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0.    Pre-Introduction
My simple thesis is this: Neo-liberalism is creating new predicaments and not overseeing the effective resolution of certain older social problems! (0)

Basically, the neo-liberal ideology continually over-promotes shifts in policy formation that are not serving the public at all well along with a continuing exacerbation of certain ancient inequities and inequalities that still remain to be both suitably addressed and redressed! Moreover, collectively, these non-existentially oriented shifts in ongoing policy formation are further fostering a general disenchantment and disgruntlement with the voting public that is incrementally deconstructing democracies and opening them up to the non-democratic behaviour of an assortment of ‘representatives’ who specialize in operating within the disruptive space of a polarized non-bipartisanship. Such an environment is also directly instrumental in providing the fertile grounds for an increasing cast of political misfits, denialists, racists, anti-scientists, corrupt profiteers, over-remunerated CEOs, populists, demagogues, violent extremists, and so on. (1)
1.    Introduction


I start wth a sketch of what is generally implied in the dissemination of a neo-liberal mindset. I have argued, and will argue again, that this phenomenon of the neo-liberal discourse is an integrated phenomenon and not a mere set of co-associated phenomena. Furthermore, I will briefly point out why this ideological mindset is fostering disenchantment and disgruntlement, etc. (2)

Then, I will explore two case studies that I believe demonstrate the cogency and consequences of my basic argument. My two case studies are a very brief take on both the opioids crisis and the obesity crisis where I attempt to show that the existence of a neo-liberal mindset allows the economic sector of the political-economy to dictate the political policy formation to the detriment of the general populace besides just those who are more immediately affected by such inadequate political responses. (3)


A series of provisional conclusions, observations, and comments. etc., will be presented and re-explored. (4)

*    
For latest version of this essay: www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html
In this provisional conclusion, etc. I will present a small set of such suppositions, etc., to further reinforce my basis argument that neoliberalism is actually creating new predicaments, as noted in my two case studies. As well, I will argue that this mindset is not successfully dealing with historical problems like inequality. Indeed, quite the opposite, and, through rigidly cementing or advancing such inherited inequities is ensuring that this is a growing fixture upon the demographic landscape in the US, here in Australia, and elsewhere. That in this time of a pandemic, such discriminatory forces are being further both unfairly enabled and enshrined in the political-economic landscape… (5)
2.    Pre-Exposition


What is neo-liberalism, or, is it just a set of co-incidentally co-occurring political-economic doctrines whose practice, collectively, is merely used, according to neo-liberalists, “to better manage the overall ‘profitability’ and ‘efficiency’ of the political-economy??”
 (6)


For the sake of convenience, let me briefly summarize the neo-liberal agendum as the maximization of corporate profits through invoking various essential and distinctive features of the neo-liberal landscape such as, e.g., the promotion of competition, which, on balance, usually, all too often unfairly favours much larger organizations and monopolies; privatization; out-sourcing; certain forms of globalization, e.g., through seeking lower manufacturing costs overseas, etc; reduced levels of taxation; de-regulation; weakened forms of compliance, usually accompanied with the adoption of an anti-union stance; excessive downsizing and episodic redundancies; reducing state influence,
 e.g., through forms of austerity rather than carefully calibrated wealth transfers organized by governments; the promotion of a pro-individualism along with an abhorrence for all things branded as ‘socialistic’ in orientation, and usually denigrated, incorrectly, as a loss of so-called ‘personal freedoms’, etc; That, in the persistent lobbying of government, on all levels and in many countries, from the promotion of these types of pro-neo-liberal policy settings, the corporate world, and more specifically monopolies along with very wealthy families and individuals, then generally stand to greatly benefit; often to an extent that is much greater than the quanta of investments placed in such lobbying, and, sometimes, more often than not, at the expense of the general public. I would also argue, that without considerable wealth transfers organized politically through taxation and overseen by governments this progressively overseen imbalance is not ameliorated, but, further augmented and consolidated. (7)

