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Givings and Misgivings:

Distortions of the Democratic Process within the Political-Economy From the Corrosive Influence of Donations in a Neo-Liberal Context

Looking into and Exploring the Corrosive Role of Donations:

1.   Three types of political donation.

2.   Three types of donors.

3.   Three virtual case studies. 

4.   Three sets of conclusions.


In the following preamble let me note that democratic elections are a chaotic phenomenon rendered even more chaotic in the maturity of a democratic life-world. With frequent access to polling and the skillful running of focus groups politicians in a certain party at least know what the electorate is ‘thinking’. It is a political imperative in the winning of elections for politicians to successfully appeal to the middle ground (in what I have termed a ‘real political center’). Consequently, in political appearance, parties start to look and sound like each other although, at the same time, heavily criticizing anything and anyone approaching even the semblance of a sensible center. Given that the proverbial election could be won by ‘one vote’ large quantities of money are used in both traditional and non-traditional Media in order to ‘win’ those deciding votes usually found with swinging electors and in marginal electorates.  In the light of the analytics of such demographic information political parties try to resemble the tenor of thought to be found in this middle ground. But, today, such ‘listening’ is rarely translated into ‘hearing’ given that the all too persuasive voice of donated money and an army of closely associated lobbyists have more real access to these now beholden politicians. In such a perverse climate, all too often good evidence-based policy advice and best economic practice in the implementation of policy is either completely ignored or merely rejected outright at some crucial point in its consideration. Quite naturally politicians seek to survive in a democratic life-world by winning current and future elections and perceive electoral finance as a crucial element in this strategy. But this unhealthy nexus between ‘money’, ‘advertizing’ and ‘votes’, etc., must be broken and donation reform seriously contemplated. Otherwise, electoral disenchantment and disgruntlement will soon translate a democratic ‘landscape’ into a more storm ravaged, non-democratic ‘seascape’ with the continuing disruptive advent of populism, small dysfunctional political parties, neo-liberally promoted adversity and inequality, etc., demagogues, ideologues, extremists, fascists, non-democratically minded exploiters and manipulators of the political-economy… misfortune in a form, I am sure and would hope, we would not even wish upon our worst enemies regardless of whether they were to live in relatively democratic or non-democratic life-worlds..!! (0)

*For the latest version of this paper: www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html 

1.   Three types of political donation

Quite simply, we have donations for the personal enrichment of a politician and their associates; donations given to a political party for the extension of influence; and/or, only small donations given to a political party with no extension of influence. (1)

In the first scenario we have either patronage where donations are overt and generally in lines with expectations, or, covert and/or excessively taxing. (2)

The second scenario occurs in a political climate where restrictions on donations are lax and where there is the expectation that there is a peddling of influence in some form of a quid pro quo. (3)


The third scenario is where small donations are given to support a political party with no extension of influence. (4)


Donations are usually given in the form of money, but, gifts can also include meals, holidays, free admission to forms of entertainment, various free services, the prospect of future consultancies, etc. (5)

2.   Three types of donors

There are three types of donors, namely, individuals or families who give personal donations; organizational representatives who give donations from either businesses or non-commercial organizations; and, governmentally extended ‘donations’ given to politicians and/or political parties, electors, electorates, commercial organizations, non-commercial organizations, etc. (6)

3.   Three virtual case studies

By ‘virtual case study’ I mean ‘the taking of a text (or series of texts and/or a set/s of texts) and assuming that we have, inscribed therein, a reasonable, accurate representation of the world as lived, and, therefore, we can treat the same as if it were our case study in order to phenomenologically appreciate the phenomenon or phenomena in question as represented therein’. (7)


Are politicians just legislators? Obviously not, for how would they have got voted for if they merely operated within halls of legislation alone? However, a frequent criticism in the context of American politics is much along the following lines…

Virtual Case Study No. 1: Fundraising a Top Priority Mandate to D.C. Politicians

Have you gotten a call from your political party asking for money lately? Fundraising is big business in Washington, D.C. So big, in fact, that your newly elected Congressional representative is expected to spend half of his or her working hours dialing for dollars at a secret phone bank near Capitol Hill.

You read that correctly. Actually, more than half their time, sometimes 6-8 hours a day, is spent not working on legislation. Instead, they are essentially full-time telemarketers who are told that their top priority is to raise obscene amounts of money dialing for dollars. All this, during business hours when they are supposed to be working for you, the taxpayer. Shocking, isn’t it?

