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1. Introduction to an Open Forum

In these notes for an open forum, various ideas about the notion of the ‘ideological’ will be explored. To very quickly answer the question posed in the title of this essay let me say both ‘Yes and ‘No’. ‘Yes’, the idea that we are forever beholden to the ideological can be dispensed with if we accept the observation that suitably enacted suspensions afford us a certain relative degree of freedom from the otherwise all-pervasive influence of the ideological. ‘No’, if we also admit to the experiential fact that, e.g., weak forms of realism, idealism, and/or pragmatism seemingly pervade, at the very least, the ‘natural attitude’ and that to ignore such conventional influences will also render our non-observant forms of philosophical argumentation as equally defective.
 So, we need not be beholden to the idea that we are forever in the total grip of a set of ideologies that have been either advertently preferenced by us, or, at the same time, that we are also inadvertently influenced by those ideological preferences that we are not so cognizant of. However, we should also be aware that even though we can suspend both the natural attitude and ideological over-interpretations of the same, still, we cannot totally escape the integral influence of the natural attitude as to how we will see ourselves in a world constructed both by us and by others and by this semblance of a ‘world at large’ itself. Now, in this overall regard, that it is to be hoped that the suspension of our pro-analytical, constitutional conjectures will rend their arguments as relatively ‘well-formed’, that the suspension of our pro-synthetical, non-constitutional conjectures will render them as ‘well-informed’, and that the suspension of our more cogent conjectures, as a mediation of the former, will ensure such argumentation is ‘well-expressed’. That, then, a suitably conducted overall suspension of the above, through such intermediation, may well institute a process of re-self-organization wherein the disciplinary exercise, say, in and through its critical philosophical approaches, effectively becomes a ‘self-righting enterprise’. That, through such a dialectic, we move from the relatively non-critical to the relatively critical, and, then, from the relatively critical to the potentially radical along with its demands for new vocabularies, definitive histories, novel innovations, and other ironically treated devices in which what was once thought to be ‘impossible’, i.e., ‘not even able to be thought’, can now be progressively engaged, albeit small increment by small increment (since we could not comprehend the ‘radically-radical’ even if it were to metaphorically ‘drop upon us like the malformed aspiration for the literal delivery of a gold brick’
). (0)
2. Introduction: Outline of these Explorations within this Open Forum

Philosophers might like to see themselves as ‘truth-seekers’, but, it can be well-argued that even non-philosophers may be similarly dispositioned. For philosophers to claim a distinctive sense of a discipline I would like to provisionally argue their allegiance, more or less, to the following five ‘moving parts’, namely, first, that they possess an overall working view on the nature of certain sets of viable conjectures; second, an appreciation of their argued for truth determinations; third, a critical appreciation of such truth determinations; fourth, a potentially radical appreciation of the ramifications of such transformations arrived at in their ensuing world-views; whilst, fifth, that they are also cognizant that their ideological preferencing of the same can be tempered and maintained in a relatively non-ideological sense of stance, with a concomitant sense of ‘commitment’, through the suitable exercise of apposite suspensions. Against this philosophical backdrop, I would like to clarify how I would like to tentatively view the distinctive psychological nature of ‘ideological thinking’, by making a distinction between ‘relatively non-ideologically oriented argumentation’ and ‘relatively ideologically oriented argumentation’ in which that latter type of person is adopting some form of philosophical extremism, adamantly over-preferences truth determinations from their sense of perspective, evidentially demonstrates observable forms of ‘over-commitment’ that are indicative of what I term to be a ‘pseudo-psychotic complexion’, etc. In contrast, a relatively non-overcommitted person, who still evinces an argued form of commitment, is engaged with as a person with whom we can enter into a dialogue, rather, than a one-sided ideological monologue. That, in a process of argumentation, these two types of engagement are quite distinctively different, and, if we wish to enter into a profitable form of a debate, debating the ideologue is best avoided (for reasons as explored in the previous two essays). Then, to conclude the framing of this disquisition on ‘ideological thinking’ let me explore to what extent there are or that there are not resident contradictions hidden or not so hidden in ideological thinking, and so on. (1)

Using this disquisition to then segue into an open (forum) discussion of Slavoj Zizek’s apparent views or attitudes towards the nature of ideological thinking as per the podcast #196, #197, and #198 as presented by Stephen West in his podcast Philosophize This.
 To facilitate this open forum, I note an introductory summary of some of the ideas in those podcast (which can be listened to or read as per the transcripts supplied). (2)
Then, to conclude, let me briefly comment on this working take on Zizek from my views on ideological thinking as outlined in the introduction to this open forum, and, where, no doubt, I will also have to take on board the ideas as were explored in this open forum. Indeed, in amending my ideas on this topic, such emendations and qualifications, etc., will be duly appended as a Postscript to this essay and, therefore, let me take this opportunity to sincerely thank you for your contributions in this regard. (3)
 3. A Brief Summary of My Views on Ideologically Oriented Thinking.