That, the general consequence of such policies, if left relatively unchecked by the counter-balancing powers of government, would be to see greater levels of disparity in power structures, and, where ‘the poor get poorer and the (very) wealthy become more-wealthy’. Hence this fear of increasing inequality and ensuing inequity, and, that the damaging consequences of this increasing inequity would be to see an ongoing destabilizing and deconstruction of traditional democratic structures and processes.
 (8)
3.    Exposition: Two Cases Studies to Illustrate this Basic Argument

First, do we have a problem, and, second, can we successfully argue that this problem is either initiated and/or exacerbated by the neo-liberal mindset given its influence as the dominant arbitrator of political-economic discourse?? (9)

That in a comparison with the type and range of social problems that occurred one or two generation back, we find we have a number of new predicaments (being somewhat traded in for older styles problems that may no longer appear to be so problematic?
). There is, e.g., the increasing incidence of accidental and non-accidental deaths arising from a misuse of opioids. In the US it is estimated that since 1991 about 400,000 people have died as a result of this relatively new class of drug.
 So, this relatively recent nature of this new type of problem is here established. (10)

In reference to the relatively recent advent of another problem, I noted that when I was in Japan a couple of years ago it struck me that the people wandering about the towns and countryside looked very much like people in New Zealand and Australia would have looked some forty years ago. There were hardly any overweight persons among them, Sumo wrestlers being the exception. That at meal times, contrary to a fast food treatment of Japanese food in Western countries, namely, a container of rice topped with Japanese-style food, rice was not as prominently used in non-Western influenced restaurants. In the more traditional restaurant, the rice came out at the end of the meal by which stage very few diners seemed to want to eat this more final dish. That many of the wonderful dishes used root vegetables that have now gone out of fashion for some time in the West but which were once widely eaten in Europe and elsewhere. Now, the point I am trying to make, hopefully, is self-evident. Over the last few generations or so, in the West, we have radically changed our eating habits along with the average dimensions of our body shapes. As a consequence, we are now confronted with the so-called ‘obesity epidemic’. (11)

So, have these problematic shifts in social-cultural behaviour being adversely initiated or exacerbated by neo-liberal influences? (12)


I would answer this second question in the affirmative. In the first instance, I will indicate the nexus between the pharmaceutical industry, its successful lobbying of multiple governments, its over-influencing and shaping the shifting contours of policy formation, along with the corrosive roles that donations, etc., play in this process. In the second instance, I will attempt to show that representatives for the beverage industry, here in Australia, have successfully stymied sensible political attempts to better regulate this industry through the use of a so-called ‘sugar tax’. A fact that they themselves, as representatives of this industry, have proudly proclaimed. (13)

That, in essence, this economic colonization of the political sphere of the political-economy is both guided and driven by neo-liberally constituted ideological forces out to maximize both profits and influence; where the latter is seen as instrumental for advancing the former. (14)
i.     First Case Study: Big Pharma (In both the US and Australia)

Through donations and miscellaneous forms of lobbying politicians have been basically ‘bought’ by Big Pharma whether that be in the US, or elsewhere, but, also, here in Australia. (15)

My first case studies will be to revisit the opioid crisis realized as a result of wrongly prescribing medications for chronic pain relief using medications that, more ideally, should only have been reserved for acute pain relief or pain associated in terminal conditions.
 That a radical shift in these rules of prescription for this class of highly addictive medications has seen prescriptions rising in the US three to four times what previously had been prescribed with predictable consequences, namely, the recent opioid crisis.
 
 That from following on from very effective lobbying promoted by Big Pharma in the U.S. politicians agreed to reduce the restrictions on how these medications were to be prescribed. To facilitate this type of shift in policy formation, over the space of ten years, Big Pharma donated more than 2.5 billion dollars to the American politicians in Washington and elsewhere.
 I would estimate that in 2010, at its peak, about 9-10 billion dollars’ worth of this type of medication was sold that year, but, the annual accumulatively estimated damage done has been costed at around 179 billion dollars.
 
