are we to get started or finished, entertain a variety of courses of possible enaction, etc. It is by such means that our six orders produce/reproduce/re-produce different courses of enaction and permit us to simulate/enact one or more of the same, etc. (22.2)


We can also invoke a phenomenal-phenomenological principle of engagement. That, it is only through phenomenal-phenomenological engagement that such engagement makes sense whereas all other forms of non-engaged engagement can make no sense. So, e.g., in a provisional theology that claims to have existential and spiritual significance, the inability for the Divine or for some form of the numinous to have either direct and/or indirect interaction with a person or persons, and v.v., makes a complete mockery of that same topic! (22.3)


What does not exist for-us may as well not exist for-us! (22.4)


We can also propose, in the light of the above, a principle of commutative asymmetry, i.e., all relationships are two way (or multiform in interactive directedness) but such interactiveness can never be absolutely equal! Just as we cannot think a perfect balance between activeness and passiveness, or any other form of privileging or prioritization, etc. The ensuing implication also following, namely, that the overall transcendental suspension can never be perfectly co-opted, thence its ongoing nature given such subtle imbalances in our intentional attention/inattention, etc. (22.5)


No doubt every passionate meta-philosopher will have a list of their favourite bugbears in this regard. Philosophies that promote an over-committed privileging of particulars over universal, or v.v., or, the over-promotion of a realism versus an idealism, or v.v., or an absolute privileging of the first person singular and/or plural over a second person or a third person, or  inter vice versa, raises my (s)hackles given that to get out of such impossible corner/s or contradictions necessitates an enormous amount of quibbling and commentary and sub-commenting that that poor philosopher would have hardly any time to deal with the real problems of our existence and our existence with-others! (22.6)


The technical term of 'proliferation' alerts us to the human tendency to overdo things, especially if it works for us; appears to address certain fears and tensions (and renders non-rational behaviour seemingly rational through normative iteration and not through re-normative re-iteration via the critical use of the overall suspension). (22.7)

Our terms are metaphorical approximations whose relative proximity or non-proximity should not be over-reached in their engagement given the qualified directness of all relational interaction and that all relationships are co-interactive in terms of their active modalities as simulated in and through the existential economy. (23)


Metaphors are conjunctive suspensions where 'like' is read as 'both like and not like'. So, if we say 'the moon is like a blue cheese' what we mean is 'that the moon is both like a blue cheese and not like a blue cheese'. A rhetorical act of interrogation is a dis-conjunctive suspension in the sense that asking a question invokes an 'either/or'. E.g., the question 'have you eaten?' means 'have you either recently eaten or not recently eaten?'. Our philosophical terms, be they traditional or contemporaneously innovative, should be treated as 'analogies'. So, we may philosophically use, e.g., terms like 'soul' or 'self', 'simulations', 'relationships', etc., etc., but to do in a critical sense we must treat them as analogies and not as absolute/absolutist entities. Hence this injunction to treat such terminology as 'metaphorical approximations'. (23.1)


The ongoing overall transcendental suspension is conceived as a tripartite relationship between the metaphorical suspension (under the textual moment of intentional objectivity and its province of the phenomenological), the rhetorical suspension (under the meta-textual moment of the intentional field and its province of the hermeneutical) and a third moment of the non-textual. This third moment has been defined as the balance of the two former suspensions and as forming the province of the existential in a so-called non-systematic sense. When we entertain an ongoing balance of all three moments then I envisage the full flowering of the existential in a so-called systematic sense. The enactment of the overall transcendental suspension is more something we do all the time without having to think about it. E.g., every time we reflect, enact a judgment, attempt to appreciate some form of value, etc. It can be enhanced through various philosophical tricks like running things in a rhetorically oriented parallel, e.g., 'is this good?' or 'is this not good?', 'is this beautiful?' or 'is this not beautiful?', etc. Other tricks could co-opt a sense of simulatedness, i.e., by invoking a merely analogical comparison, e.g., this is merely like x, this merely like y, etc. Then, the quality of our engaged feedback can also tell us if we are moving in the right direction existentially. In effect, when we exercise a pro-relational stance where we attempt to take the point of view of the relationship/s as we find ourselves embodied, embedded, embanked, etc. We could imagine ourselves on this side of the street looking this way and then on that side of the street looking in the opposite direction and by such richness of perspective intuit a greater appreciation of that reality in question. And by many other stratagems that appear to invoke this enriched existential sense of an in depth appreciation of the phenomenal-phenomenological reality currently under investigation. (23.2)


'Simulation/s' is a term used in a Postmodern sense of a simulation of a simulation (realized through retention) and not a simulation of that which is not being simulated, being pre-existent before that act of simulation, etc. By such means running a line through all dual metaphysics of 'a reality and an appearance' of which we are only privy to the latter. Here, we can in the form of a paradoxical analogy, say the world is all surface but some surfaces have more depth or richness or value to them. Discarding such metaphysical dualism or triadism, etc., means we are no longer beholden to a metaphysical absolutism as presented in an absolutist metaphysics. (23.3)


