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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)
This sensible set of suggestions is actually quite radical in that it is arguing that we cannot hold untenable positions and if we do seem to be holding such impossible positions it is because we are not correctly holding an exact representation of what ourselves, as ideologues, are saying we are actually doing. Therefore, whenever we are being ideological extreme there must be discrepancies between ‘what we say’ and ‘what we are apparently doing’ contrary to such misapplied self-descriptions. (0.1)
The reasons behind this meta-philosophical appreciation of philosophical positioning (in what I have renominated to be a repurposed metaphysics), as explained later in this essay, is that ideologues isolate and amplify one or two economic correlatives at the expense of the actual running of that economy just as if, metaphorically and literally, we were to chop of one or two legs off a three-legged stool we would immediately fall over if we were sitting on it or attempted to sit on it. (0.11)
But we cannot be ideological all the time since we do perform valid arguments, and enact successful performances in the light of such conjectures. So, therefore, there must exist a viable alternative to such a false blanket supposition that we are and must be ideological at all times, all the time, for ever and a day, and so on… (0.111)
Therefore, we must ask ‘given that we can only be part-time ideologues, just how do we and should we operate in our passages through this world at large when we are not being a part-time ideologues?’ (0.2)
It is true that we do see the world through miscellaneous sets of perspectives, never completely integrated nor wholly disparate and incommensurable with respect to each other, given it is ‘our’ migration between such cultural-intercultural frames of reference, and,   that they are set up for us to select certain forms of an almost pre-notified focus and interest, etc., otherwise if too radically disparate they would not be noticed or the potential significance of the same would not comprehended, etc. So, that granted, it should also be pointed out that we cannot be ideologically extremist the moment we ask a relevant question since to do so is to initiate a process of suspension where the potentially ideological framing is itself balanced in an attitude of a counter-process with contra-content. So, e.g., in questioning either the relative position or counter-position ‘that people have walked upon the surface of the Moon’ or ‘the seemingly conspiratorial position that no one has walked on the surface of the Moon’ we counter either of these primary propositions with its secondary counter-proposition both as a counter process with contra-content. Indeed, should the non-conspiratorialist and the conspiratorialist equally enter into a rhetorical suspension of the ‘either/or’ through the simple questioning of their positions they must actually meet in the center of this propositional-counter-propositional process of questioning. However, through over-commitment, in contrast to a sensible commitment to a reasonable form of questioning, and pseudo-psychotic like phenomena attendant upon such over-commitment, where the over-committed person over-identifies with their adamant sense of positioning, they may well find it impossible for them to suitably question what for them has already be validated, or self-validated, and should remain beyond any process of questioning. Since to enter into a form of questioning can also introduce an element of doubt, if not potential skepticism, which for the over-committed person is an anathema to their intensive sense of personal identity and group-identification (since identity is not just held personally but also, in all likelihood, in an identification with a group of like-minded individuals that that person might also feel a duty to represented in their already pre-decided overcommitment
). (0.21)
So, it must also follow that we cannot be full-time ideologues should we be able to suitably suspend our positioning. be it relatively ideological or relatively non-ideological in tenor. (0.22)
Therefore, in the light of the above, let me provisionally define ideologically oriented ‘ideologue’ as an economic extremist who attempts to impossibly isolate one or two economic correlatives at the expense of maintaining the economy in question wherein those economic correlatives have their apparent, mutual interdependence vis-à-vis the entirety of that ‘situated economy in question’ (since no economy, likewise, can be economically isolated from our lived-experience of its experientially represented ‘world of its relational situatedness’). ‘Ideologically oriented’ ideologue because, as already noted, such extremism in extremis is experientially impossible hence the adoption and adaptation of an ‘orientation’ entered into towards such impossible positioning… (0.23)
Just as in the conjectural economy I have argued we can entertain neither pure analytical propositions (along with any impossible notions of pure necessity) nor pure synthetical statements (along with any impossible notions of pure contingency) nor pure conjectures (along with any impossible notions of pure cogency)! Likewise, we cannot entertain the pure bimodal relationships between any two parties in an economy and, therefore, the ‘mere’ presentation of an analytical-synthetical distinction is likewise impossible to entertain! On the other hand, what can be entertained are non-absolutistical preferences for one or more parties in any economy with the immediate implication that this distinction, just cited, can only be understood within a relatively constituted conjectural economy (that could just as well be nominated as either a relatively constituted analytical economy or a relatively constituted synthetical economy in line with our current non-absolutistically entertained preferences
). (0.24)
Now, I observe, and later argue, that what allows us to reach satisfactory processes of consensus is not our use of ideologically-oriented positionings, but, when we forget or have dispensed with or suspend all ideologically oriented forms of positioning and, instead, pursue forms of a weak pragmatism (that I would also argue can take on an existential and pragmatic non-weakness/non-strong definiteness). The appellation here of weak is definitely not meant in a derogatory sense (but form channelling the likes of John D. Caputo, et al). That, in essence, ideological positioning is ‘obstructive’, and, that consensus is reach through our taking relatively non-ideological positions (through suspensions etc.) (in what I have tentatively terms a weak pragmatism that equally is not divorced from non-ideologically oriented weak forms of realism and weak forms of idealism, etc.
). (0.24)
By ‘observational conjecture’ I mean ‘observation’ in two senses, namely, ‘as a constitutional conjecture and as a non-constitutional conjecture’. I.e., first, through philosophical and disciplinary reflections we should see the persistent merit in, say, the economic conjecture or, indeed, this conjecture wherein we cannot, on economic grounds, be a successful ideological extremist and that when we attempt to do as such we unproductively obstruct the successful performance of consensus building and its subsequent and consequent formation of a positive process of augmenting and enhancing our overall social solidarity as per the expressed aspirations of Richard Rorty. In other words, ideologically we will hit our metaphorical ‘heads against a brick wall’, and, that deep(er) forms of consensus building can only arise when we either advertently or inadvertently cease to be such impossible ideologues. I.e., second, that through our reflections on philosophical debates, etc., that we will come to observe the provisional truth of this observation(al conjecture) that through forms of weak pragmatic engagement we may well come to forms of a non-weak/non-strong pragmatic re(-)assessment of our positioning in such a form that may well prove to be more productive for the richness and potential enrichment of our relationships which, as an objective, should be at the core of our philosophical concern and care for both self and others… (0.3)
So, in the light of the above, what might we take from this commentary? That ideological positioning is both (economically) ‘extreme’ (through ‘economic isolationalism’) and actually ‘impossible’, but, that when we ‘forget’, through whatever reason or reasons to be ideologues, we might well enter into a ‘deeper’ more productive process of consensus building, etc. Where by ‘deeper’ is meant ‘consensus not arrived at either through mere consent or the imposed obligation to give mere consent’. (0.4)