 
 The estimated total cost to society in the Australia has been computed to be of the order of 15.76 billion.
 This ‘investment’ in those select politicians, under 5 million Australian dollars, may have made larger profits for these companies, but, at what cost!
 The corrosive nature of excessive lobbying and large donations made by companies and very wealthy families to politicians continually engaged in an escalating war of campaign advertising is here plainly in evidence. For a few billion dollars spent over ten years in the costs of lobbying and donations made, these companies have gone on to amass huge profits world-wide, whilst creating a social harm with a price tag, as just noted, that is considerably greater. To some extent, in a redressing of this issue, but far too late and inadequate to meet the full costs of the consequences stemming from these unconscionable shifts in policies detailing protocols for the appropriate writing of prescription, a slew of court cases is now currently before a variety of courts around the world and where a few of these cases have already recently produced record settlements. But the quanta of such settlements are too little, too late, and, to date, have not brought those culpable of such horrendous social and cultural damage personally to account. But, in this same regard, politicians should also be made to explain their intrinsic part in this ongoing tragedy and should also be made accountable. Alas, their essential complicity, as major players in these cultural train wrecks, as both individual politicians and political parties, will barely see the light of day. Such is the profound lack of political transparency in the political marketplace… along with such deadly consequences following on in its wake…. (16)


In my understanding, the political-economy (as hyphenated) has emerged as an amorphous experiential ‘entity’ that cannot be reduced merely to the political and economic realms of inter-personal interaction. Furthermore, I also envisage a third domain of the ‘stylistic’ under whose embrace I would also like to add the important dimension of Media as a key contributing factor in the dissemination of the neo-liberal mindset. By ‘Media’ I would include both more traditional forms of communications and the recent advent of a so-called ‘social media’.
 (17)

I have argued that policy formation is the public medium of exchange in the functioning organization of the political-economy. However, in incorporating Media as third wing, along with the political-economy also exercising certain ‘critical’ stylistic features through this same sphere, I have also been forced to reconsider the relatively covert role played by both money and other forms of messaging in overseeing the coursing of its pluriform activities. That, by such means of dissemination, the political-economy both functions and informs the world accordingly. Moreover, by creating certain cognitive rifts in a public aspirational economy certain demands are created that do not necessarily reflect the real state of public opinion overall. Of course, they could reflect that form of public consensus, but, the fact of the matter is that they do not need to do this and, in reality, can and do act quite autonomously to some considerable extent. That in this regard, as stands to reason, major re-directions in the political-economy are more likely to occur through the redirections of politicians who, alas, are being successfully manipulated by the economics of this environment as filtered and perceived through a neo-liberal lens. Indeed, so omnipresent is this frame of reference, posing as the major discourse at the level of the political-economic, that all questions are constructed and screened through just this type of lens and this type of lens alone! What are the significant ramifications of this type of observation? To throw some light on this important question let me briefly present my second (virtual) case study. (18)
ii.    Second Case Study: The Beverage Industry (Australia)
My second case study is to revisit the Beverage Industry, basically involved in considerably profiting from the promotion of sugar-sweetened drinks.
 In a previous presentation I noted that in Australia this industry was proud of its lobbying, proud of the fact that it also had overseas fund to facilitate this, and that it also extended the reach of its lobbying to both federal and state politicians along with civil servants relevant to the expedition of their cause. Again, we see the corrosive effects of large donations along with practically covert, non-transparent forms of lobbying being enacted in the wake of such donations. (19)
A general, provisional, but obvious, conclusion that should be reached is that new problems have arisen from excessive and increasing neo-liberal ideological pressures being over-exerted upon the political-economy, how the political world has not been able to redress this imbalance, and, where we need to proffer some possible solutions (other than the existentially organized deconstruction of this insidious political ideology and its successful replacement with a more balanced and existentially attuned appreciation of the political-economy). (20)
As I noted in a paper criticizing the corrosive influences of donations:

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, 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] (21)

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 expression ‘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] (22)

