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2I. Imagining the Possible versus Reimagining the Impossible:

A Series of Essays 

Inviting a Radical Re(-)Thinking of the Political-Economy, etc: 

Part I: Reinvesting in the Idea of an Economy*
0. Pre-Introduction

This first essay, Part I, is inspired by my reading Reimagining Capitalism by Rebecca Henderson. Moreover, this series has also been inspired, in part, through coming into contact with the Slovenian philosopher Slavoj Zizek (on a YouTube video giving a series of digressions around the philosophy of Hegel titled: Is Hegel Dead – Or Are We dead in the Sight of Hegel? A Hegelian View of the Present Age) and my own relatively radical attempts in trying to rethink the nature of a critical philosophy, and so on.
 (0)
1. Introduction


As it is my present belief that we seem to be heading ever faster towards an imminent crisis, in many aspects of our overall life-world and its many worlds of culture,  on many levels of the psyche, it would seem that the time is apposite to begin to radically rethink a whole series of interconnecting topics, e.g., economics, politics, philosophy and even art, science, and theology
? Hence this series of essays where an invitation is made to radically rethink such topics in the hope of averting this semblance of an imminent cultural crisis. (1)

What are the signs of such a crisis? A world reverting to a realm of cold war politics; a polarized political class either paralyzed or out to dismantle institutional checks and balances at the expense of a well-functioning form of democratic governance that at very least should be attempting to better represent its voting electors; a neo-liberally oriented economy that is functioning at the expense of its workers through an ongoing disenfranchisement of both Middle Class and Lower Class employees; a world in cultural turmoil where disciplined guidance and re-direction is lacking from all manner of disciplinarians some of whom are instrumental in forming such ferment in and through their obvious lack of perceptive insight, foresight and supportive oversight, and so on. (2)

‘By what people fall – by that they may also rise’. The very way down has a resemblance to the way that needs to be taken in order to go back on up to whence we started, and from where we will need to start again. Or as Zizek quipped, both the French Revolution and the Russian Revolutions were abject failures but that doesn’t mean we shouldn’t try once again, and, then, try once more even after that last attempt.
 But, why try something yet again that has failed. Because failure is never absolute! So, hopefully, we might institute such a process with our eyes open, perhaps taking thinks more slowly, exercising more ‘care and concern’? On the other hand, as one Chinese leader was reported to have said, it may still be a bit early to determine whether the French Revolution, e.g., was successful or not.
 In revolutions we inevitably trade one exploitive and corrupt nomenklatura for another, still, things never completely revert to the way things were before such revolutions and that might be the one silver lining to the immense suffering to be experienced across generations in the horrendous wake of such events. (3)

The moral perhaps, hopefully, is to steer a middle path between evolution and revolution whilst giving a preference to the former while also admitting there may well be times when a revolution of sorts is more called for. But not at the expense of vast swathes of the population suffering for ‘ever and day’ with even less to show for it when the madness and destructive turbulence has finally subsided, sometimes decades later! (4)

The subtitle to Reimagining Capitalism is How Business Can Save the World. If business, e.g., has created a cultural mess then it might be more appropriate and more successful to get business to actually dig us out of that same mess. Just as it would be better to insist that mining companies, themselves, reclaim and return the countryside to the way it was, more or less, before such extractive disfigurement. Indeed, as an externality, incurred in the cost of their production, such a future impost for rehabilitation or remediation should already have been built into their overall business plan, etc! (5)


First, I will note and discuss three important observations, and others, made by Rebecca Henderson. (6)

Second, I note how she addresses those observations through five approaches. (7)


Third, additional observations in this book will be noted and discussed. (8)

Fourth, I will outline the problematic nature of the current neo-liberal consensus and how such ideas taken to their logical conclusion can only portend a crisis for the political-economy, be that considered either economically, politically and/or culturally. (9)

Fifth, I will proffer my radical retake on such approaches. (10)

Ending this essay with a provisional set of conclusions, etc. (11)