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)
For convenience I divide, in an ad hoc manner styles of ‘ideological positioning’, under the headings of ‘moral principles’ and ‘ideological positions’. These are positions that observe an over-commitment on the part of their ideologues. Also noted is the qualification of an over-promotion of a relativistic position and its ensuing under-commitment which is also to be regards as a form of unhealthy extremism. (1.1)
To these two kinds or styles of ideological over-commitment we should also add the pseudo-psychotic over-attachment to certain topical issues that do not neatly fall under some conventional ‘ism’ and where a pro-position or a contra-position is rigidly adopted towards the same… along with behaviour that takes on a psychotic-like stance especially in the equal degree of resistance experienced, by both parties, when those over-attached-ideas, to the same extent, are being contested. (1.11)
Moral Principles are (satirically) divided into First Principles. Last Principles, and (humorously) Middling Principles. This domain of a traditional metaphysics would be criticized by myself as attempting to do the impossible and should be rightly dismissed accordingly. On the other hand, there is no reason not to invoke moral principles if they were to be constructed and used as only ‘guidelines’, as vehicles of cultural and intercultural wisdom in such matters, as reflections of the current legal codes, and v.v. In effect, as a possible place to start in our dealings with the ethical complexities of a certain specific situation, but, not where we should end in such matters, and, therein and thereby, further consolidate their misplaced importance in their misplaced ability to be useful in interpreting lived-experience and in their pre-determining optimal responses that, thereby, could not be deemed to ‘responsible’ if ‘our to be responsible’ is abdicated from and outsourced to mere cultural conventions that simply dictate the course of our behaviours in such matters. Where, in my opinion, we should be more responsive to the primary relationship in question as we ‘represent it’ and find it situated within the total world of the relational… to that extent our patterns of interventions basically augment and enhance, i.e., amplify the relational richness of overall interactions, etc.
 (1.111)
Among the variety of valid criticisms of ideological over-positioning is the imputed abuse of the metaphorical where a metaphorical ‘like’ is improperly mistreated as a literal ‘is’. So, although ‘the Moon may look like a large blue cheese’, except in nursery rhymes, ‘we do not treat is if it were a big blue cheese’. On the other hand, there are occasions when this type of a manoeuvre is legitimate. E.g., when, say, ‘that person over there looks like our friend John’, and, on closer inspection, this proves to be the case. But, on a closer inspection of the Moon, scientists do not see ‘a big blue cheese’ (and neither is ‘the Milky Way’ seen as a ‘milky way’). On the other hand, should we wish to be ‘child-like’ or ‘poetical’, or ‘creatively imaginative’, such (potentially radical) comparisons can have their own form of value beyond the merely ideological or naturalistic, etc. (1.2)
Under the heading of ‘ideological positions’, I note: misguided forms of unimodalism, bimodalism, absolutism, such as, e.g., non-weak, i.e., strong, forms of realism, idealism, dualism, materialism (and all other forms of over-zealous reductionism, etc.). (1.21)