In the light of my introductions to this topic let me proffer this summary:

1. The linguistically referred to idea of a ‘world’ is both ideologically driven and riven…

2. But, we can find a certain degree of freedom from the ideological through focusing upon its more apparent features and ‘bracketing’ or ‘suspending’ the same.
3. That granted, ‘ideologues’ are ‘people’, in contrast, ‘who are over-committed to a certain ideology or set of ideologies (and who do not sufficiently entertain suspensions of both their own views and their own over-commitments)’.

4. ‘Over-commitment’ is psychologically quite different from either ‘commitment’ or ‘non-commitment’ or ‘under-commitment’.

5. Over-commitment induces, to the same degree, a pseudo-psychotic complexion.
6. Debating with ideologues over their ideological predilections is usually an unproductive process (even if you agree with their positioning) because their positioning is monologically presented and not, potentially, in the form of a fruitfully productive dialogue that could be mutually and beneficially informative for either both or all parties.

7. An ideologue is an ‘ideologue’ in proportion to ‘the extent they resist, in a psychotic-like manner, the experience of a contestment of their own over-committed positionings’.

8. Thence an ‘ideologue’, to that same extent, is an ‘extremist’.

9. Whereas non-over-committed people are ‘not ideologues’, but, are still heavily influenced by cultural-intercultural forms of ideological thinking as per the ‘natural attitude’.
10. But that, at the very least, a natural positioning is necessary as a starting point for any conversation or debate from the necessity of having something to suspend and question.
11. That such a conversation or debate takes on a critical complexion should suitable suspensions arise, say, through the asking of suitable questions; maintaining a healthy skepticism; being well-informed’; running non-fallacious arguments’; running well-formed arguments; deriving valid conclusions; in being able to both test and contest such apparent conclusions; in proffering well-expressed conclusions that do not claim to be indubitable and anything other than as provisional, as works in progress, as our best efforts, etc.

12. Ideologies divide into those that are either religious or non-religious in orientation, and, where both can be further subdivided under the headings of (an over-commitment to) Moral Principles, Philosophical Positions, and Controversial Issues.

13. Ideologies simplify, invite psychological acceptance, proffer truths and commitments.
14. That all ideological positioning will meet forms of contradiction, either hidden or not so hidden, through over-preferential forms of treatment arrived at through attempting to impossibly focus on isolated forms of economic interaction, the very making of a decision to over-prefer a certain type of position over its opposition or some other, etc.

15. Where non-ideologues, through non-over-commitment to their current commitment to a certain stance in the world, cannot be misconstrued as ‘ideologues’ despite the ideological nature of all forms of positioning since non-ideologues demonstrate that we cannot and should not conflate ‘all thinking’ as ‘just ideologically driven and riven…’ (4)
4. Is Slavoj Zizek a ‘Philosophical Charlatan’ or a ‘Philosophical Hero’?

Now, I admit this sub-title is meant to be thought-provoking, but, in order to demonstrate the more positive, yet, also the ironically intended appellation of the ‘heroic’, I need to somewhat deconstruct the former charge (namely, that this person is no more than a mere charlatan). I.e., that a superficial view could quite easily be formed that this person, who is often interviewed on social media, and, who is always provocative in that arena, is just a ‘performer’ merely seeking attention on social media. However, that to my mind is far from the reality of what he appears to be doing despite the idiosyncrasies of his philosophical style. Indeed, Stephen West in his podcast titled Philosophize This has, as a take away, that ‘Zizek’s provocative style is not mere trolling but aims to disorient and awaken people from ideological complacency’.
(5)

As examples of his provocative statements, he has been reported to have said:
Gandhi was more violent than Hitler.

Joseph Stalin was an honest man.