By doing away with such metaphysical distance, often formulated in a manner that can never be crossed or breached, we find ourselves once again re-immersed in a world of direct interactiveness. In a relationship we stand in a relationship with that with which we are being related. Thence this directness of interactive entanglement that is the very hallmark of a relationship. It now behooves us to ask when are we more directly entangled and less directly entangled. When I see an apple I am directly relating to that apple. When I dream of an apple or remember an apple recently eaten I am directly related with such images. Obviously, the apple in the world as lived is a richer form of engagement since I can reach out and touch that apple and not merely think about what it would be like to do so if I were to imagine such contact. Of course I could imagine eating a dream apple that is very fragrant, crisp, crunchy and very tasty and sweet. But, as argued on innumerable occasions, that dream apple will not support my current physiological needs like hunger, need for energy, etc., and, so, overall the dream apple is not as richly engaged overall as a so-called real, non-virtual apple might be both encountered and recognized. (23.4)


All intentional objects are directly encountered but not all intentional objectives are equivalent and hence we can discern, usually, the modal differences between a non-virtual apple, a dream apple, a remembered apple, a wax apple, etc., etc. (23.5)


Direct engagement is also two-way or reciprocal and relatively mutual in orientation. 'Relatively mutual' depending on its alignment with ourselves, our ability to engage the same, our existential attitude towards the same, etc. (23.6)


Information realized and/or communicated is also realized through progressive alignment through re-alignment, through re-de-mis-alignment, between the various correlations that allow us to engage such alignment and all processes of transformation realized therein. E.g., that very red apple on this tree looks nicer to eat that these less red ones on this other branch. I will move closer and look more closely. I taste this apple, and, find my opinion was correctly formed, etc. (23.7)


In a similar manner, viable Philosophy is enacted through such investigations into correlations, alignments, and, transitions and transformation that could be enacted therein. Examining e/valuations into such modal complexities as engaged in and through our relationships. Our simulations taking on a richer existential complexion when engaged in an apposite and adequate attitude that is proper, appropriate and valid; i.e., without serious internal contradictions, external coherence and overall consistency, etc. (23.8)


This nexus of value presenting/representing/re-presenting the existential economy as ''the simulation of a value' and 'the value of simulation'”, etc. (23.9)


By 'active' is meant those modalities experienced in and through a flux of differentiation; that modally centers our current phenomenal-phenomenological preoccupations. When we are engaged in visual perception, e.g, our intentional attention is pre-occupied with the same. (23.10)

Thus such polarities, as orientations, can be engaged in relative terms of reference, i.e., ontologically encountered and epistemologically recognized, as (presented, represented and re-presented) proxies, as relatively invariant patterns of information, without insisting on their imputed absoluteness and ensuing absolute impossibility. (24)


Relative yes, absolute no! (24.1)


As simple as that. With such a scheme we can now determine what makes relative sense and what makes relatively absolute nonsense (if I am allowed to make this rhetorical exaggeration given that 'absolute nonsense' is just as impossible to engage as absolute sense! (24.2)


Given this sheer absence of the absolutely rational we cannot expect all intentional reports to be completely in alignment with their own appreciation of their own intentions. To some extent deconstruction always has a field to play with in this regard. On the other hand, the hermeneut can relatively divine intentional aspirations and plans of intent from the textual depositions apparently associated with the same in conjunction with various techniques where apparent intent appears to have been reinforced through processes of iteration given that iteration is the underlying mechanism for phenomenal-phenomenological experience in the first place. We 'see' this phenomenon of iteration expressed in the formula of 'presentation, representation and re-presentation' as aspects of the overall transcendental suspension/overall hermeneutic circle, i.e., textual/phenomenal-phenomenological presentation, meta-textual/hermeneutical representation and non-textual/existential re-presentation, etc. At the core of such an economy (and economies) we find the relatively invariant isomorphic transformational invariance which allows us to posit change to some form of an identity that relatively survives such change and transmits such variation/s (on this theme of identity). (24.3)


So, polarities as orientations, as dialectical moments, etc., can be engaged in relative terms of reference, but, not in absolute/absolutist terms of reference. A critical philosopher should refuse to accept such absolute fictions masquerading as profound insights, when, in truth, we have little more that meaningful-nonsense. Meaningful in the sense that language is recognized but not the absolutist content of such empty expressions. Then this critical philosopher can now move on to doing important work clarifying real problematic issues and how they might be better or best resolved without recourse to such errant and often arrogant nonsense. (24.4)


We could present this type of insight in the following another form: let us engage with that which can be engaged with, and, let us engage better with that which can be so engaged! (24.5)