Why do I discern ideological principles and positions, say, as (at best) philosophical distractions? Because, experientially they are impossible to fully realize; act as distortions; and can oversee our being unsuitably misaligned with what we say about our being in this world at large and our current being in this same world at large. That, in our philosophical and non-philosophical reflections and practices, to aspirationally succeed in both our socially determined objectives and in our own personal ambitions, as arbitrated socially, we need to find that degree of alignment with this world at large that would allow us to better prosper in the pursuit of such matters. (1.3)
That, as a general observation, less authentic modes of being in this world, when ‘leaned upon’, are more inclined to self-deconstruct… E.g., the following anecdote about to be recounted…  (1.31)


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)
As noted in the footnotes, this is a paraphrase of an actual interview. It may seem contrived, but, appears to be a common occurrence when people ideologically addicted to so-called ‘principles’ are found to have problems in applying such impossible measures, especially in light of the fact that certain principles are selected, and promoted, and other seemingly equally valid principles will be demoted, and overlooked, and, where the remaining principles will inevitably conflict when co-invoked in order to interpreted ethical situations and just what responses, therein and thereby, are to be automatically imposed or discarded, and so on. (2.1)
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)
To a certain extent, this could always be demonstrated with enough detail and careful argumentation, that the over-adherence to a select set of Moral Principles is an inevitable recipe for moral mayhem… (3.1)

If pushed far enough any set of ‘Principles’ would overlap and enter into a form of non-mutual conflict with the requisite apparatus for their mediation and intermediation (when these terms are not used in my technical sense of a bimodal suspension and trimodal suspension respectively). If used as guidelines, as starting points for a serious form of engagement these problems should not arise, However, through an over-insistence on the total regulation of the world falling under the purview of such devices it is inevitable that such a form of over-commitment becomes more problematic than the worth of such ‘guidelines’ as forms of moral instruction. As a case in point, controversies are interminably controversial for good reasons as in the positional dances entered into around the topic of abortion as noted in the anecdote above. If we afford rights to the unborn child, then the mother, then the father then to doctors in general (to the extent they are afforded the option of not performing this medical procedure as a matter of conscience, etc.), and then to the state or nation (to make whatever legal rulings it enters into) we have an explosive mixture of competing so-called ‘rights’ (somewhat arbitrarily assigned) that cannot be absolutistically resolved other than through the exercise of a relatively oriented situational ethics where the main actors themselves make their decisions for themselves and/or where such ethical absolutes are legally dispensed with altogether and left to act as mere ethical observations and guidelines in their resident cultures as they would have been originally developed and disseminated (given that ethical announcements in the form of Principles, divinely pronounced or otherwise, do not come out of ‘thin air’ metaphorically but can only be understood in a culture that was already moving in those ethical directions in the first place?). (3.11)
But, an acceptance of this fact does not mean the person should have no ‘‘moral principles’ or ‘morals’ whatsoever, just not be the misguided type of person who oversees the over-zealous authorization of a few, select tenets at the expense of being a truly moral person who responsibly responds to the relational situation more on its own terms and not those that are self-imposed by us. An imposition imposed that should act as a mould into which all behaviours should be poured as if, by doing so, they then would be rendered as ‘fit’ for all similar situations. Whether imposed by either ourselves or others, for reason or reasons known or unknown, since we may well not quite comprehend or be privy to the motivations behind their original dissemination (given that much printed ink and conversation, and tea or coffee, and beer or wine, has been spilt over how ‘elites all too often impose moralities on the non-elites’, as if perceived as ‘moral beacons’, but, who rarely set out to live up to such ‘imposed’ moralities themselves. And, where we, as social ‘moths’, could well find ourselves ‘burnt’ by imitating these ‘noble’ behaviours of the so-called ‘good and few’..?). (3.111)