Heidegger was not a great philosopher in spite of his time as a Nazi…he was great because he was a Nazi.
 (6)

Of course, people are welcome to add their own favourite ‘provocative’ quotations to this list should they wish... (7)

Now, for those who are not acquainted with this Slovenian philosopher, who writes in English, Zizek has published many titles. He is very erudite, will often cite a wide-ranging variety of sources. Stephen West tells us:
Zizek’s philosophical framework is deeply influenced by Hegel, Marx, and Lacan.
 This combination allows Zizek to offer unique interpretations of culture and society, particularly in critiquing global capitalism and exploring human subjectivity… Zizek argues that everyone is influenced by ideology, and it’s crucial to be aware of this in our pursuit of truth. This perspective challenges the simplistic view of ideology as something only others possess, highlighting its universal impact on human subjectivity… He often starts with a progressive position, makes it appealing and then flips it to show its contradictions. This disorienting style is intentional, designed to reveal the limitations of ideology and encourage deeper critical thinking.
 (8)

In this regard, a comparison to Socrates has been voiced. Where Zizek practices a form of Socratic dialogue that, rather than demonstrates what we know, is more inclined to demonstrate what we don’t know, or should have difficulty in coming to know, etc. But, this is not done in a process with little or no value, but, where the process itself could have very much to offer. Say, in clarifying where we seem to stand. Or, why such a stance is one we would be better to withdraw from, or, where might we head in order to resolve these contradictions as currently pointed out to us. So should we take these contradictions at face value, or, by what other routes should we metaphorically ‘travel’, indeed, face and confront what to date had been hitherto thought to be impossible, indeed, enjoy and savour those innovations that now seem to have been dangled in front of us.., and so on? Or, where simulating a dialectical process is, in some way, an expression of its truth… so, e.g., parents once thought they had a right to physically punish their miscreant children, just as school once thought they could cane their wayward students… now all that is frowned upon… that to understand these shifts in attitudes towards corporal punishment is to better understand the current ‘truth’ of our current situatedness in this world of change in that same regard… (9)

According to Wikipedia, for Zizek ideology is made up of fictions that structure political life… He also thinks ideology has been frequently misinterpreted as dualistic and, according to him, this misinterpreted dualism posits that there is a real world of material relations and objects outside oneself, which is accessible to reason. (10)

However, in taking a non-dualistic approach, ideology constructs our world, proffers short cuts, sums it up for us… and becomes our ‘reality’ which is overlooked as simplified by us. However, with such ‘simplification’ also comes a problematic absenting of ourselves from other worthwhile ways of also seeing this experience of a world… that by looking more deeply we might find ourselves in a more insightful way of dealing with both the problematic and the non-problematic. E.g., by seeing both political Left and Right as but the two sides of the same coin of a global capitalism, and as somewhat superficial, we might then find ourselves in a better position to more deeply understand both the nature of those debates and just what is actually more problematic for us to deal with… say, the capitalistic drivers of an ensuing environmental collapse, or, how the overall political system has us quibbling over superficial social concerns like a so-called woke-ism, etc. That, if thought through more deeply, we would then find that our political energy and resources should be dealing with more pressing issues, say, the exploitation of workers through the overall political system depressing the ability for the relatively more exploited to truly earn a living wage, or, the deeper reasons why we have excessive rents, inadequate stocks of housing, homelessness, and all other allied issues. (11)

What is called for is a ‘dialectic’, a more dialectical-like appreciation of lived-reality. Where through both either commitment or over-commitment we define ourselves through the negation of what we oppose. Just as, e.g., the ‘atheist’ defines themselves as someone who is ‘not a theist’. Or, with respect to cultural institutions and concepts, we might find ourselves defining ‘laws’ in a juxtaposition with the concept of ‘transgressions’, and v.v. Registering and recognizing how laws change in regard to our shifting ideas on the nature of transgression, and v.v. But, also understanding that a dialectic is not just bipolar (and not just economically tripolar) and is also potentially multi-polar (in intersection with an array of overlapping and hierarchically mapped multi-economic configurations). So, e.g., laws in a legal system can also be viewed in relation to ideas and realities of what it means to be governed, the freedom of the individual, the role of punishment, the institution of imprisonment, justice and fairness, and so on and so forth. (12)

Now, from this series of podcasts, let us explore these and other ideas in this open forum… mixing and melding ideas from Zizek, myself, and your very own thoughts and reflections on this very complex, and potentially perplexing, topic…. (13)
5. A Personal Critique (of Zizek, et al)