Thence our ontological encountering of that which can be intentionally encountered and an epistemological recognition of that which can be intentionally recognized... as all else is nonsense, or, rather, a relative absence of sense..! (24.6)

V. Conclusion (and Critique)

So, the meta-philosopher notes texts, meta-textual genres and non-textually derived value formations; noting distinctively (ordered) forms of value, etc., without absolutely privileging that which cannot exist beyond its apposite manner and degree of employment or deployment, and, existentially intervenes in a spirit of a transcendental reservation, i.e., on the behalf of all relationships as they stand embodied, embedded [with others] and embanked [in this world as lived]). (25)


So, how does the meta-philosopher assist the philosopher et al? A recipe is spelt out to this end. This approach here is entertained through a textual lens (i.e., the full phenomenal-phenomenological treatment/retreatment of textual formation/s); through noting ordered distinctions and their integration by means of genres, genres of mediation, inter-mediation, etc; that privileging (or prioritization) should not proceed beyond an apposite level of active transcendental employment or passive transcendental deployment (as realized in the intentional constitution of significance and value, etc.)., and, existential intervention should proceed through our co-identification of the sympathetically and empathetically simulated ambit of the relationship itself to the extent, effectively, that we are acting on its behalf. Thence this concept of a transcendental reservation. (25.1)


Breaking this down, this sequence of attitudes notes relevant textual formations;  apparent invocation of genres in the contextual framing of that mode of discourse; and an attempt to discern value formations instrumental in the formation and reading of those textual depositions, and, by such means, to be found indicative of the apparent existential economy operating therein. A process of insightful alignment progressively verified through forms of closer re-alignment and the issuing of a greater existential excess in e/valuation that would arise from such closer identification. (25.2)


The invocation, evocation, etc., of ordered forms of value formation implies a need for the critical exercise of distinctions and accommodations in our treatment/retreatment of the same; a set of tasks assisted through uncovering the apparent genres involved in their apparent thematization and enaction, consequential analysis, critical reflections, etc. (25.3)


Without exercising fraudulent forms of philosophical nonsense, and, by discarding the same should they be present! With respect to the latter, looking for forms of amplification in value formation and enacting patterns of existentially oriented intervention. (25.4)


How are such interventions arrived at? Through transcendental reservations! By acting on the behalf of those embodied, embedded and embanked relationships as found relevant in that process of intervention. Assisted by our experience of existential surpluses or excesses of value arrived at in and through such existential forms of engagement. Such non-calculated 'calculations' being engineered by relationships themselves without or with our help should it not be called for or be called forth! (25.5)

So, philosophical progress is made when non-progressive philosophical nonsense is revealed as nonsense (and as a waste of our philosophical time), and, philosophical sensibleness is achieved when we obtain positive forms of insight through re-positioned re-direction into that to hand (along with forms of concomitant value enrichment in our intersecting relationships through preservation and conservation). (26)


So, what is achieved by the meta-philosopher acting on the behalf of the philosopher et al?


A removal of apparent nonsense, whether it masquerades as meaningful or not. A promotion of an existentially oriented value amplification. How is this amplification experienced? (26.2)


Through an overall enrichment of our relationships be that in embodied terms of reference, an embedded appreciation of the nexus of all our relationships in this world as lived, and, how we stand in this world through our interaction with it through embankment, i.e., how it both supports us and enriches our existence with-others. (26.3)


What is entailed in this enrichment? The establishment of an access to more modalities of active interaction, and, an intensification of our interactions therein. An uncovering of additional modes of thematic interaction, i.e., additional tropes of engagement along with forms of re-invagination or folding over of value formation, i.e., finding other forms of address in and through those already to hand in our increased awareness of opportunities thus presented (represented and re-presented). (26.4)


That our relationships are intersecting and directly engaged (in terms of the active modalities therein presented, etc.). (26.5)


Amplification of value formation is enacted to what end? (26.6)


Towards the assistance of enriching our relationships with the non-non-preservation of those relationships in play and their conservational amplification (through incrementally organized, non-chaotically oriented augmentation and through positively oriented, chaotically (re-)self-organized enhancement). (26.7)


All this is inescapably linked to greater degrees of insight. An insightfulness that finds closer forms of alignment between texts, meta-texts and non-texts; objectivity, inter-objectivity, subjectivity and inter-subjectivity; between desires and ambitions, motivations and memories, patterns of appreciation and overall reflection; in effect, finding deeper modes of appreciation that allow us to better understand the functioning of the existential economy in its ongoing formation of value. (26.8)


Unfortunately, intentional enaction cannot be perfectly realized, only adequately realized over time at best, and, hopefully, in keeping with the nature of our overall being in this world with others...? (26.9)