This past Sunday, April 24th, 60 Minutes broadcast an exposé unveiling the outrageous phone banking operations of an uncontrollable D.C. political machine. It couldn’t be clearer that Washington is more about making money than it is about effective governing. The American public already has a low opinion of Congress. At last check, they had a 14% approval rating yet 90% of them get re-elected.

During the broadcast, David Jolly, a Republican Congressman from Florida, claims he was told that his responsibility, as a sitting member of Congress, was to raise $18,000 per day. While legislators and staff are prohibited by law from making fundraising calls from their offices, both Republicans and Democrats are free to do so at party owned call centers down the block.

60 Minutes took a hidden camera into the private backrooms of National Republican Congressional Committee (NRCC) operations. Jolly describes these offices as “sweat shop phone booths that compromise the dignity of the office.”
 [293] (8)


The quotation just cited graphically outlines the point I am trying to make and even if it were to be only half-true represents a disgrace to the extent that politicians were elected to be and act as politicians and not behave (or misbehave) as fund raisers par excellence. This same article also notes that such hard-working politicians only have 1-2 hours per day to sit in on legislative processes. Raising donations, in this second context of donation collecting, is obviously a route that would be best not traveled down if only for this reason. A level playing field for political parties and/or their candidates
 could and would take a lot of steam out of this political arms-race as just discussed.
 [294] (9)


Rhetorically, do we want our politicians to be primarily fund-raisers? Although legislation is an important role for politicians they also need to meet and greet the public in order to understand the concerns of the public and, therein and thereafter, act as representatives for the public; be that their electorate or the country as a whole, and, even, the role of their country in the world at large. [295] (10)


In the Australian context we have had the voicing of similar concerns.
 Australia’s rules on political donations are also relatively lax.
 The funding of political campaigns in Australia involves a mix of private, public, institutional and governmental funding.
 [296] (11)


By favouring the influential access of donors, in both frequency and intensity, in comparison to the relatively fragmented and less organized input of public opinion, etc., certain political ramifications can be set in motion with either beneficial or adverse consequences for this public at large. In the US, and elsewhere, we are now seriously witnessing the effects of an epidemic in the over-prescription of addictive opioid medications. Despite evidence-based research that calls their general use for pain relief into question, an over-prescription of this form of medication has unleashed a dangerous wave of addiction. Legislation that did not suitably restrict their utilization has been very profitable for the drug companies promoting such medications, but, a profit obtained at the expense of the overall well-being of society itself! Over the last decade, in the US alone, the pharmaceutical industry has donated about 2.5 billion dollars into the American political system
 and the expensive consequences of such an ongoing cash injection are now all too evident in the formation of the social misery of addiction being promoted by the over-dissemination of such an unnecessary and avoidable medication. However, from the perspective of this industry, I am sure, the money involved in such lobbying is viewed as ‘money well spent’. Needless to say, this culture of cultivation through donations, extends beyond politicians to doctors themselves, and beyond… [299] (12)


Or, review the stunt where a lump of coal was brought into the Lower House of the Australian Parliament by a Coalition member on February 9, 2017.
 Obviously, such an event could also be viewed as this political party ‘working’ for the coal industry and the fossil fuel’s lobby on the back of implicit donations from such a sector. In the same vein we had the pronouncement that coal “is good for humanity” made by the then Prime Minister Tony Abbott in 2014. With such good grounds for this suspicion that such pronouncements would not have been made if donations were not involved, we must ask just how much, or how little, do our political parties get paid to inspire such shameful displays? Such information, for the Australian public, should be easy to access but individual donations are ‘informatively’ hidden behind the collective contributions given by that commercial or professional sector in question, and, then, we have ‘other receipts’ and ‘associates’ diluting the overall reporting of the quantity of donations given, and, no doubt, such under-reporting is further cemented by declared and undeclared ‘gifts’ in the form of dinners, travel expenses and other junkets, etc. We might say that this one lump of coal, as a metaphor, is symbolic of the accumulative effect that donations contribute to the distortion of this complex, controversial area of political debate dealing with Global Warming, the energy debate, the transition to a low carbon economy, ecological questions ranging from the survival of The Great Barrier Reef to concerns over the quality of groundwater in the wake of fracking, etc. A political space where good advice is continually trashed, indeed, ever overturned by ideologues with little reference to evidence based policy formation based on both scientific research and best economic practice. [300] (13)


In my second virtual case study I have used an article published both on the Internet, 22 October 2017, and, in print by The Sydney Morning Herald, 23 October 2017.