In just a short acquaintance with the complex ideas and dialectical strategies of Zizek I admit I am not in a position to be able to proffer an in-depth critique of this philosopher. Obviously, I am going to first approach the complexity of his work from how I have already approached this rich topic of the ‘ideological’ as summarized, e.g., under those fifteen points. Noting how an acceptance of suspensions does give us some relief from the all-pervasive nature of the ideological. Yet, at the same time, how the all-pervasive nature of the natural attitude will constitute our very ability to see this world, but, again, suspensions will be needed to correctly initiate our conversations and debates. At the same time stressing the psychological differences between an ‘ideologue’ and a ‘non-ideologue’, i.e., the person who is over-committed versus the person who, hopefully, is existentially committed to the taking of a series of worthwhile positions on ‘their-being-in-this-world-with-others’. That questioning, itself, is one form of a suspension, and, I would also further contend that if one trimodal aspect, e.g., of the economy of interrogation, is suitably suspended in-depth then, through the holistic nature of an overall economic correlativity, that a more thorough overall sense and semblance of a(n extensive) suspension would ensue where through the automatic force of the de-suspension we would be directed in more productive, insightful forms of ‘re-direction’ that would effectively oversee each and every discipline more as a ‘self-correcting enterprise’… admittedly, this is a very optimistic appreciation of the role of a(n economic) dialectic… but, I do not expect people to be as optimistic here as I must appear when, I should also add, an element of pessimism to the extent that we are all bound by all manner of limitations, still, ‘all well-formed questions have the possible seeds of their own resolution...’ That in a sense, through suspensions, ‘closer’ scrutiny of our ideological thinking could be quite revelatory in that regard… but, also revealing our limitations as a ‘finite, fragile person’ intersecting the infinite perspectives of this same sense and semblance of a social, politically defined, non-dualistic world (with myself being in a strong agreement on that last point, with Zizek?). (14)






        Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 3.4.24.
6. A Future Postscript... As Now Written….

As envisaged in the ensuing open forum, devoted to this topic of ideology, I fully expected to meet a ‘philosophical tension’ between, say, on one hand, ‘the relative necessity of engaging either ideological commitments or undecided non-commitments in the formation of our positional commencement in order to start our philosophical explorations and enact suitable suspensions of such content, therein, as would stem from the natural attitude, etc.’, and, on the other hand, ‘the ideological over-commitments of ardent ideologues which, more than likely, would be presented with a pseudo-psychotic-like type of complexion directly reflecting the intensity of those relatively incontestable forms of ideological over-commitment’. That, such a pre-configured understanding meant that in order to negotiate this spectrum between relative commitment (along with non-commitment and under-commitment) and relative over-commitment both the contemplated continuities and discontinuities of this metaphorical landscape of the ideological had to be negotiated in order to philosophically refine our use of conventional language in this same regard. Hence the use of such expressions like, e.g., the natural attitude, conventional positioning; commitments versus over-commitments, etc; ideologues, and ideological extremism, etc. (15)

One important qualification noted in these discussions was the recognition that ideologues, as people, could, potentially, be profitably debated and mutually engaged on non-ideologically oriented types of terrain although the observation was also noted that people beholden to conspiratorial modes of thinking were quite often more prone to entertaining a variety of other topical conspiracies. That, furthermore, that it was not impossible for people holding such over-committed forms of ideation to either modify, reconstruct, and/or deconstruct such forms of over-commitment. Another distinction that was discussed in this open forum was that in terms of religious ideology it was quite possible for adherents of that type of belief-system to be committed to such tenets without taking on board the pseudo-psychotic-like complexion concomitant with an over-commitment to such ideological content. (ii)

In the midst of these explorations a certain meme, articulating a set of strong neo-liberal attitudes, originally posted on the Internet, was explored in terms of its ideological content. Surprisingly, that set of propositions that misconstrued the democratic ideal of an ‘equality of opportunity’ as literally ‘all people were equal’, along with a valid contestment of the latter equation, demonstrated, advertently or inadvertently, a very confused mixture of fallacies, malformed premises, conclusions neither supported through well-formed arguments and/or well-informed facts that, collectively, demonstrated the relative inauthenticity and philosophical short-sightedness of this individual who was either seriously or satirically parroting a wide variety of social myths and half-truths that, when suitably leant upon, would quite easily deconstruct without our even needing to apply a critically concerted form of ideological scrutiny. That such half-baked ideas, in this instance, more reflected a poorly digested, default-like acceptance of the socially expected ideological forms of commitment or over-commitment in a non-reflected upon alignment with the current hegemony of major discourses, ruling paradigms, ‘official’ or ‘orthodox’ modes-of-life, etc. (iii)
Although divided on the authenticity of Zizek’s Socratic style, in fairness to Zizek, if we were to have seen him in action, and find him successfully defend his provocative statements, we might well have taken on board the philosophical ‘seriousness’ of, sometimes, his humorous approaches as exercised through his dialectically driven sense of method (which I would personally contend is both productively radical and constructively valid
). In that regard, not mistaking his ‘means’ for his intended ‘ends’ even if the process invites the observation that this philosopher is also both a ‘social performer’ and a ‘social influencer’ (in furthering the marketing of his many books?). (iv)
The non-dualism of this philosopher was also noted, and, how this needed to modify our reception of his views on ideology as something more akin to a way of simplifying a direct vision of ‘our’ lived-sense of the world that, more often than not, also needed to be radically re-seen, indeed, re-thought, in order to more insightfully inform the social commitments of the concerned citizen given the plethora of adverse phenomena approaching over the cultural-intercultural horizons of our world at large and before which our politician seem only capable of reacting (when not over-reacting) and not being proactive in a more timely manner in that same regard. (v)
A very interesting observation was also noted that in a world of increasing stress and anxiety, often promoted by the adverse consequences of neo-liberal policies, as in, e.g., our heading towards non-living wages for those at the lower end of the pay-scale, relatively excessive rents, excessive demands being placed upon workers, etc., could well promote ideological forms of response. That through an over-self-identification with such understandings and misunderstandings uncritically thought-through ideological responses could well be the result of such increasing social pressures? Perhaps, and I am speculating here, given the relative dearth of religious ideologies, people may well be more prone to taking on board and self-identifying with more conspiratorially-oriented modes of dissemination, be that either individually arrived at or through the social pressures of a conspiratorially motivated group (in all probability where those individuals each will entertaining a varied mix of such forms of unsubstantiated or poorly substantiated ideation, along with behaviours concomitant upon such positionings along with the expression of such co-associated political postures, etc?
)? (vi)
Again, I would like to thank the initial authors of these comments as noted above along with the other contributions shared over the course of this open forum. (vii) 