2. Three Observations…

As stated in previous essays, I refer to the ‘political-economy’ with an indispensable hyphen. ‘Politics should not be in the business of making a profit’, and, ‘business should not be in the business of governance’. But, governance cannot be conducted apart from the world of finance, and v.v., nor, at the same time, should these two distinctive realms be conflated. Moreover, this hyphen recognizes the emergence of this dimension of the political-economy that cannot be reduced either to the spheres of the economic or the political. Hence my philosophical treatment of the ‘political-economy’ as a disciplinary topic in its own right that cannot be subsumed under the subdisciplines of either the economic or the political. As an ‘economy’ in its own right I also recognize a third party of the stylistic and its inclusion of a critical, cultural dimension concerned, hopefully, with disciplinary insight, oversight, foresight, etc. (12)

Furthermore, this political-economy should also be seen and treated as an ‘economy’ in which we are all investors, as participants, through processes of reciprocity, as actors generating its emergence of value and our ensuring the circulation of this same creation of value along with its relative preservation and conservational (expansion) when and where suitable, i.e., proper, appropriate, and apposite, etc… (13)


This author reminds us very eloquently and succinctly why we should be aware we are in the midst of a crisis despite an all-pervasive social commentary to the contrary, all too often paid for by vested interests, in the form of an ever-recurring denialism, along with its virulent re-echoing in social media skillfully manipulated by the former:
We need a systematic way to think through these questions. The best place to start is with the three great problems of our time–problems that grow more important by the day: massive environmental degradation, economic inequality, and institutionalize collapse.


The world is on fire. The burning of fossil fuels–the driving force of modern industrialization–is killing hundreds of thousands of people, while simultaneously destabilizing the earth’s climate, acidifying the oceans, and raising sea levels. Much of the world’s topsoil is degraded, and demand for fresh water is outstripping supply. Left unchecked, climate change will substantially reduce GDP, flood the great costal cities, and force millions of people to migrate in search of food. Insect populations are crashing and no knows why–or what the consequences will be. We are running the risk of destroying the viability of our natural systems on which we all depend.


Wealth is rushing to the top. The fifty richest people among them own more than the poorer half of humanity, while six billion live on less than $16 a day. Billions of people lack access to adequate education, health care, and the chance of a decent job, while advances in robotics and artificial intelligence (AI) threaten to throw millions out of work.


The institutions that have historically held the markets in balance–families, local communities, the great faiths themselves, government, and even our shared sense of ourselves as a human community–are crumbling or even vilified. In many countries the increasing belief that there is no guarantee that one’s children will be better off than oneself has helped to fuel violent waves of anti-minority and anti-immigrant sentiment that threatens to destabilize governments around the world. Institutions everywhere are under pressure. A new wave of authoritarian populists is taking advantage of a toxic mix of rage and alienation to consolidate power.
 
     (14)

This same author also makes the following three observations about the so-called ‘free markets’ (where we are told by consensus economists, politicians et al that [the invisible hand of the] [neo-liberally oriented] markets will surely look after us):
In a nutshell, markets require adult supervision. They only lead to prosperity and freedom when they are genuinely free and fair, and in the last seventy years the world has changed almost beyond recognition. Global capitalism looks less and less like the textbook model of free and fair markets on which the injunction to focus solely on profit maximation is based. Free markets only work their magic when prices reflect all available information, when there is a genuine freedom of opportunity, and when the rules of the game support genuine competition. In today’s world many prices are out of whack, freedom of opportunity is increasingly confined to the well connected, and firms are rewriting the rules of the game in ways that maximize their profits while simultaneously distorting the markets. If firms can dump toxic waste into the river, control the political process, and get together to fix prices, free markets will not increase aggregate wealth or individual freedom, On the contrary, they will wreck the institutions on which business itself relies.
 (15)