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) 
Especially when ideologically constructed through misguided forms of economic isolationalism, etc. An observation whose veracity should be explored and tested for ourselves… (4.1)
To summarize we could well argue that ethical principles are naturally prone to ‘mutually’ deconstruct; ideologies through economic isolationalism are impossible to entertain and only incoherent approximations would be run with; and, where all other forms of pseudo-psychotic over-commitment also self-demonstrate their philosophical and disciplinary unworthiness through the forms of distortions and obstruction they proffer to the pursuit of both conjectural cogency, consensus building and an ensuing social solidarity necessary for the creation, preservation, and conservational expansion of democratic expectations and practices. That in this same vein, an under-commitment stemming from an over-commitment to relativistic notions is also destructive of democratic norms given the ensuing amotivation to continuing to oversee the augmentations and enhancements of such democratic norms and where non-democratic forces will attempt to de-democratize their social and political institutions at the inevitable expense of most people for the benefits of their replacement nomenclatural elites whose sole motivation, on the whole, is to benefit in this unequal redistribution of social wealth already formed.
 (4.2)

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)
Ok, let us put this observation into practice by observing the experiential semblance of an ‘obstruction’ when argumentation becomes too ideologically ‘hot’ and ‘distorted’, or, instead, when and where we find forms of a weak pragmatic consensus building if the marketplace of ideas is found expressed in and through an interactive environment that is relatively ‘cool’ and less distorting of positions and facts. In essence where our interactions become what I would like to term ‘well-formed, well-informed, and well-expressed’… (5.1)


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, the revelation is made that not only ‘the philosophers are in and ready to practice their discipline’ but that they will also be wearing ‘two hats’ as ‘meta-philosophers’ (in a form of meta-philosophical practice I would like to reperceive as a form of working metaphysics in which forms of philosophical conformation in truth determinations, in turn, is subjected to forms of philosophical appreciation, namely, meta-philosophical or metaphysical appreciation. Where by such means such disciplinarians carefully discern, first, the non-critical from the critical (as philosophers), and, second, the potentially radical from the critical (as meta-philosophers), and, third, how the worked-for-cogency of our conjectures can assist both the pragmatic and existential trans-valuation of our work in the world, in so far as the disciplinarian (as pragmatic-existentialists/existential-pragmatists) can find themselves working on the behalf of others in the pursuit of the richness and enrichment of our relationships… (6.1)
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)

In this regard, all people directly entering into this type of thought-experiment, philosophers and non-philosophes alike, are metaphorical ‘guinea pigs’, and, it is hoped that their fully informed consent will be duly registered (given that the primary intent of this thought-experiment is to demonstrate that ideologically oriented conduct acts as a distortion or obstruction to productive forms of consensus building, and. where productive forms of consensus building demonstrate [perhaps optimistically] the relative absence of such forms of ideological distortion and obstruction, and so on). (8.1)

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)

So, on one hand, we set about attempting to pursue a philosophical approach to the contentious topics proposed for such scrutiny, and, on the other hand, we will observe to what extent such forms of resolution were judged to be philosophically productive in the light of the imputed presence or absence of ideological distortions and obstructions. Seeking, in the latter instance to observe ‘well-formed, well-informed, and well-expressed’ forms of argumentation that cogently indicate the utility of a ‘weak pragmatism’ (that I would also like to think that through pragmatic and existential approaches could well take on ‘non-weak’, or ‘non-strong’, forms of productive argumentation that would surpass a merely weak form of pragmatic development should the cogency of such argumentation attain the apparent level of a more augmented and enhanced degree of disquisition. Where such ‘discernment; would be the province and purview of those who participated in such developments and where through social consensus on such matter they came to the conclusion that their deliberations did appear to positively take such a ‘more productive turn’. (9.1)

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)
On one hand, this overall argument is quite simple and already basically expressed in the stated aspirations of this essay, but, on the other hand, in an in-depth form of argumentation involves a series of small steps that each need to be duly recognized. Then, to compound the problem, I run two parallel arguments that might be better integrated? But, then again, the overall argument viewing (and treating) ideological distortion and obstruction might be better advanced through proposing many small arguments that all arrive at the same type of conclusion?
 (10.1)