Of course, there are a number of others points made in this article that need to be re-focused upon in order to see just how shocking the underbelly of politics is ‘where business as normal’ is being portrayed as just ‘normal’! (23)

For, a start, I believe, all lobbying should be conducted in public, in a form that is fully transparent and fully documented (and, where possible, more or less, in real time documented on the Internet). Then lobbying should be extended neither to civil servants nor consultants paid by governments! Nor should such advocates be allowed in the same room as politicians as they privately and confidentially deliberate on shifts in policy-formation as has been cited as occurring in this country.
 A type of practice often referred to as ‘regulatory capture’. (24)
Then we should wonder whether it is appropriate that overseas monies should be allowed to finance local lobbying (given for a start, that oversea finance could completely swamp locally organized forms of either lobbying or counter-lobbying, etc?! Then given a propensity of politician to accept as much money as possible, as donations, from their commercial donors then it is no wonder that the piper that pays the most would more likely get to determine which ‘tune’ will get played? (25)
5.    Provisional Conclusion, Observations and Comments


As just demonstrated, we have two relatively recent problems, namely, the opioid epidemic and the obesity epidemic, that have been either fostered by commercial interests and/or where steps to ameliorate the problem have been directly thwarted by those commercial interests that stood to lose from the establishment of such counter-measures. (26)

Given a political-economy increasingly beholden to vested economic interests it is no wonder that such economic influences have been so successful in their excessive exertion of influence over the political domain. It should be noted, at the same time, that the enaction of such shifts in political policy formation have often been quite contrary to the better interests of the public upon whose behalf politicians are supposed to be representing. In this regard, quite plainly, politicians have been ‘bought’; symbolized so clearly in the form of a certain politician in the Australian Parliament clinging to a varnished lump of coal… and, so evidently and obviously signaling his party’s attachment to the commercial aspirations of the fossil fuel industries along with the barely disguised expectations of future donations however small they will be in this overall scheme of thing. Without the massive distortion of an unhealthy dependence upon such donations, otherwise, would such politicians have so ‘cheaply’ and so publicly sold their political souls for their so unequally dividing up a few spare millions?
 (27)

As noted, the general consensus is that the political-economy is subjected to the hegemony of those who wield the omni-present, ideological influence of the neo-liberal discourse. That, given this colonization of the political sphere by the economic domain it is no wonder that policy formation is so skewed in the direction of favouring the economic realm. Big Pharma wanted to maximize its profits and lobbied for less restrictions to be placed upon the protocols for the prescription of opioid pain relief, and, the Beverage Industry did not want a so-called ‘sugar-tax’ to be levied on sugar-sweetened drinks that would have cut into its current level of profitability. Through the sheer, raw exertion of such power, considerably predicated on a political realm beholden on raising a vast proportion of its finances for political advertising through donations, the economic sphere has been able to dictate increasingly more favorable terms for itself. Alas, all too often at the expense of the public, and its perception of what would count as a public good! A public represented by politicians increasingly beholden to the commercial manipulations of vested interests exercised through an extensive industry of the all-pervasive lobbyist ever-happy to include retired politicians among its ostensively reputable ranks. (28)
Moreover, such a distorted political-economic environment is increasingly less responsive to resolving its inheritance of those persisting social problem that can be viewed through the lens of an increasing inequality. That such an imbalance in the distribution of social wealth, both directly and indirectly promoted through the advancement of the colonization and hegemony of the neo-liberal discourse over the political realm, is contributing to forms of increasing inequity both within and between generations, and between socio-economic classes. The cost of this re-apportionment of social resources has a profound cost both now and in the imminent future. Current levels of dissatisfaction will eventually translate into the deconstruction of our democratic institutions through the perverted inroads exerted by populist politicians who will be, let us say, less sensitive to the problematic role played by donations and other forms of political inducement. Whilst ever-claiming to be better representatives of the populace, they almost inevitably seek only to advance their own interests and the interests of those in their orbit who advance either the overt or covert predilections of the former. (29)