Given these trends, what are the dangers that lie ahead of us? This author notes:
For years, the proponents of the unchecked markets have been attacking governments. But the alternative to a strong, democratically controlled government is not the free market triumphant. The alternative is crony capitalism, or what the development economists call “extraction,” a political system in which the rich and the powerful get together to run the state–and the market–for their own benefit. Extractive elites monopolize economic activity and systematically underinvest (when they invest at all) in public goods such as roads, hospitals and schools,

Then there is the trade-off. Too much focus on public good stifles the entrepreneurial dynamic that is the lifeblood of well-functioning markets. Too much focus on economic freedom leads to the destruction of the social and natural world and to the steady degradation of the institutions that hold the market to balance.
 

      









           (16)


This author also notes a further three observations that I believe need to be taken very seriously in any radical rethinking of how we might reconstitute the functioning of the economic domain within the political-economy:

Markets have gone off the rails for three reasons: externalities are not properly priced, many people no longer have the skills necessary to give them genuine freedom of opportunity, and firms are increasingly able to fix the rules of the game in their own favor.
 (17)

This author cites the example of cheap power in the US. That such power is cheap because they don’t pay its full cost. The author also notes that ‘every coal-fired plant on the planet is actively destroying value, in the sense that the costs these plants are imposing upon society are greater than their revenues’.
 She calculates that the largest coal company in the US, Peabody Energy, is ‘destroying value at least five times than the value it is creating’ (profit-wise).
 Are we any better in Australia? Even going through the mere motions of considering the financial viability of building a new coal-powered station in Queensland beggars belief especially in the light of the fact that expert commentary, and consensus, has said in no uncertain terms that such a proposal is just not viable over both the short-term and the long-term! An even greater travesty is the fact ‘that fossil fuel subsidies in Australia cost Australians a staggering $10.3 billion in FY 2020-21 with one Commonwealth tax break alone ($7.84 billion) exceeding the $7.82 spent on the Australian Army, according to research released by the Australia Institute’ (on 26 April 2021).
 (18)

With these three sets of three observations
 (here noted above in bold) this author then proceeds to outline a five-fold plan to address and redress such distortions in the markets, etc. (19)
3. Five Approaches


As the author states: ‘We know what needs to be done. The United Nation’s seventeen Development Goals lay out a coherent road map–widely embraced by the business community–for building a just and sustainable world’. She opines that: ‘The question is not what should be done. The question is how.’
 (20)
To assist in this turning around of the political-economic sphere she proposes five interrelated approaches as five pieces of a puzzle that needs to be put together, namely, the following subheadings:
1. Creating Shared Value,

2. Building the Purpose Driven Organization,

3. Re-wiring Finance,

4. Building Cooperation, and,

5. Rebuilding Our Institutions and Fixing Our Governments. (21)

In essence, overseeing a more equitable sharing of economic value; exhorting companies to create more than just economic or financial value (e.g., not just for shareholders, etc.) through their adopting goals that are not just financially driven but which also benefit their resident communities (giving both the company and its employees a positive sense of purpose); finding forms of finance that support the former propositions; building cooperation between employees and employers, between businesses and between countries; and, seeking a political environment more sympathetic and proactive towards the engineering of such changes in re-direction. (22)

Such guiding principles make eminent sense. E.g., without suitable forms of cooperation, neither governments nor businesses nor individuals could do anything in this world, and, it stands to reason, quite rightly, that a promotion of such cooperation will promote a greater productivity for our efforts along with a greater degree of an ensuing freedom for all those parties concerned.
 (23)
4. Additional Observations


This author explores numerous, sketched out case studies demonstrating the need for shared value, purpose, innovative forms of finance, cooperation, and the mutual, symbiotic nature of the relationship between transparent democracies and the prosperous functioning of relatively free markets:
The key to prosperity for both business and society at large is to understand free markets and free politics as complements rather than as adversaries. Free markets need democratic, transparent government if they are to survive–as well as other institutions of an open, inclusive society including the rule of law, shared respect for truth, and a commitment to a vigorous free media.
 (24)