The first form of this overall argument involves twelve propositions. If we were to cut as many corners as possible it might be rendered, more simply,, in the ‘observation’ that conducting an ideologically oriented argument is non-productive of ‘deep’ philosophical forms of resolution, and, conducting a non-ideologically oriented argument has a better chance of discovering and demonstrating ‘deep’ philosophical forms of resolution. (10.2)
By ‘philosophical problem’ is meant either the finding of a philosophical problem or the problematizing of a philosophical situation in a form that becomes problematic’. (10.3)

By ‘resolution’ is meant ‘the proffering of a mode of argued translation, and transformation, that appears to reduce the perceived problematicity of the philosophical problem as reviewed in its initial reception’. (10.4)

By ‘deep’ is implied ‘the articulation of a form of resolution that is not analytically entailed in the well-formed propositions proposed nor is merely indicated through the contingency of the well-informed statements supplied, and, that a certain level of sophistication in argumentation is required in order to articulate the requisite degree of conjectural cogency found to be suitably relevant in the context of that philosophical problematicity in question’. (10.5)
All economies are trimodal in their constitution (as per the positive constitutional conjecture of the economic). (A)

If an economy is observed or imputed then it must be operating trimodally (as this follows from the application of an economic constitution). (B)

No economic-correlativity can be reductively isolated ideologically (as per the negative constitutional conjecture of economic isolationalism). (C)

Strong ideologically oriented argumentation is non-productive (because ideological positioning is coincident with improperly isolated economic correlatives either unimodally or bimodally in form). (D)

If argumentation is productive of consensus, then it cannot be ideologically oriented (because ideological intervention is perceived and conceived of as either distorting if not obstructing the formation of a suitable process of resolution). (E)

Non-ideologically oriented argumentation permits weakly preferential treatment (if strong forms of ideological distortion and obstruction are absent then the ensuing non-strong, weak form of argumentation can procced). (F)

Such preferentialism (without ideological bias) will include the weakly realistic, idealistic, and pragmatic (comments and contributions on the problematic or problematized [philosophically approached] situation to hand in its idealized representation, hopefully, in a format, formation and form that is ‘well-formed, etc.’). (G)

A weak preferentialism cannot exempt a weak pragmatism (because we are not exercising any form ideological interventional, and form of distortion or obstruction). (H)

In virtue of this co-associated weak pragmatism, consensus building is fostered (should conjectures be optimistically entertained and diligently pursued as ‘well-formed, etc.’ and processes of resolution are not discerned as impossible to realize, i.e., apparently invite progressive forms of a sufficiently realized degree of resolution given that solutions are already, in all probability, partially entailed in acts of interrogation that are well-formed, etc.’). (I)

Hence a weak, pragmatic inclusion in consensus building, etc. (able to demonstrate this observational conjecture that ideological over-commitment either distorts and/or obstructs reasonable forms of problematic resolution). (J)

Thence consensus building in productive argumentation, and v.v. (given forms of conjectural argumentation that are well-formed, etc.’). (K)

Therefore, the affirmation of this ‘weak’ pragmatic observational conjecture (which through the application of suitable pragmatic and existential forms of transformation retreatment may well rise to the status of the non-weak, or non-strong level in provisional acceptability). (L) (10.6)

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 (in an appeal to the positive constitutional conjecture of economic trimodalism). To over-concentrate our attention on one or two correlatives is to pursue a misguided form of ideological reductionism (through an appeal to the negative constitutional conjecture of economic isolationalism). 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 (whilst accepting the necessary position that ideologically and non-ideologically oriented materials are needed to be suspended in the first place as per Gadamer, etc., in order to both enact and conduct those productive forms of suspension, etc.). Does this imputed observation deserve to be affirmed? (Yes, on constitutional grounds, and, on the grounds of non-constitutional conjectures where it is obvious that forms of consensus building are both desired and can be delivered). 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. (11/11.1)

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.