VI. Technical Conclusion (and Critique)

From the ideality of our emplacement, through embodiment, embeddedness and embankment, the world has many issues that need to be seriously engaged through the reality of our displacement because our intended objectives cannot be instantaneously achieved, etc! (27)


Let us look at these recipes from a more technical perspective. (27.1)


There is a certain sense where we have an ideal understanding of where we are coming form and where we would like to go to. Let us say we are emplaced in the world through the net ramifications of our embodiment, embeddedness and embankment; i.e., the net state of our embodiment (and the embodiment of others, especially those more related to us through some form of proximity), our overall embeddedness in a relational matrix of relationships with other persons and organizations, and, our net standing in the world as a participant in this world (through our patterns of consumption, textualization, interactions with others, etc.). This is our emplacement. However, because we cannot realize immediately and perfectly our intentional designs upon this world we must also experience a sense of displacement; i.e., to that extent our idealization of the world as lived is not met in our current expectations. Thence our current displacement. Along with a need to displace that displacement, incremental adjustment by incremental adjustment… (27.2)


What are the obvious reasons that our idealized vision of the world displaces our sense of emplacement? (27.3)


We can think of an intentional project or program and the process of its intentional instantiation, or enaction, can only be conducted as a process that is rooted, more or less, in a certain period of time in a certain region of space with direct or indirect connection to ourselves or some other person or persons in order to discharge this intentional directedness demanded by the nature of that interaction, series of interactions and/or set/s of interactions. (27.4)


We can define a 'project' as a 'simple program' with one or a few more steps in a sequence, organized by the invocation of its implicated genre of behaviour, that intentionally oversees its effective realization. But, even here a simple project cannot be instantaneously realized nor perfectly realized but, for all those limits, perhaps, can be adequately realized within the reasonable limits of such natural constraints. In a dark room you may want to strike a match, e.g. in order to see where you put your keys, where the door is, so as to avoid the furniture given that the light switch is beside the door on the other side of the room. It all takes time. Even if that project is a sequence with one step it takes time to enact. Of course, perfection need not being aimed for. What is desired is an adequate enaction of the sequence of steps that would oversee the completion of that project along with an obviation of mis-intended, unintended consequences, etc. (27.5)


Thence our emplacement through embodiment, etc., and, our displacement through having our intentional world limited by our being in this world as lived. (27.6)

Thence an ongoing need for a double displacement through exposing nonsense, clarifying sense, articulating and integrating desires, arguing for and enacting projects and programs that amplify mutual value formation, getting us to re-engage our moral compasses, creating deeper correlations and forms of alignment (through re-alignment) in our engagement with-others through this promotion of the existential economy that informs this world as lived, etc. (28)


So, now, our recipe/s take a more technical turn. What is desired is a double displacement, i.e., a displacement of our displaced emplacement. (28.1)


This is existentially furthered, e.g., through exposing nonsense from a meta-philosophical point of view. (28.2) 


Clarifying and amplifying what is not nonsensical in orientation and, in the process, concentrating on those more areas of our existentially enacted projects and programs that need to be enacted and can find a greater degree of existential profitability; i.e., the preservation and conservation of our relationships. Thence the associated amplification/s in value formation that assist us in our passage through World-of-Life as expressed through this world as lived as we stand before-others, with-others, etc. (28.3)


An important part of this intentional program behind this double displacement is an integration of our motivation, i.e., an articulation and integration of our desires, ambitions, diminution of our fears and anxieties, etc., etc. Such resolution necessitates an integrated plan or approach concentrating on the more important essentials. (28.4)


In this we need to seriously re-engage our moral compasses given that others can override such discrimination and that from habit/s other forms of over-iterated oversight may come into play in that regard. (28.5)


In our research to such ends we need to investigate and enact certain apposite correlations, rectify processes of alignment, promote positive incremental transitions and positive trans-incremental processes of transformation. The latter being incrementally orchestrated and chaotically re-directed towards more existentially profitable areas of concern. Existentially oriented enaction, usually, both preserving relationships and conserving them, through amplified forms of value enrichment, being conducted in keeping with the experiential nature of those relationships. (28.6)


In effect, promoting the functioning of the existential economy at the center of all value formation. (28.7)


How is value promoted? Existentially! Through adopting and adapting a pro-relational stance, through enacting a double displacement within the relational matrix of our world as lived. In effect, facilitating our passage through this World-of-Life. Thence the mission of the meta-philosopher, and philosopher et al, to put this pursuit into practice, and, give short shift to those philosophical games whose consequences have little positive and beneficial impact on the lives of others... and to confront those issues that existentially need urgent forms of address.... (28.8)

Demonstrating and refining an ongoing existential orientation and defusing a non-existential orientation through existentializing such relative inauthenticity. (29)