In this we have the perfect example of the accidental presidency
 of President Trump seemingly ever out to promote the financial interests of himself and his family, and their political and commercial enablers, seeking to stay in office if only to avoid facing the legal consequences of his continual navigation between what is barely legal and what he hopes to get away with other than the possibility of some ever-delayed form of relatively non-expensive and less-costly incurred censure. Seemingly forgetting that our interactions should be built on good faith and the extension of trust, and, where, otherwise, all human enterprise would be nothing more than a ‘juggling of balls that must eventually be carefully caught, and, not careless dropped’.
 (30)

Unfortunately, the very people rendered increasingly disenfranchised and disempowered by the ramifications of such political-economic doctrines and policies are often those more affected by both this opioid epidemic and the obesity epidemic. Certainly, those at the lower end of the socio-economic spectrum are usually both less able to overcome such predicaments and/or find the necessary forms of assistance that might better help them in this same regard. Of course, without a doubt, these epidemics cut right across the entire socio-economic spectrum. But, then, again, in this time of a pandemic, those with less resources are less able to withstand the twin ravages of both the pandemic itself and the economic wreckage that has been created in its wake… as politicians have struggled to come to grips with this new ‘normality’ and have been unable or unwilling to respond in a way that recognizes the continuing, underlying and increasing inequalities and inequities re-charting the course of our current predicament. A predicament that can only be made worse if politicians continue to remain blinkered by a neo-liberal mindset; a mindset unreflected upon and blindly treated as the default position in all forms of political-economic debate! Indeed, a way of seeing political-economic problems that, in itself, is an enormous part of that same problem..!! (31)
    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 26.10.20.
� 	Economic concepts of ‘profitability’ and ‘efficiency’, by rights, should have no direct role to play in political life. Governments are not charged to make a profit and nor should they be. As for ‘efficiency’, the quantitative assessment of a qualitative appreciation of political governance just should not be economically defined when its primary sphere of concern is political. On the other hand, the current economic hegemony of the political realm means that such attempts will be conducted, whereas, we would be better off, overall, if such pressures were identified and insulated against given that the successful overseeing of political re-directions and consequences should be the primary objective of democratic politicians lest they lose their ever-imminent elections.


� 	In Jonathan Aldred’s book Licence to be Bad: How Economics Corrupted Us, Allen Lane, 2019, he has argued that this neo-liberal emphasis on smaller government, or so-called ‘small government’, more often means in practice a compliant government that offers little or no resistance to the economic sphere maximizing its profits, exerting its influence, etc.


� 	Citing the reverse of this observation as one way of explaining President Trump’s frenetic de-institutionalization of key governmental institutions, namely, that the removal of economic obstacles standing in the way of all forms of business will inevitably lead to greater profits and greater so-called economic ‘health’. However, the economic consequences of this are not efficiently and effectively redistributed through any form of a trickle-down economy. So, although companies can make greater profits over the short-term, eventually, they will be extracted at the public expense through a diminished bipartisanship, the deconstruction of democratic institutions, the advent and misadventures of miscellaneous would-be populists et al.


� 	Older social problems have also been eclipsed by a range of other problematic issues like the recreational use of amphetamines, and so on.


� 	About 400,000 people have been estimated to have died since 1991. The accumulative cost on the US economy in 2019 has been calculated to be around 179 billion US dollars in 2019. � HYPERLINK "http://www.ausmed.com/cpd/articles/understanding-the-opioid-crisis-in-2019" �https://www.ausmed.com/cpd/articles/understanding-the-opioid-crisis-in-2019� In the US, there were in 2000, 17,500 opioid related deaths, a figure which has quadrupling in 2018 to 67,400. Refer to: � HYPERLINK "http://www.shadac.org/opioid-epidemic-united-states" �http://www.shadac.org/opioid-epidemic-united-states� 





� 	This topic is discussed in my Third Critique of Neo-Liberalism. Refer to footnote 9.