          Noël Tointon, Penrith, 15.4.24.
� 	* A link to the latest version: �HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/Noelshomepage/Noelshomepage6.html"��http://www.homestead.com/Noelshomepage/Noelshomepage6.html� 


� 	Invoking, here, the Husserlian idea of the natural attitude that can then be transcendentally bracketed, suspended, subjected to an epoché, etc. However, I treat the ‘transcendental’ as ‘trans-cognitive’/ ‘trans-intentional’, that as arrived at through processes of judgment, and, that this definition of the ‘suspension’ is then a method for revealing the types of judgments, and their productivity, along with all emendations that are or could be in play, etc.


� 	Thence my reference to the ‘relatively-radical’ (and the critical need to re-appropriate this aspect of the ‘non-economic’ through the lens of the ‘hyper-economical aspect’ of ‘the overall economy of the economic’). That, if you were to pray for ‘the delivery of a gold brick’ then it would be advisable that it land beside you, with no one else about who might more successfully claim it, and, most definitely, that it land will not on you since ‘you want to enjoy the value of what that gold brick could mean for you’.


� 	The three links to those podcasts: 


� HYPERLINK "https://www.philosophizethis.org/podcast/anarchism-part-one-26l4k-pj5c2-yehbw" �https://www.philosophizethis.org/podcast/anarchism-part-one-26l4k-pj5c2-yehbw� 


 � HYPERLINK "https://www.philosophizethis.org/podcast/anarchism-part-one-26l4k-pj5c2-yehbw-jebes-cwz68" �https://www.philosophizethis.org/podcast/anarchism-part-one-26l4k-pj5c2-yehbw-jebes-cwz68�


� HYPERLINK "https://www.philosophizethis.org/podcast/anarchism-part-one-26l4k-pj5c2-yehbw-jebes-cwz68-y6cd4" �https://www.philosophizethis.org/podcast/anarchism-part-one-26l4k-pj5c2-yehbw-jebes-cwz68-y6cd4� 


� 	Exercising an over-preferential treatment for a certain set of ideas that involves an impossible form of economic isolationalism as discussed and explored in the two previous essays (XID and XIE).


� 	As noted in the previous essay. Pursuit, III.XID.1.11. E.g., killing a person is wrong (and, therefore, abortion is wrong); realism or idealism, etc; controversies surrounding, say, vaccines, vaccination mandates, various ideas expressed about the nature and origins of Covid, etc.


� 	Podcast #196.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Later, he argues that he is very much a Hegelian, Hegelian, Hegelian… that Lacan very much assisted him in his coming to better appreciate the work of Hegel.


� 	Ibid.


� 	In line with the overall attitude ‘that being critical should be both deconstructive and re-constructive’, and, ‘that a persistent critical attitude can broach the relatively-radical in our incrementally experienced recognition, encountering and engagement with the non-radically-radical’.


� 	Individuals may be more reticent to publicly express their conspiratorial ideation, whereas, on the other hand, a group of such individuals would more likely express such commitments, be that through either politically oriented or non-politically oriented forms of expression. 