Virtual Case Study No.2:
 Obesity crisis Industry report revealed
Sugar hit: the tactics deployed to kill the soda tax

[Beverages industry praises itself for turning politicians away from sugar tax]

Esther Han 22 October 2017

The soft drink industry said its fight against a sugar tax was "consuming vast amounts of resources", but by lobbying politicians and bureaucrats it had managed to keep the policy off the table.

In its annual report, the Australian Beverages Council – representing many large soft drink makers including Coca-Cola and Pepsi – claims it has successfully warded off "any legitimate threat of a discriminatory tax".

The peak body is at loggerheads with a coalition of 34 health, academic and consumer groups who are urging the federal government to slap a 20 per cent levy on sugary drinks in a bid to reverse Australia's obesity crisis.

The beverage council warned that a sugar tax was never far from morphing into a draft bill for debate and, based on the experience of its overseas counterparts, it must "constantly challenge" any such threat before it reaches parliament.

"Politically, we have strengthened our profile with various politicians both in Canberra and in state parliaments," wrote chief executive Geoff Parker.

"Naturally senior bureaucrats are equally as important to engage with and our outreach has extended to many departmental offices."

Both major political parties oppose the tax, with the Turnbull government saying it stands "zero chance", despite research suggesting it could reduce preventable deaths, cut healthcare costs and boost revenue that can be diverted to health services.

Dr Gary Sacks from Deakin University, who researches lobbyists, said he was flabbergasted by how openly the council spoke about their successful lobbying of politicians.

"They usually talk about how they're part of the solution, so to see them openly boasting about lobbying politicians against public health measures is a big surprise," he said. "It's normally behind closed doors."

The report provides a glimpse into the goals, priorities and "high-level lobbying" strategies of the group.

It said an annual board meeting at Parliament House in Canberra had allowed members to engage with key politicians and on reflection, the politicians' expressions of support last time the sugar tax debate flared up "was due in part to the positive outcomes from this meeting".

It also revealed it had "broadened defensive lines" to stop the tax. This was the main idea, it divulged, behind the creation of a sugar roundtable, whose key members include the Australian Food and Grocery Council and the Canegrowers Association.

"Undoubtedly the constant scrutiny and criticism of sugar-sweetened beverages remains the industry's most pressing and serious ongoing risk," wrote committee chair Vered Moses, a nutrition scientist at PepsiCo.

"The industry continues to defend people's right to choose whatever it is they want to consume whilst promoting the concepts of moderation and the importance of a balanced diet."

Dr Sacks said the focus on individual responsibility wasn't working, and the government had to improve the food environment.

"The World Health Organisation says taxes on unhealthy foods need to be part of the solution," he said.

He said the government couldn't ignore the calls of 34 high-profile groups for a tax, especially with countries such as Ireland and Mexico passing similar laws.

[In Mexico, it has been reported a tax of about 10 per cent on sugar-sweetened beverages saw a 7.6 per cent drop in purchases of those drinks over two years. This is disputed by the beverage industry.]

"You can see in black and white the lobby's having influence over politicians, rather than the 34 health groups with heaps of academic evidence who know what's best for the public," said Dr Sacks.

"We know the sugary drinks tax works, but it's not happening, and this shows us why evidence-based policy is not being implemented."

[The Liberals, Nationals, as well as Labor, are also reluctant because they have their eye on marginal seats in NSW and Qld that produce and refine sugar. The Liberals lost Qld's Herbert to Labor last year.]

Mr Parker told Fairfax Media nothing in the report should be a surprise, as the council's core function was to speak on behalf of its members.

"The evidence is clear they do nothing to reduce obesity and only serve to hurt consumers and the local manufacturing industry," he said.

"We speak to governments and oppositions, just as those groups who think we should have additional taxes do, and talk about ways our industry can be a part of sensible solutions to serious issues."

Health Minister Greg Hunt's spokesman said he categorically rejected the assertions made.

"The Coalition's policy on this matter has been consistent and unchanged for many years now," he said.