The author continues to note that a missing ingredient is the need for the political domain to also play a role in the reimagining of capitalism:

Effective government action is the missing piece, but the choice is not between markets and governments. Genuine free and fair markets cannot survive without government. The choice is between inclusion–transparent, democratic, effective, market-friendly government supported by a strong society and a free media–and extraction, the rule by the few on the behalf of the few. Free markets need free politics. It is time for the private sector to play an active role in supporting them.
 (25)

This observation is profoundly insightful. We need to draw out the implications of this distinction between political-economies characterized as ‘inclusive’ versus those that are ‘extractive’ and ask ourselves the following three questions: in which camp, as citizen, would we rather be, and, in which direction does a certain government appear to be heading towards, and, are you happy with the direction of that overall trend??? (26)

The author notes that between free government and free markets what decide this balance are institutions that promote rule of law, free press, respect for minority rights, real democracy and a voice for labour.
 (27)

This need for positive government intervention is certainly necessary in order to tackle environmental degradation and rising inequality.
 Although a top-down approach to problem solving versus a bottom-up approach are two contrasting ways of going about such patterns of resolution it must be obvious that the cooperative conjunction of both approaches is to be preferred. Interestingly, in her study of groups that have got together to cooperate she noted four factors that were needed for their successfulness to proceed from the relative short-term and on into the long-term, namely, sustained cooperation must be in everyone’s interest; there must be long-term forms of commitment (through financial, social forms of investment that make it difficult to exit without some form of cost); compliance needs to be observed; and, non-compliance needs to be rectified. No doubt a similar formula is needed when countries enter into forms of cooperation with each other, from environmental commitments to entering into forms of free trade where all parties should treat each other as equals (and, hopefully, as ‘adults’), etc. (28)
5. The ‘Great’ Neo-Liberal Consensus


This author discusses at some length how the American car industry was successfully broken into by Japanese car makers, notably, Toyota.
 Different work cultures gave the latter a winning edge that translated into an ever-increasing market share. The ruling paradigm in the US was for a ‘scientific’ approach to manufacturing where products were assembled on conveyors or conveyor-like belts where one person, more or less, does one simple task done as precisely spelt out, where this approach functions with a radical divide between workers and management, and where only the latter could institute change (but then only within the hierarchical ‘architecture’ of this approach often referred to as ‘Taylorism’ after the author of the book The Principles of Scientific Management by Frederick Taylor, published in 1911).
 Without a doubt, this innovation did spur productivity in manufacturing when, previously, processes were not enacted in such an orderly manner. However, in an even more productive contrast, Toyota operated with teams of multi-skilled workers who did a number of tasks; where management was not so hierarchically instituted; and, where the workers themselves could note problems, propose solutions, innovate, oversee quality control, and even institute new ways of doing things. As it transpired this method meant, as a rule of thumb, that their car production was twice as fast, needed half the workers at half the cost of more traditional forms of manufacturing, and, consequently, this company was able to produce cars at half the price.
 Faced with such competition, traditional car manufactures wanted to obtain photographs and other forms of documentary evidence as to how such  economies could be achieved not realizing, at first, that no photographs
 were going to fully capture this ‘architectural’ difference,
 namely, that the assembly process operated through teams of committed, empowered, better looked after workers working cooperatively, and so on. From this misunderstanding of the difference in architecture we can draw some conclusions that are apposite in this day an age where most politicians and economists are still entrenched in the ‘great’ neo-liberal major discourse as a form of concrete consensus that needs to be seriously retooled so to speak, i.e., broken up and definitively transformed!
 (29) 