Critical philosophers and meta-philosophers are both existentialists! Their roles are to induce enhanced flows in positive value formation. Enhancement is self-defined in terms of a pro-relational stance that promotes that relational complexity currently to the fore before focus; that which promotes our overall emplacement from embodied, embedded and embanked perspectives. In this our current displacement is noted and addressed in as beneficial manner as possible. In other words being addressed in as efficiently a manner as possible through noting the possibilities of re-direction proposed by that central relationship itself. Thence our need to be attuned to this relational state of affairs? (29.1) 


How is this to be expedited? Thorough promoting an ongoing existential orientation and defusing a relatively non-existential orientation through existentialization. Existentialization, therefore, is of the relatively non-existential, the relatively non-authentic or the relatively inauthentic. Hence existentialization is not of the relatively existential per se. (29.2)


How might the relatively inauthentic be discerned? We could look at the relationship in question and attempt to discern what is relatively authentic. At the core of all relationships is this region of authenticity by virtue of the fact that each and every relationships has a phenomenal-phenomenological existence by virtue of the ongoing processes of resolution that establish the facticity of that relationship as an existential fact above and beyond its mere materiality of embodiment given that such an excess in e/valuation is in ongoing existence through processes of ongoing resolution that instantiate that relational state of affairs. By noting the existential status of such current emplacement we can then turn our attention to those relatively non-existential aspects of the relationship that seem to remain problematic. In other words, then set about to address those aspects that appear dissonant, different, non-integrated, disparate, overly competitive, difficult, distressed, disturbing, destructive of that relationship... and other relationships, etc. (29.3)


Thence this great existential insight that existentialization applies only to the relatively non-existential, the relatively inauthentic or the relatively non-authentic and not otherwise! (29.4)


And how might we judge our successfulness or otherwise in this regard? (29.5)


By an e/valuation that looks at changes in harmonic differentiation to the extent that existentialization promotes the same, and, de-existentilization de-promotes that process of harmonization along with its associated existential hallmarks that would otherwise characterize an enhancement in its existential status. That, through such feedback, we soon find, through such comparative differentiation, whether we have adopted and adapted a pro-relational understanding in harmony with a positive exhibition of its apparent teleology, apparent intent and sense of purpose, etc. (29.6)

Existentially engaging, therein, the other as non-other!! (30)


Western Philosophy could well be accused of having been obsessed with the apparent isolation of the individual in a world of alienation and intrinsic loneliness. A miserable sinner cut off not only from God but also from our direct engagement with all beings... in an absolute otherness from others...! (30.1)


Of course, in experience, the world is completely entertained otherwise but don't let the dictated habits of philosophy overrule these many readings of companionship, friendship, recognition by unknown others, occasions of loving intimacy, the kindness of strangers, and so on... and in the process, rule out such a great story. (30.2)


Who should we blame for heading us down this sad cul de sac in mistaken philosophical reflections? Plato, Descartes, Kant... perhaps an entire philosophical tradition stretching from Modernity to Postmodernity... and beyond..? (30.3)


Let us quickly revisit the notion of 'subjectivity'. Now, as noted, our overall emplacement, our current sense of standing in this world as lived, is a collective reflection of our embodiment, embeddedness and embankment. Of course, in such emplacement we must also stand somewhat displaced by virtue of the fact that we cannot immediately and perfectly put our intentional world into non-intentional practice in a realization of such intent. Even the simple striking of a match will take time... and may not be successful on a first strike... and once lit that may well be considered sufficient to our objectives even if that flame cannot be kept burning for very long. But, this is a pessimistic reading. The existential core of our relationships means that we are making some relational progress in our passage through this world. In essence, overall, we might say, on balance, that we are heading in the right direction for us even if we may appear to be wayward or misguided by others. That, a double displacement would merely entail a refinement of those aspects that are in existential harmony with the essential nature of that relationship in question. Indeed, promoting the relationship in question through more of the same. What are the ramifications of this apparent insight? (30.3)


That existentialization, effectively, on one hand, merely reinforces patterns of authenticity already in play, and on the other, only re-directs relatively essential, non-central aspects... although such incremental transitions, on occasions, on reaching points of bifurcation, can make for relatively novel forms of re-direction even though, correctly, the fundamental nature of the relationship in question cannot be substantially transformed (in a relatively short period of time; if at all..?).... (30.4)


Meta-philosophically what can we say about subjectivity that might illumine this topic of its non-absolute isolation? (30.5)


Let us do this under the following key points or headings, namely, non-absoluteness and non-absolute isolation; directness of interaction; reciprocity and mutuality of exchange; the transcendental unity of the Life-World; and other relevant considerations, etc. (30.6)