He said the government was tackling the obesity crisis by encouraging Australians to live healthy lives and focusing on driving grocery prices down.

Jane Martin from the Obesity Policy Coalition said the sugar roundtable reminded her of how the tobacco industry reacted when it felt under threat, "building opposition, building a research agenda and personal relationships with key political representatives".

She said she could hear the industry's voice echoing in politicians' statements.

"I think industry are winning at the moment, but the research is continuing to build and 26 jurisdictions have implemented a levy," she said.

"The industry, like the tobacco industry, wants to delay, wants to obfuscate the evidence, and that's why they're doing their own research and push back against evidence-based research," she continued.

"We're trying to improve health, while the industry is trying to preserve profits. We're not in this for the money, we're in this because we care about the public's health."

Sugar and soft drink manufacturers maintain a strong lobbying presence in federal parliament. Industry leader Coca-Cola has four registered external lobbyists in Canberra, all of whom are former government employees. [313] (14)


In this reported article, in the titles we find the expression ‘soda tax’. In this American expression we have an allusion to the fact that lobbying against a ‘soda tax’, i.e., a ‘sugar tax’, is an international phenomenon reminiscent of lobbying conducted by the tobacco industry or those industries pertaining to fossil fuels, etc.
 The only oblique reference to an international setting of the terms of lobbying is found in the expression ‘based on the experience of its overseas counterparts, it must “constantly challenge” any such threat before it reaches parliament.
 Of course, the word ‘threat’ is an emotive word which could be translated as merely ‘a loss of profit’ rather than as ‘any form of physical or mental threat’. This article then continues to note that the Australian Beverages Council in its annual report states ‘“Politically, we have strengthened our profile with various politicians both in Canberra and in state parliaments,” wrote chief executive Geoff Parker.’ Moreover, the next paragraph in this annual report notes ‘“Naturally senior bureaucrats are equally as important to engage with and our outreach has extended to many departmental offices.”’ Again, we have the need to translate what might be meant by the expressions ‘profile’ and ‘outreach’. Once we understand that this is donated monies ‘speaking’ we can understand ‘profile’ to mean ‘a financial relationship between political parties with obligations to leave the status quo in place’, i.e., by not introducing a tax on the sugar content of beverages. That the ‘outreach’ of such a lobbying effort extends not only to Canberra but also state parliaments, but, surprisingly, also to senior bureaucrats in ‘many departmental offices’. This sinister sort of language almost parallels the infiltration of government by a spy network belonging to a foreign power (which, in some ways, it could be seen to parallel assuming that such lobbying is also internationally directed and funded as well?). One can only hope that senior bureaucrats have not had their doors opened by anything other than those donations already given to the current political powers that be? Of course, that might exclude just afternoon teas, occasional dinners, small gifts and other token incentives along the way – who know? I am certainly not suggesting that this opening of doors to bureaucrats was expedited by anyone other than the ministers of those departments and those people that they would have delegated to arrange such contacts. But, unfortunately, money does speak and very loudly in this type of situation because both major parties are content to leave the status quo in place despite evidence based policy advice from ‘a coalition of 34 health, academic and consumer groups who have been urging government to slap a 20 per cent levy on sugary drinks in a bid to reverse Australia’s obesity crisis.’ Should we not conclude that the lobbying power this peak body has could only have arisen from the potentially pernicious power of donations? As this article notes this report states: ‘its fight against a sugar tax was “consuming vast amounts of resources”, but by lobbying politicians and bureaucrats it had managed to keep the policy off the table’. I am sure, for the moment at least, from the point of view of this Australian Beverages Council and its members, this is money well spent! [314] 

     (15)


In my third virtual case study let me examine a claim made by the Australian Labor Party in that the current Coalition is indulging in rampant ‘pork barrelling’:

Virtual Case Study No. 3:
 The Apparent Misuse of Governmental ‘Donations’

This article is taken from the Sydney Moring Herald written by Eryk Bagshaw, 11 October 2017. The print version is headed:

Politics Nationals dispute figures

Labor claims all the pork is barreling to Coalition seats

The Internet version is headed:

Federal Coalition pork-barrels own seats up to 138:1, Labor claims

The Turnbull government spent $132 million on community development grants in Coalition seats in NSW and only $3.5 million in Labor-held electorates in the lead up to the 2016 election, Labor figures claim.