The nature of a major discourse is that it is the way people currently think often without realizing that. Indeed, all questions and questioning of that system of thought are conducted internally to that discourse in accordance with the internal logic of that same consensus. But this distinctive hegemony of thought was something that was arrived at through the course of history and need not stay that way forever as if set is such metaphorical concrete. Indeed, major discourses are overthrown from time to time, but, they have a certain inertia that makes such a possibility very difficult to achieve. To arrive at a new form of consensus outside the current mental straightjacket involves both the serious deconstruction of such a consensus and its replacement by a new form of consensus along with a different set of metaphors, rhetorical tropes, semantic rules of operation, differently modes of interpretation along with a relatively novel set of critiques of discourses, as new narratives, whether  they be situated either within or without that newly emergent consensus.
 As just noted, General Motors wanted documentary proof of what was different between the way they did business and the way Toyota conducted its business. No photographs were going to do real justice to such a difference as that difference was more architectural. I.e., that Toyota set out to relate to its workers, management, suppliers, customers, etc., by taking a more personal, cooperative, pro-relational approach to how such relationships would be engendered. Only by understanding the overall tenor of their discourse could traditional car makers comprehend the psychic distance between their ‘scientific’ way of manufacturing and the more ‘team-cooperative’ approach adopted and adapted at Toyota, etc. (30)

To reimagine capitalism, to profoundly re-engineer the political-economy and head in an overall sustainable direction means we have to overcome the ‘great’ neo-liberal consensus. Let me explain. (31)

‘Great’ is more meant in an ironic sense. Like a huge boulder fallen on to the roadside that now block the highway, or, like an enormous mountain range that needs to be crossed over on foot or gone around. Or, in the sense of ‘not so great’. We are often told that economies are ‘doing well’ or ‘back to normal’ or even ‘booming’. But, tell that to a person working at two or three jobs in order to make ends meet, where ‘wages’ are not in an alignment with a ‘living wage’, where rents are ever going up, where even saving the deposit for a house is beyond the reach of many workers, etc. Under the free reign of a neo-liberal consensus, wages across the democratic world have generally flatlined or diminished in purchasing power whilst those in the highest echelons of the business world now earn many times the average wage. After the Second World War, for a few decades, the economic pie was more equitably distributed but since that time governments have become beholden to a neo-liberal consensus lubricated, as I see it, by commercial donations and lobbying on an industrial scale.
 As economists like Thomas Piketty
 have pointed out, increasing inequality takes a toll on our democracies and renders them more unstable given that an ensuing disenchantment and disgruntlement is taken up and channeled by populists, demagogues and various other political charlatans often out to pervert the rule of law, democratic governance and its institutions. (32)

What is this Neo-Liberal consensus? A set of miscellaneous dogmatic points of view not always recognized as being participants in a much broader political-economic ideology that better serves those people who are in power and/or with money, and, where its representatives insist, e.g., that personal competition is to be preferred; that the wisdom of markets is such that they can always look after themselves, and us, and require as little interference from governments as possible; lower taxation; a preference for privatization, deregulation, globalization, episodic downsizing, diminishing the quanta and targets of welfare, and so on. The net consequence of which is that we have an effective abdication of governments and businesses contributing to an increase in social goods because the latter don’t supply enough tax, etc., for the former, i.e., governments, who have been charged to better institute what the general populace are increasingly asking for, etc. Such short-sightedness along with its polarization of both the political arena and political parties (through preferencing the demands of large donors) has brought us to the brink of the current crisis, a crisis further deepened by the advent of the current pandemic and which can only be made worse through the increasingly adverse exigencies of climate change, environmental degradation, inequality and inequity, and so on. (33)