� 	Opioid crisis goes global as deaths surge in Australia is the headline in the following article: � HYPERLINK "https://apnews.com/article/cfc86f47e03843849a89ab3fce44c73c" �https://apnews.com/article/cfc86f47e03843849a89ab3fce44c73c� Opioids were once reserved for treating pain that was short-term, terminal or related to cancer. But in the 1990s, pharmaceutical companies began aggressively marketing them for chronic pain. Starting in 2000, Australia began approving and subsidizing certain opioids for use in chronic, non-cancer pain. Those approvals coincided with a spike in opioid consumption, which nearly quadrupled between 1999 and 2014 says Sydney University researcher Emily Karanges. It is also to be noted that more than 3 million Australians are getting at least one opioid prescription a year, according to the latest data. Here, the death rate from opioid use has gone from 2.2 per 100,000 people in 2006 to 4.7 per 100,000 in 2016 (1,119 deaths). It is also estimated 20% of the Australian population has chronic pain problems which presents a very large market for those wishing to see this type of medication being more extensively prescribed.


� 	Opioid Overdose: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Highest prescription rate in US was 80.9 per 100 people declining to 51.4 in 2018. An indication perhaps that such high levels of prescription were not needed in the first place? Refer to: � HYPERLINK "http://www.cdc.gov/drugoverdose/maps/rxrate-map.html" �http://www.cdc.gov/drugoverdose/maps/rxrate-map.html�.


� 	Refer to my paper (2017) on Donations titled: Givings and Misgivings: Distortions of the Democratic Process within the Political-Economy from the Corrosive Influence of Donations in a Neo-Liberal Context. There I cite a variety of sources. Refer to paragraph 12-13, e.g. Also refer to my Third Critique of Neo-Liberalism titled: A Manifest of Covert and Overt Concepts for the Existential Re-Construction of the Political-Economy. Refer to e.g., paragraphs 299, 303, footnote 203, etc.


� 	According to Wikipedia, opioid drugs prescriptions in US are 40% higher than other countries in the developed world. Global opioid sales in 2018 being 25.4 billion USD According to: � HYPERLINK "https://www.grandviewresearch.com/industry-analysis/opioids-market" �https://www.grandviewresearch.com/industry-analysis/opioids-market�. According the Guardian; 17 July 2019: Purdue sold $3bn of high-strength branded drug, Oxycontin, in 2010, about one third of the opioid market by value at its peak: � HYPERLINK "https://amp.theguardian.com/us-news/2019/jul/17/opioid-crisis-drug-makers-pill-federal-data-epidemic" �https://amp.theguardian.com/us-news/2019/jul/17/opioid-crisis-drug-makers-pill-federal-data-epidemic�. According to Wikipedia, under the entry ‘opioid epidemic’ it is claimed that US consumes 80% of the world consumption of this type of drug. These figures, taken at face value, collectively appear to indicate both the magnitude of this industry and the immensity of the problems being created in the wake of such inappropriate alterations in the formulation of those protocols for prescription.


� 	Estimated accumulative cost on the US economy at 179 billion dollars in 2019: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ausmed.com/cpd/articles/understanding-the-opioid-crisis-in-2019" �https://www.ausmed.com/cpd/articles/understanding-the-opioid-crisis-in-2019�. However, since writing this essay I note that the New Scientist, 31 October 2020 gives quite a different figure. In the article Analysis Purdue Pharma: Record payouts won’t fix the US opioid crisis: Clare Wilson states: But this latest record-breaking settlement [of US$8.3 billion by Purdue Pharma] may never be paid in full, as Purdue filed for bankruptcy last year. The US Center for Disease Control and Prevention has estimated that opioid misuse costs the country nearly US$80 billion a year.


� 	However, in contrast to my calculations of 10 billion dollars, global opioid sales in 2018 were 25.4 billion USD according to: � HYPERLINK "https://www.grandviewresearch.com/industry-analysis/opioids-market" �https://www.grandviewresearch.com/industry-analysis/opioids-market�. Such calculations are difficult to pin down given a wide range of opioid medications, differing modes of consumption, that some medications are in combination with other types of medication, etc. The best I can assume is that my calculation above is conservative?