The 37 to one ratio in NSW pales in comparison to Queensland, where the Turnbull government spent $138 million on community development grants in Coalition electorates up to the 2016 election and just over $1 million in Labor-held electorates.

The Nationals are strongly disputing the figures.

A spokesman for the Regional Development Minister Fiona Nash said their analysis showed $19 million went to Queensland Labor electorates and $35 million went to NSW Labor electorates.

"This pathetic lie was invented by Labor this weekend to create a headline it could ask questions about in Senate Question Time this week," he said. 

"Labor's Community Infrastructure Grants Fund put $30 million into Coalition seats and $141 million into Labor seats. Labor sent five times as much money into Labor seats."

According to figures obtained by Labor, Deputy Prime Minister Barnaby Joyce's northern NSW seat of New England, which could be heading for a byelection if the High Court rules against his eligibility as an MP on citizenship grounds, received 13 per cent of the state's entire community grant income up until the 2016 election.

Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull's blue ribbon seat of Wentworth received up to $12 million in community grants, 9 per cent of the state's allocation, while having the second highest score of socio-economic advantage in the country according to the Parliamentary Library's electorate index.

The seat with the highest level of socio-economic advantage in Australia, North Sydney, received $9.5 million in grants in the lead up to the election, the fifth highest level in the state, compared with the safe Labor seat of Parramatta, which received only $11,000 despite being among the most disadvantaged areas according to the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

The grants are designed to target grassroots organisations, securing the support of local voters without expensive policy announcements.

Among those to benefit was the Walcha Rugby Club in Mr Joyce's electorate, which received a $10,000 grant, while his deputy, Fiona Nash, spent $600,000 on 12 netball courts in Forbes.

The Queensland Liberal seat of Leichhardt received $40 million while Capricornia banked $20 million. The closest Labor-held seat, Blair, received $435,087.

In Victoria, for which a full state breakdown is not available, the Turnbull government gave the marginal Liberal-held seat of Latrobe $6.5 million to restore the historic Puffing Billy steam train line.

"This takes regional rorts to a whole new level; there's simply no way community projects in government electorates are 135 times more deserving than those in Labor electorates," Labor regional services spokesman Stephen Jones said.

"This program is supposed to be about the long-term viability of local communities. Clearly it's been about the long-term viability of the Turnbull government and its senior members."

The Nationals spokesman said at least $18.9 million from the Community Infrastructure Grants Fund went to Labor electorates in Queensland, not $1 million.

In NSW, at least $35.9 million went to Labor electorates, not $3.5 million, he said.

The practice of funding election promises in marginal seats, known as pork-barrelling, is not unique to the Coalition government.

When Labor was in power it called them community infrastructure grants.

Up until the 2013 election, Labor awarded $141 million to its own seats, while handing $30 million to Coalition seats.

"Labor gave nearly five times as much money to Labor seats as it did to Coalition seats," said Minister for Regional Development Fiona Nash said.

"They need to respect the intelligence of the voters. Their hypocrisy is disgraceful." [316] (16)

Even if we were to agree to the criticisms of the National Party, as expressed in this text, the ratio of money currently spent in Coalition electorate to that spent in Labor electorates would then become 138:54 which merely continues to prove the same point made by this article. But, regardless of who is in government, for the ruling government to favour those electorates that voted for them is a blatant misuse of governmental powers and finances… [317] (17)


Obviously, a philosophy that deals with our misgivings re donations must also regulate in a bi-partisan, or better, in a non-partisan manner the awarding of all grants, etc. Such a pro-democratic philosophy should also include provisions for a commission against corruption with full powers to investigate and recommend for prosecution misuse of donations in all its multifarious forms! [318] (18)

4.   Three sets of conclusions

I would like to note three sets of conclusions; namely, in the field of politics; in the commercial field of business; and, in the political-economy treated as a whole and in its continually being recast in a neo-liberal mould. (19)


In my Third Critique of Neo-Liberalism I note ten possible consequences of this corrosive influence of a political environment conducted with inadequate restrictions placed on the reception of donations:

i.
Politicians have less time to be legislators, etc., given that they must also become fund-raisers.

ii.
Political success of a politician, outside elections, is subverted by their perceived ability to raise funds for their party.