In meta-philosophical alignment with our criticism of the absolutization of conventionally constructed intent we must note that there can be no absolute subject only a conventional subject in a world of relationships that can be established through appositely and adequately conducted correlations, alignments, transitions and transformations, etc. Expressions like 'self', 'soul', 'subject', 'person, et al, can only be treated in a conventional frame of reference and not impossibly extracted and extrapolated beyond those terms of relative reference.; certainly, cannot be exercised beyond its particular kinds of deployment and specifically enacted instances of (active) employment. (30.7)


Does this fly in the face of reflected experience? I am embodied and my embodiment is mine and mine alone. My perception of the world is my perception upon the world and no one else's. When I am in pain it is my pain and not yours! My being in this world is distinct from everyone else and cannot be conflated in expressions like the participants in a family, marriage, community, organization, culture, etc. Of course this is true but only relatively true! Let me explain. I can only understand my embodiment as mine in distinction to the embodiment of some other person. It has an objectivity about it and an existence in a certain form of inter-objectivity. I am a person who can walk... and, sometime, I may run... But, the belonging to me can only be thought through the fact that, currently, I do not belong to another person (as if a slave or worse). Furthermore, my being can be immediately contiguous with that of another person... and can overlap the being of that other person. When the lover kisses the beloved, beings overlap in more than a metaphorical sense. Then, again, the very idea of my being a subject is inter-subjectively entertained through the sharing of a common language with others. The concept of the subject was around before I was born. How could I think of myself purely as a 'subject' given this language pre-existed my birth? Already this so-called isolation of the subject has been breached! (30.8)


Remember, the meta-philosopher has served the non-critical philosopher with an injunction to the effect that no absolutes, i.e., absolutist entities, can be absolutely engaged, i.e., can be neither ontologically encountered nor epistemologically recognized. Impossible 'entities' can be neither met nor seen. That in phenomenal-phenomenological experience, that which can have no relational interaction with us cannot exist for us! But the world of the other is obviously with us, impinges upon us all the time be that in material demands or obligations, acts of communication, etc., etc., and,  to talk otherwise is both errant and arrogant nonsense. But, wait, there is more... (30.9)


It is true to say that my embodiment gives me that embodied point of view from where I am currently ensconced. But, I can articulate that point of view and that point of view can be understood and appreciated by others, and v.v. Moreover, as a person we are normally equipped with mirror neurons that empathetically mirror the world of the other as if it were our world too, albeit virtually. How else could we see ourselves in 'pain' if we hadn't 'seen' it in others, and v.v? (30.10)


That, because I can identify with the point of view expressed by another person, and v.v., implies that the transcendental nature of my subjectivity is already a 'transcendental inter-subjective subjectivity'. 'Transcendental' in the sense that its very meaningfulness is through a specification of its possibility (i.e., that its transcendental actuality is arrived at through this specification of its transcendental possibility, and , its possibility can only be entertained from this transcendental inter-subjective point of view [even though we do not imply that such an entity as an inter-subjective subject exists apart from this world of 'collected agency' – such an absolute force being ruled out through our desire to have nothing to do with any form of absolute entity, agency or the like, etc.]). In this I must accept that my agency is relative and not absolute even though it is also true to say that I have a unique existential description through a provisional description that attempts to describe me as an historical person... and it is me that is privileged to entertain this relationship with myself even if this relationship is rendered not exclusively mine from an inter-subjective point of view.... (30.11)


So, the apparent individual can be relatively unique but never absolutely unique given that such a concept cannot be engaged; i.e., can be neither encountered nor recognized, etc. (30.12)


In our simulations of the world, would our being with others be merely simulated and no more than that? Again, that understanding would be wrong! We stand in and through every relationship actively entered into in an attitude of directness, direct engagement. To be in a relationship we must be in a relationship! And all relationships are directly engaged, and re-engaged, in a manner in keeping with the overall nature of that relationship. That is the nature of a relationship, and, the value of that relationship for-us. A reflection of the actively engaged modalities of engagement being engaged. A virtual engagement recognizing that the modal spectrum of that relationship does not entail a full compliment of modalities that would normally be expected to be engaged with and would be expected to be recognized in that particular type of an encounter. So, e.g., a dream apple might be very tasty, still, it cannot satisfy for long, if at all, our physiological needs for sustenance. Yet, that dream apple is directly encountered as a dream simulation, and, a non-virtual apple is encountered as a 'real' apple, etc. That in a relationship we directly encounter that encountered in that relationship in keeping with the particular nature of that relationship; i.e., as it is specifically encountered and recognized in and through that relationship in question as we find for ourselves our emplacement in this world as lived through such overt acts of recognized relating. (30.13)


Furthermore, all our interactions are two-way, reciprocated and to some extent mutual given that all relationships have a core-authenticity in the first place to operate from. In this, an intentional economy, and its modes of judgment and enaction, cannot be divorced from its participation in a non-virtual or so-called 'real' economy. What are the ramifications of this observation? Obviously, all forms of relating have a certain reality about them for-us. To dismiss illusions, delusions, etc., as unreal is to overlook the reality they do have for-us. In terrible dreams people with diseased hearts can have severe palpitations, chest pains or worse.... (30.14)