That the world is awash… is an understatement. Better, therefore, to spend our time and intellectual resources on a resolution of the same rather than over-concern ourselves with the incestuous over-concern with philosophical problems impossibly referred to as having identity or significance impossibly arising through the ‘in and of itself, or through themselves, and so on! (12.1)
In the advent of a disastrous fire, we do not sit down to have a ‘mere cup of tea’, or a simple conversation or a vexatious argument; in the realization of an existential emergency, we should be ready to be of assistance in the ‘here and now’ (hic et nunc). (12.2)
In summary, what is best said and what is best left unsaid? Chasing ideological forms of positioning and over-commitment is not the direction the open-minded disciplinarian should head given that, demonstrably, ideological positions, correctly, are both distorted and distorting, and, are both obstructing and obstructed. That our ability to apply suitable ‘suspensions’, etc., is both natural and required, with the implication that we cannot be bound to ideological restraints at all times given that we can avail ourselves of this degree of freedom. Furthermore, through well-formed, well-informed, and well-expressed conjectures it is possible for forms of weak pragmatism to be delineated and which may well rise to the status of the critical, if not the potentially radical, over the carefully enacted course of such apparent deliberations seemingly productive of such re(-)self-organized  ‘insightfulness’..!! (12.3)












    N.T, 1.4.24.

� 	* A link to the latest version: �HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/Noelshomepage/Noelshomepage6.html"��http://www.homestead.com/Noelshomepage/Noelshomepage6.html� 


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


� 	In a sense moving from ‘over-commitment’ to just ‘overcommitment’ in a more integrated and hegemonic political sense through the loss of that hyphen?


� 	Note, technically, I define ‘preferences’ as a ‘tenseless expression for either past prioritizations, present privilegings, and/or future promotions’. 


� 	As argued in my rhetorical question ‘Where is Father Xmas?’ (Pursuit, II).


� 	In my use of a pre-defined technical language ‘augment’ is meant in the sense of experiencing either ‘an incremental, non-chaotic addition of positive contributions to a relationship and/or the subtraction of negative inputs to that same relationship’, and, ‘enhance’ is meant in the sense of ‘the making of a positive, chaotic, non-incremental contribution to the relationship in question and/or the absenting of a negative, chaotic, non-incremental input to the same relationship’. Where ‘amplify’ covers ‘both of these two senses divided between the relatively non-chaotic and the relatively chaotic’.


� 	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?).


�	It could also be argued that as the disseminated presentation of an array of dominant discourses across the political spectrum, both inside a nation and outside a nation, will inevitably find their fanatical adherents we should also note that those individuals who promote such forms of ideological inauthenticity will more than likely not be financially motivated to disseminate such ideologies, but, nevertheless, may well be financially rewarded for their contribution to those causes they vehemently profess, rightly or wrongly. However, as such over-commitment is equally inductive of a pseudo-psychotic complexion such individuals may well conclude that such individuals may not be able to properly to observe the moral tenor of such a landscape given the concomitant distortions and obstructions attendant upon such ideological over-positioning. In this regard, without wanting to name names, we have an array of American spokespeople, and people of other nationalities, arguing for the right of the Russian regime of President Putin to initiate and prosecute an illegal war in Ukraine without, as well, criticizing how that ‘special military operation’ is being prosecuted given the commission of demonstrable war crimes, etc. That given the broad, moral blindness blanketing such ‘gentlemen’, more often men but not always, we can only assume they are in the grips of a pseudo-psychosis induced through an initial attraction to such ideologies that thenceforth they have been self-subjected to a process of over-commitment and where such personal over-identification would seem to now exert a certain negative cost for such people should they even begin to think about extricating themselves, through some form of a ‘psychological’ retreat, from the true travesty of their doctrinaire, cult-like forms of promulgation disseminated on the behalf of such populists, authoritarian autocrats, dictators, and other political and ideological misfits.


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


� 	Of course, as a first step, ideological positions are ‘treated’ through the auspices of a ‘transcendental suspension’, and, the successfulness of such treatment is dependent upon how well this process of suspension is enacted and prosecuted. 


� 	‘Radical re-organization’ can also be treated as ‘chaotically re(-)self-organized’. That through the suitably apposite invocation of such chaotic re-organization any discipline, say, philosophy, should well be viewed as self-re-organizing enterprising especially if the disciplinarian can correctly distinguish between the relatively non-critical, the critical and the potentially radical. Where philosophy, e.g., should be a self-correcting enterprise because it should be one foundered on 'reflected upon consensus'. Just as, e.g., the Earth can be only 'the center of our solar system' through unfounded, unsupported, and non-contested agreement. I.e., making a distinction between ‘imposed consensus’ and ‘well-informed consensus’ that is properly deliberated upon, etc. Where, in this process, conjectures mediate both analytical and synthetical orientations in truth determination, and, where the suspension of all three economically corelative orientations opens us, through such intermediation, to a self-correcting vista of what effectively becomes relatively more viable in both pragmatically and existentially oriented terms of reference.