iii.
Political access to the public is subverted by the access sought by representatives of the commercial world and other institutions that lobby politicians.

iv.
Policy formation increasingly represents those sections of the political-economy that have the money and power to promote their ‘voice’, their interests and concerns, over that of the general public.

v.
That politicians are continually watching polling as an expression of their potential electoral success in the advent of either a sudden election or one at a time more in line with expectations and, consequently, subsequent political spin attempts to redress this.

vi.
That although politicians are ‘listening’ to the public at large they really can only ‘hear’ those that lobby them given this imperative for electoral funds through donations, etc.

vii.
In the light of polling and tracking of public opinion through access groups, etc., there is a continual pressure for parties to represent and reflect the overall aspirations of both their electorates and their traditional electoral bases, whilst, at the same time, also criticizing and eviscerating, if not demolishing, the diminishing ‘moderation’ of that real political center (and, by extension, even more so that of an objective political center).

viii.
At the same time there is less incentive for politicians to return the real political center back towards an objective political center given such polarized critiques (of anything approaching a central sense of positioning either real or objective in tenor). 

ix.
A progressive incremental imposition of neo-liberal policy settings, etc., being and becoming, on balance, more reflective of the aspirations of those sections of the political-economy with more power and money (unless public opinion is considerably organized and demonstrably behind some other position in the light of proposition vii., etc.).

x.
The overriding of expert advice in the formation of policy is sometimes a ‘given’ given this powerful pressure from donors and other lobbyists. [291] (20)


Taking an economic orientation (towards the political-economy), in exploring the economic consequences of a political realm consuming large quantities of donated finance we note forms of economic distortion that often override sensible, evidence based policy formation and enactment, and, policies that generally favour more powerful lobbies; monopolies; a relentless, incremental imposition of neo-liberal policy settings; etc., along with political-economic distortions (as briefly listed in the next paragraph). (21)


The net result of such political and economic distortions is both forms of neo-liberally oriented adversity in the workplace and a variety of forms of inequality/mis-equity in the marketplace and the home space (namely, past inequity, current dis-equity, and future non-equity). Through this ongoing, relentless, negative re-configuration of the political-economy we will inevitably witness an ensuing disenchantment where such subsequent disgruntlement often finds itself translated into forms of populism, small parties incapable of governing in their own right, demagoguery, and, a further erosion of democratic institutions and norms… along with an acceleration of neo-liberal trends that will provoke even greater levels of disruption and social suffering. A political-economic milieu increasingly beholden to obscene levels of donated finance, eventually, will be disruptive of our democratic life-worlds. (22)

Therefore, this urgent democratic need for us to insist on a reform of the laws regarding donations, etc., before we lose our democratic way of life… which, through a lack of such insight, we so easily take for granted!! (23)






  
       Noël Tointon, Sydney, 27.10.17.

Postscript: A Provisional Outline of Donation Reform


In my Third Critique, I provisionally sketch what might need to be considered in donation law reform. This was summarized as follows:

i.
Small limited donations that can be given by any party that are registered, verified and published in relative real-time (with personal anonymity only).

ii.
Mandated financial support of parties that have reasonable representation, and, mandated payment of candidates able to get more than say five percent of the electoral vote.

iii.
Non-partisan distribution of grants, non-partisan awarding of governmental advertising, a commission for the detection and prosecution of corruption, generous but reasonable salaries for all electorally successful politicians, etc., blanket allowances, registration and/or redistribution of gifts, independent awarding of posts,
 and, a timed prohibition on politicians becoming lobbyists or board members, etc. [324] (24)


The raison d’être behind such a reform in donation laws is to primarily take the heat out of electoral funding, return politicians to being politicians rather than non-occasional fund raisers, produce an even playing field for all parties and their candidates, and, secondarily, to return a greater voice to the voting members of an electorate, give a lesser ‘voice’ to businesses, organizations, influential individuals and their lobbyists, etc., and, ensure governments abide by evidence based policy in the light of best economic practice subject to critical forms of public review, etc. [325] (25)


In parallel to donation reform we also need, back to back, a reform of all practices associated with lobbying. [326] (26)


The reforms outlined above, under the rubric of donation reform and lobbying reform, would be assisted considerably by increased degrees of transparency, accountability and responsibility… [327] (27) 




N.T, 29.10.17.