Through our embodiments other persons are encountered. Indeed, the thematized understanding of our own embodiment demands such directness of interaction otherwise there would be no such manner of interaction. Communication, e.g., is a testament to the fact that communication is quite often more of an illusion. 'A communication of illusion' and 'an illusion of communication'. Communication only being 'communicated' once there is this alignment between the apparent sender and the apparent recipient... so, that, that nothing is really communicated once an alignment is observed between the relevant parties. Through a process of mutual re-self-organization a parallel state of alignment is induced and re-directed through chaotic means. Thence the nature of  communication and all co-appreciated interaction. (30.15)


Thus, in this process of relating we must stand in a direct contact with that with which we are in an active, overt relationship in keeping with the nature of that relationship; find that the reciprocal nature of relationships demand some form of reciprocity in keeping with the nature of that relationship, and, through the necessary existence of a certain degree of a core authenticity and authority, forever claim, within the lifetime of a relationship, a certain degree of mutual intimacy... co-revealed within the ambit of that relationship to the co-participants of that relationship… such elements or aspects of directness, reciprocity, mutuality, intimacy, etc., being reinforced and more forcibly re-expressed through the harnessing of an existential excess that reflects the very degree that relationship, through ongoing resolution, is in a state of existence above and beyond the mere material summation of its participating elements, parties and processes. In some measure, metaphorical rather than literal, we can also refer to this excess in surplus value as the authority (and author) of that relationship in so far as it has this apparent ability to exercise a relative life of its own.... and share with us this fact of its being that this fact of its being is being shared with us.... through these elements of the direct, reciprocal, mutual and relationally shared... and entrusted... through such semi-autonomous authority of that relationship... to act on its own behalf and entrust us to also act on its own behalf.... (30.16)


What is shared in a relationship? 'Tokens' representative of that relationship. The oversight of the mother, subtle knowing winks between friends, the gaze of the lover, expressions of affection... indifference or hostility... or, though non-engagement or indifference, an absence of the same.... (30.17)


Gift-giving is an indication of a relationship... and, what might be given up or sacrificed in that relationship could be read as an indication of its strength or intensity or facticity... this ability for the relationship to exist, and emerge, above and beyond its own pre-emergent, material form of expression... (30.18)


An existential appreciation of such reciprocity indirectly indicates the existential nature of that overall relationship under examination. (30.19)


What guarantees do we have that this is the case, that we are immersed in a world with the other in which separation and isolation is more an illusion (albeit seized upon by Western Philosophy as more the basic reality of our 'lonely' passage through this world)? (30.20)


By that profit, this enriched richness of experience, that this world of the existential has to share with us! Immersed in a rich 'sea' of value, in flows that can be amplified as if to fill 'oceans', how can we claim to be apart from this world; this world of value resident in and expressed through the apparent centers of our relationships as we find ourselves embodied, embedded and embanked? A world that also demonstrates an apparent degree of ongoing self-unification through re-self-organization of this world as an integrated basis for our passage through this world as lived. This semblance of unity presenting us with 'the' semblance of 'a' world, for-us, where presentations, representations of the same and their chaotic re-presentations combine to form forever subject to the dominion of the overall transcendental suspension in and through its acting, in parallel, as a world of the overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension. A collective interplay between relative 'parts' and 'wholes' and 'wholes' as 'parts' in 'greater wholes'.., etc., etc. But, does not this imply that we are treating the world as if 'mind' or, even, 'Mind'? No! Because there can be no absolute division between the epistemological and the ontological, and v.v., given that the world-for-us as a transcendental world of possibility is thematized as an actual transcendental realm underlying all manner of experience. We just cannot divide the 'world of experience' and our 'experience of the world' in anything other than a provisional sense! At the same time, we need not completely upset this implicit transcendental balance between the epistemological and the ontological given that this very form of relativity is expressed in each and every act of intentional consciousness... in the form of a field, and/or, its associated semblance of subjectivity versus an intentional objectivity in the form of the intentional objective. Neither do we need to travel much beyond this correlativity between the epistemological and the ontological given that this enstructuralization of intentional consciousness cannot be escaped... nor need be escaped given the surplus of value our relationships share with us and whose e/valuation can be amplified through endeepened forms of existentially oriented engagement.... (30.21)


What else need be said? That in relating to a specific instance of 'an other' the relationship already has us 'holding hands' so to speak. Leave the kingdom of the relationship and you will find no reward, but, in truth, the relationship cannot be left only engaged in an existentially oriented manner or, effectively, dis-engaged, through treating it in a relatively non-existential manner. (30.22)


