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1. Introduction to an Open Forum

The ideas behind this open forum, first, are to practically demonstrate, hopefully, the positive observational conjecture
 that in the pursuit of philosophical problem solving (weak) pragmatic considerations, either advertently or inadvertently, overrule ideological preoccupations, and, second, from a meta-philosophical point of view, philosophers, like disciplinarians in general, all too often say one thing, but, do something else that in its apparent effectiveness demonstrates an underlying pragmatic disposition in consensus building should such forms of consensus be arrived at on this less ideologically oriented level of discursive interaction..? (0)

In terms of ideological preoccupations, we can either note an unhealthy adherence to so-call ‘moral principles’, be they either so-called ‘First Principles’, ‘Last Principles’, or ‘Middling Principles’, or, a non-philosophically oriented over-commitment to ideological positions through a rhetorical abuse of metaphors, and similar such as in misguided forms of unimodalism, bimodalism, absolutism, such as, e.g., non-weak forms of realism, idealism, dualism, materialism (and all other forms of over-zealous reductionism, etc.), (and, as well, an under-commitment in over-promoted forms of relativism), etc. (1)

As an example of the first variety, let me proffer the following series of arguments, as a prototypical conversation, in order to demonstrate the possible types of contradictions that can arise through the illogical holding of a set of extremist positions.
 (2)
A: You have stated that ‘you are pro-life’. Is that correct?
B: Yes, that is correct.
A: Would you agree with the statement ‘that potentially viable embryos are human beings?’

B: Yes.

A: So, that being the case, you would agree with the statement ‘that an act of abortion is an act of murder?”

B: Yes.

A: Should an act of murder be punished?
B: Yes. Indeed, with the death penalty (applying the principle of ‘an eye for an eye’).

A: Now, one of the potential candidates of your political party
 has admitted to initiating and paying for an abortion of one of his previous girlfriends. Should you vote for such a person, and, should both the person paying for this abortion and the mother who permitted its occurrence suffer the full weight of the legal system, as envisaged by yourself, i.e., be subjected to the death penalty?

B: Well, yes and no, perhaps, it depends on the circumstances…

A: But, if you insist on the death penalty for an intentional act of murder (where the enaction of that occurrence clearly demonstrates obvious intent to oversee that ‘death’ as ‘an act of murder of the first degree’) then how do you square your being ‘pro-life’ with your equal insistence on the observance of the death penalty in an act of murder (committed in the first degree)? (3)

Ok, ‘squaring the circle’ (without either the marking up or discounting of your ‘principles’) is impossible under those circumstances. The point being that over-commitment to a series of non-relatively entertained so-called ‘principles’, or similar, inevitably leads to moral contradictions, conundrums, impossible aporias, and similar. (4) 

I would also like to argue that when attempting to practically resolve either philosophical or non-philosophical problems ideological positions are all too often obstructions standing in the way of forming viable forms of consensus. But, let us see if this complex observational conjecture actually holds over the course of these proceedings. (5)

Now, in the light of the above, we could say that both ‘the philosophers are in’, and ready to seek forms of philosophical consensus, along with, in this instance, that ‘the meta-philosophers
 are also in’, perhaps hopeful that they can confirm these observational speculations that weak forms of pragmatic argumentation and resolution will proffer more productive forms of resolution over the non-subtle insistence of over-committed forms of ideological positioning, that, I would like to suggest, might be metaphorically compared to something like the ‘forceful insertion of square rivets into round holes’. I, for one, would not wish to travel on any vehicle built in that non-expert-like manner, be it an automobile, a ship, or an aeroplane… (6)
So, let these games proceed! Our panel of philosophers are in, but, for a certain period of time, let us forget that they also will be wearing ‘two hats’…. (7)






      Wentworth Falls, Noël Tointon, 14.3.24.
2. Advertised Blurb:

In this open forum ‘the resident philosophers are in’ and ‘waiting to resolve your current philosophical problems’. The positive observational conjecture is noted that in the formation of philosophical consensus strong ideological forms of positioning get in the way of forming weak, pragmatically oriented forms of resolution. Hence this contention that should consensus be arrived at it is most likely not courtesy of those who adopt and adapt strong, ideological forms of positioning. That in this regard, meta-philosophers will also be present with an eye on establishing the apparent truth of this same observation. (8)

3. How Might We Philosophically Explain this Positive Pragmatic Observation?


This ‘positive pragmatic observation’ is ‘the observation in the affirmative that notes consensus in any discipline, including philosophy, is arrived at through a ‘weak, non-ideological pragmatism’ (and not through any form of ideologically oriented argumentation)’. Of course, this observation is to be confirmed, which is the primary, covert purpose of this experiment in philosophical problem solving. (9)


Basically, this observational position could be argued for, on theoretical grounds, through collectively running the following along economic lines…
All economies are trimodal in their constitution. (A)
If an economy is observed or imputed then it must be operating trimodally. (B)
No economic-correlativity can be reductively isolated ideologically. (C)
Strong ideologically oriented argumentation is non-productive. (D)
If argumentation is productive of consensus, then it cannot be ideologically oriented. (E)
Non-ideologically oriented argumentation permits weakly preferential treatment. (F)
Such preferentialism will include the weakly realistic, idealistic, and pragmatic. (G)
A weak preferentialism cannot exempt a weak pragmatism. (H)
In virtue of this co-associated weak pragmatism, consensus building is fostered. (I)
Hence a weak, pragmatic inclusion in consensus building, etc. (J)
Thence consensus building in productive argumentation, and v.v. (K)
Therefore, the affirmation of this ‘weak’ pragmatic observational conjecture. (L) (10)

Restating this argument in less theoretical terms, no doubt cutting a few conceptual corners, we might more briefly argue along the following lines: All significance is economically generated, i.e., trimodally. To over-concentrate our attention on one or two correlatives is to pursue a misguided form of ideological reductionism. But, through suspensions of various forms, should we pursue a more overall interactive approach then a ‘weak’, non-ideologically oriented pragmatism could find itself being fostered through either critical reorganization and/or radical re-organization. Thence the potentially productive generation of significance and the further building of consensus formation over the course of such reflections. Therefore, consensus building is entered into without recourse to ideologically manipulated and driven forms of argumentation. Does this imputed observation deserve to be affirmed? Let us see if this is a reasonable conjecture to entertain through reflecting upon the perceived productivity of our own trajectories as proposed for the resolution of such philosophical problems? By such means, putting ‘flesh’, e.g., on Richard Rorty’s aspiration for ‘social solidarity’ through consensus building. (11)

Now, the lived-world is awash with problematic concerns… let me make some practical suggestions in this regard in order to start this process of collective problem-solving. E.g., should governance be rendered more or less democratic; should the user of a government service pay the true cost of that service; should businesses be socially responsible; should politicians be more ‘proactive’ rather than ‘reactive’ and how might this re-direction in emphasis be orchestrated, and so on???? What philosophically oriented problems might you propose? (12) 



N.T., Penrith, 16.3.24.
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� 	Refer to my classification of types of conjectures that can be entertained. Pursuit, III.XIB.34-43.


� 	I am paraphrasing a conversion observed on a YouTube video when an ardent pro-life supporter was asked a similar set of questions.


� 	An allusion to the Republican Herschel Walker (with possibly a similar second allegation?).


� 	Assuming what I perceive to be a repurposed metaphysical-like disciplinary approach as discussed, say, in Book 9.