� 	Round brackets note the sequence of paragraphs in this abbreviated essay, and, square brackets note those paragraphs being cited from my Third Critique of Neo-Liberalism titled: A Manifest of Covert and Overt Concepts for the Existential Re-Construction of the Political-Economy: Exploring Ideas Underpinning the Manifestoes Striking Out and Out Striking plus a Subliminal Checklist: Acting as a Third Critique of Neo-Liberalism.


� 	‘Virtual case study’ because I am using the text, at apparent face value, as the case study.


� 	The quotation above is taken from the beginning of a web page headed: U.S. Term Limits, and is titled Fundraising a Top Priority… by Stacey Selleck, US Term Limits; April 26, 2016. This article argues that term limits would: keeping elected officials focused on legislation not phone banking for their next election; opening up seats for good citizen legislators who won’t be discouraged by fundraising quotas; reducing the influence of wealthy contributors on public policy; curtailing the power of an uncontrollable Washington, D.C. political machine.


� 	Depending on how this level playing field were to be configured or re-configured as to whether it favours more candidates and/or their parties.


� 	Another Internet site, OpenSecrets.org; (www.opensecrets.org/overview/topraise.php), lists Congressman Paul Ryan, Republican, as the greatest fundraiser in the House of Congress in 2016, raising US$19,811,897; and, Russ Feingold, Democrat, as raising the most in the Senate in 2016, raising US$24,544,070. OpenSecrets.org describes itself as a ‘Centre for Responsive Politics’.


� 	Refer to Wikipedia, e.g: � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Political_funding_in_Australia" �https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Political_funding_in_Australia� In Australia, there is a growing trend for � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Member_of_Parliament" \o "Member of Parliament" �MPs� to become directly involved in the corporate fundraising efforts of their parties. Ministers and staff are enlisted to engage with donors and business supporters, with the aim of raising funds for their political parties.� HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Political_funding_in_Australia" \l "cite_note-Age_Sale-2" �[2�  


� 	Refer to the ABC article titled: Political donations: Here's what the latest data doesn't tell us. Posted by � HYPERLINK "http://www.abc.net.au/news/tim-leslie/167086" �Tim Leslie�, 1 Feb 2016: � HYPERLINK "http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-02-01/heres-what-the-latest-political-donations-data-doesnt-tell-us/7130126" �http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-02-01/heres-what-the-latest-political-donations-data-doesnt-tell-us/7130126� 


� 	There reader can refer to the ABC article titled: Election 2016: How are political campaigns funded? Posted �HYPERLINK "Nick Harmsen"��Nick Harmsen� 4 Jun 2016: � HYPERLINK "http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-06-04/how-are-election-campaigns-funded/7476264" �http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-06-04/how-are-election-campaigns-funded/7476264� 


� 	Refer to the article by Chris McGreal, Thursday 19 October 2017, in the theguardian titled: How big pharma’s money – and its politicians – feed the US opioid crisis


� 	This Member was Scott Morrison. Apparently, the lump of Hunter Valley coal was cleaned and varnished before being used as a prop (contrary to house rules in the Australian Parliament).


� 	This article has been taken from the Internet: published by The Sydney Morning Herald, 22 October 2017. The print version was published Monday, 23 October, 2017. Sections in square brackets fond in Internet version but not in print version. 


� 	In this regard, the international lobbying against soda taxes, etc., refer to the following link: Leaked: Coca-Cola’s Worldwide Political Strategy to Kill Soda Taxes: � HYPERLINK "https://medium.com/cokeleak/leaked-coca-colas-worldwide-political-strategy-to-kill-soda-taxes-9717f361fb04" �https://medium.com/cokeleak/leaked-coca-colas-worldwide-political-strategy-to-kill-soda-taxes-9717f361fb04�


� 	The fourth paragraph in the Internet version of this article. 


� 	Refer to the following link: � HYPERLINK "http://www.smh.com.au/federal-politics/political-news/federal-coalition-porkbarrels-own-queensland-seats-1381-20170909-gye5bg.html" �http://www.smh.com.au/federal-politics/political-news/federal-coalition-porkbarrels-own-queensland-seats-1381-20170909-gye5bg.html� 


� 	An exception to this ruling might be the invitation of notable persons, political or otherwise, to join these non-partisan, independent boards (in order to gain a necessary degree of political balance, introduce relevant expertise, etc.).