� 	In reference to costs in Australia. Tangible cost in 2015/2016 was estimated to be $5.63 billion, intangible costs at $10.13 billion. Giving a total estimated cost to be around $15.76 billion. Refer to:


� HYPERLINK "https://theconversation.com/2-200-deaths-32-000-hospital-admissions-15-7-billion-dollars-what-opioid-misuse-costs-australia-in-a-year-137712" �https://theconversation.com/2-200-deaths-32-000-hospital-admissions-15-7-billion-dollars-what-opioid-misuse-costs-australia-in-a-year-137712�.


� 	In reference to pharmaceutical lobbying in Australia we can note, e.g., that between 1998-99 and 2016-17, companies related to the pharmaceutical industry donated $4.75 million to Liberal, National and Labor parties in Australia. A former federal health department secretary, Stephen Duckett, now a leading health researcher at the Grattan Institute, said the pharmaceutical industry was “extremely powerful” and exerted significant influence on government. This same article also suggested that because of such lobbying… drug prices in Australia were significantly higher than abroad, and that Australians were paying about $500 million too much each year for generics. Refer to:


� HYPERLINK "https://www.google.com/amp/s/amp.theguardian.com/business/2018/sep/25/pharmaceutical-industry-donates-millions-to-both-australian-political-parties" �https://www.google.com/amp/s/amp.theguardian.com/business/2018/sep/25/pharmaceutical-industry-donates-millions-to-both-australian-political-parties� 


� HYPERLINK "https://amp.theguardian.com/business/2018/sep/25/pharmaceutical-industry-donates-millions-to-both-australian-political-parties" �https://amp.theguardian.com/business/2018/sep/25/pharmaceutical-industry-donates-millions-to-both-australian-political-parties�.


� 	I.e., that in considering the role of information transfers within the political-economy we can include, on an official level policy formation, and, on a less official level money (in overt and covert forms of exchange), media reports, and other forms of publishing (e.g., via the Internet, advertising, etc.). In this regard I am revising my schematization of the political-economy, as sketched in my Three Critiques on Neo-Liberalism along the following lines. Under the heading ‘Economic-Practical’ I would now add longer-term ‘Managers’ to shorter-term ‘Executive’, and, under the heading of ‘Critical (or Stylistic)-Practical’ I would now replace (longer-term) Manager with ‘Media et al.’


� 	Refer to my Third Critique of Neo-Liberalism. See footnote no. 203.


� 	Refer to footnote 9.


� 	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 found 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. 


� 	Quoting from paragraph 314 in my Third Critique of Neo-Liberalism.


� 	In one article by The Guardian, citing a report from the Grattan Institute, it noted, e.g., that ‘the pharmaceutical industry was often given extraordinary access and influence over individual policies. In one example industry lobby groups were in the room as the federal government developed its therapeutic pricing policy, a policy aimed at stopping the government wasting money on over-priced drugs’. Although later the then minister of Health, Greg Hunt, denied that the government was influenced by such input or was not acting independently. Refer to: � HYPERLINK "https://amp.theguardian.com/business/2018/sep/25/pharmaceutical-industry-donates-millions-to-both-australian-politial-parties" �https://amp.theguardian.com/business/2018/sep/25/pharmaceutical-industry-donates-millions-to-both-australian-politial-parties�.


� 	From the charting of such donations over time it would appear that the conservative side has acquired a greater proportion of such documented largesse. 


� 	Some commentators might well term this presidency as also ‘illegitimate’ given the influence of Russian assistance publicly welcomed by the then candidate Trump and the unequal treatment by the FBI afforded to the then democratic candidate Clinton.


� 	That a central critique of neo-liberalism is that its doctrine of an individualistic, pro-competitive stance is parasitic on an implicit level of a more fundamental, social cooperation without which the relatively restricted success of such combative behaviour could be neither predicated nor performed in practice!