What are the existential ramifications and insights of this identification between the other and the non-other, namely, for our semblance of self? (30.23)


That we cannot hide from the other. The other is constituted by-us, and, this non-otherness, in turn, constitutes the very experiential nature of our being ourselves. Through others we can come to think about ourselves, and, through ourselves come to think about others... noting their apparent differences and noting their apparent similarities with us. In this experience of the other we may find a delight in the differences of others, and, find degrees of self-confirmation in our apparent solidarity with others and in their apparent solidarity with-us. (30.24)


Given our 'existentially engaging, therein, the other as non-other' what present implications and future consequences might be thought to arise through this form of an existential identification? (30.25)


A (re-)flowering, to some degree, of all the existential possibilities inherent in our relationships. That, through such existential rectification and existential reclamation, when and where possible, of the current passive non-authenticities and active inauthenticities resident in that relationship, an existentially oriented process of personal-inter-personal transformation can be entered into, albeit in keeping with the existential potentiality as discerned in each and every apparent relationship. What is entailed in such existentially re-directed enactment? (30.26)


That, given that the ongoing overall transcendental suspension is central to all value formation, in and through an existential economy (centered in an intentional economy, and v.v.), it follows that am appreciation of such apparent economic behaviour, as attested through existential hallmarks, as experienced in our relationships with the so-called 'other', in and through the apparent non-otherness of all others, that in the existential attitude we are co-opted by the apparent power and authority of this source of value that cannot be reduced to its pre-emergent material basis. A religious person might want to refer to this existential difference (along theological lines) as 'spiritual' in orientation and in intimation. But, again, the non-religious person can also refer to the emergence of this excess existential value in that relationship as emergent or relatively non-material in orientation and ambition. That through acts of transcendental reservation we can still defer to the apparent existential power and authority of our relationships without moving a debate about this topic on to some form of religious grounds. But, given that a similar topic is in view, namely, the existential superfluidity of the  relationship, both the religious person and the non-religious person have more than enough grounds to conduct a meaningfully significant dialogue in that same regard (without needing to trample on each others’ patch so to speak). (30.27)


Of course this 'identification of ourselves with the other as non-other' has important ramifications for how we should lead our lives, in an existential manner, with-others, before-others...? (30.28)


Given that the otherness of the other constitutes our own senses of self we can no long argue that we are completely divorced from the other. That to enact our (absolute) divorce or isolation from the other is to enact an (absolutely) impossible fiction. Then, again, we could be apart from others without feeling alone in this world, whilst, there could be those persons who are seemingly engaged with others that are acting in such an inauthentic manner that they may feel, indeed, should feel the a loneliness, as an emptiness, through their current inauthenticity. That a rectification of such inauthenticity, in full trans-cognitive awareness, should remove this illusion of being alone by finding oneself ‘a part’ of this Life-World as lived and not ‘apart’ from this same World-of-Life. (30.29)


Reflect intently upon what this last statement implies! Existentially engaging, therein, the other as non-other!! We cannot stand fully apart from others being a part of the other. Loneliness is an artifact of a non-authentic and/or inauthentic non-identification with, differentiating of ourselves and distancing from the ever present presence of the other. That to enjoy these flows of augmented and enhanced existential evaluations and valuations of our selves, arising in and through our relationships with others, we cannot nor should not stand back from the other... given that the appearance of the other is but a rearranged vision of our own selves, and v.v. But, and even more importantly, such an identification needs to be existentially re-engaged through our re-encounter and re-recognition of the other as 'not other', indeed, as a  'part of us' from whom we can no more stand apart... nor, truly, find ourselves absolutely not a part... and attempt to stand alone... in this 'our' world as lived!! (30.30)








        Noël Tointon, Sydney, 8.1.14.
�	      'Engagement' with x is defined as the ontological encounter and epistemological recognition of x.


�	      Refer to the commentary on Propositions no. 3 and 6, etc.


�	        Refer to the essay-paper Part LXVII in the Volume Three of The Existential Economy. In that text I complain how scientific debates and scientific consensus, dealing with the topic of global warming, were being confused by social commentary, ideological re-interpretation, oversight, insistence on a fair and balanced mode of discourse ,etc., the insistence on a non-fair and imbalanced discourse, etc. 


�	        E.g., in propositions 19-21, etc. 


�	         E.g., The section titled The Amphiboly of Pure Reason, in The Critique of Pure Reason.


�	        The overall suspension/overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension consisting of textual parts, meta-textual wholes, and non-textual wholes-and-parts. The 'non-textual' capturing that aspect of attending to the text when we forget we are reading , being absorbed in the same, etc. These three moments also mirroring our three styles of treatment/retreatment, and, parallel, respectively, the dimensions or  orientations of the phenomenal-phenomenological, hermeneutical and (non-systematic) existential.