It is my opinion that all change is a somewhat superficial reconstruction of an already integrated and reiterated lived-reality refinished and refashioned with more outward modes of current thinking. However, increment by increment, societies are drawn ever closer to chaotic points of bifurcation where radical changes in direction may arise with either positive or negative consequences. Indeed, in this regard we need to be careful in what we wish for! The possible can be imagined, but, in reimagining the impossible we are sometimes overtaken by what might have been considered impossible a short time ago, in the not so distant past, by the new set of possibilities that now have overtaken us. We could argue that a neo-liberal turn, some seventy years in the ‘making’, is now more of ‘a solution that is becoming the problem’. For reasons as just noted, namely, inequality and inequity, environmental degradation, global warming, climate change, exploited workers stuck in extractive industries and services, etc. On the other hand, billions of people have escaped poverty and many millions have entered the apparent stability of a Middle Class. Unfortunately, like all things human we never know when to stop, endless proliferating habits and procedures, institutionalizing ourselves in ways that are neither healthy nor happy. An imminent crisis is calling for us to change direction… to profitably rebuild upon the sedimentation of formers practices in such a manner that heads us in those new directions that add value to our existence, and for those generations that come after us, and not to merely dissipate our individual and collective patrimony… (34)

But, what does this take? Just what needs to be done and what needs to be undone?! (35)
6. A Radical Re(-)Take?

Such signs of positive change are already with us and many have been cited by Professor Henderson in her book. In essence, it would appear that in reimagining capitalism we need to take an ‘existential turn’, take a ‘Contemporary change of heart’ by refocusing on what makes us ‘human’ and how humans can augment and enhance their overall semblance of freedom. (36)

What freedoms we already have are born entirely in and through our cooperation with others. What freedoms we will lose will occur through an overall loss of cooperation with others. The obvious short-sightedness of the neo-liberal paradigm is such that, taken to an extreme, mindless forms of competition will become even more rampant and destructive of what social capital we have left. Social capital, freedoms, our standard of living, our democratic way of life, all those values that have been fought for, over many generations, will be whittled away and lost! In its place we will be left with monopolies; crony capitalism; extractive industries, services and governments; demagogues and despots; madness and mayhem; perpetual chaos and a permanent corruption of our democratic society and its harmonious support for disparate cultures, minorities, the disabled and the less well-off... (37)

What is entailed in the advent of this Contemporary era? The increasing prevalence and prominence of an ‘existential turn’ where through a ‘pro-relational attitude’ we ‘engage’ people as ‘persons’ whose ‘value’ is as an ‘end in itself’ and not just some means to an end for our separate senses of self or for those institutions that have become institutionalized, demand we serve them, and are no longer fit for purpose. In essence, an existential re-envisioning of the ‘existential-present’ through the apparent existential spontaneity of interaction we both enjoy and suffer with(-)others,
 a state of affairs enjoined through our seeing the world through the eyes of others, and, more importantly, through the ‘eyes of our relationships’.
 In such an open attitude to the ‘relational-other’ both ourselves and others are to be seen as valuable members of an economic community whose ‘relational economy’ is continually creating, preserving and conserving value that, paradoxically, is to be both saved and spent by(-)us, and, to be both consumed by(-)us and shared with(-)others… and where through such sharing, cooperation, engagement… such a world of value is further enhanced through such sharing, cooperation, engagement… indeed, insured, augmented and enhanced, enriched through such ongoing, existentially oriented patterns of re(-)iterated agreement. (38)

Towards the end of her book Professor Henderson notes six injunctions: discover your own purpose; do something now; bring your values to work; work in government (by rebuilding trust in government at every level); be political; and, take care of yourself and remember to find joy. That last comment has an existential flavor… finding ‘joy’ through the enhanced e/valuation to be found in and through our relationships… (39)
7. Provisional Conclusions, Observations and Comments

If we are to seriously reimagine capitalism, reimagine the economic dimension of the political-economy, to some considerable extent, we have to reimagine the impossible. Who could have imagined, until recently, that every rooftop has the potential of turning every home into its own, individual power producing company.
 Or, imagine if a Medieval person could contemplate the distance that would have been needed to have been traveled in order to import the bright blue pigments used on Church walls and icons that we know had to have come from that region of the world now known as Afghanistan.
 Or, imagine how many countries are needed to cooperate to produce those solar panels, manufacture vehicles that transported those panels, and so on.
 Only through the cooperation of our labour can such economic emblems of modern life be enjoyed. Obviously, whatever disrupts such cooperation disrupts our current standard of living, our Contemporary way of life. However, as pointed out by this author, on numerous occasions, without the positive presence of government facilitating this state of cooperativeness capitalism could not be imagined, could not even be rethought. Indeed, it would rethink us to be little more than cogs in an extractive world where most of us would be no more than servants, if not slaves, subject to the excessive demands of such a rather inhuman, soulless political system:
 This important point, indeed, is reiterated throughout this book:



…the alternative to strong, democratically controlled government is not the free market triumphant. The alternative to democratically controlled government is extraction–the rule by the very few for the very few. Extractive elites are not fans of the free market. They cannot resist the temptation to rewrite the rules in their own favor, to shut down innovation, and to suppress dissent. They let infrastructure rot, underinvesting in roads, R&D, hospitals, and schools.
 If democracy dies, so–in the end–will liberty, the free market, and the prosperity of its beings.
 (40)






      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 24.6.21.
*	For latest version of this text: � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html" �www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html� 


� 	My inspiration for this series of papers arose from reading Reimagining Capitalism: How Business Can Save the World by Rebecca Henderson; Penguin Business, 2020; and watching a YouTube video where the Slovania philosopher Slavoj Zizek gave a presentation on the philosophy of Hegel et al.


� 	To some extent this subtitle of ‘Radical’ is taken up from John D. Caputo’s book titled In Search of Radical Theology; Fordham, 2020.


� 	Refer to the YouTube video as previously noted. Whilst admitting there is some truth in this bon mot, in our possible need to try again, still, I am also proffering a rebuke given that ‘revolutions’ may well cause many more problems than what they might eventually seek to ameliorate or re-mediate, etc. On the other hand, ‘evolution’ may well be too slow and also have us heading in unprofitable directions, etc., before finally finding our way forward. At the same time recognizing that cultural change is never even-handed and steady, and that an oscillation between evolution and revolution might better represent the nature of this phenomenon of our historical experience of a cultural world.


� 	Zhou Enlai’s “too early to say,” 1972. However, this apparent riposte may have been misreported and was only meant to apply to an assessment of the political disturbances in France in 1968?


� 	Rebecca Henderson; Reimagining Capitalism, p. 8-9.


� 	Ibid., p. 19-20.


� 	Ibid., 26. The author cites the example of Russia swinging between these two extremes before and after the symbolic ‘fall’ of the Berlin Wall.


� 	Ibid., p. 20. 


� 	Ibid., p. 21.


� 	Ibid., p. 21.


� 	Link: � HYPERLINK "https://australianinstitute.org.au/post/australian-fossil-fuel-subsidies-hit-10-3-billion-in-2020-21/" �https://australianinstitute.org.au/post/australian-fossil-fuel-subsidies-hit-10-3-billion-in-2020-21/� 


� 	Those nine observations are: massive environmental degradation, economic inequality, and institutionalize collapse; free markets only work their magic when prices reflect all available information, when there is a genuine freedom of opportunity, and when the rules of the game support genuine competition; externalities are not properly priced, many people no longer have the skills necessary to give them genuine freedom of opportunity, and firms are increasingly able to fix the rules of the game in their own favor.


� 	Ibid., p. 27.


� 	I am tempted here to quip: how many people does it take to change a light bulb? Answer, everyone on this planet (both alive and dead)!


� 	Ibid., p. 202. Obvious deficits in the Trump presidency and for all those who seek to govern after him in his malignant (self-)image. For those who dispute my reading along these lines let them ask did this president show respect for inclusiveness, the rule of law, truth, and the media. Then let them ask what adverse consequences would flow from such anti-democratic attitudes? As a person who benefited from a democratic establishment, he has shown no support for the same. Indeed, more often than not, quite the opposite. If anything, hoping to benefit from his narrow version of identity politics.


� 	Ibid., p. 202.


� 	Ibid., p. 210-211, etc. The author notes that inclusive economies include secure property rights; effective education and job training systems; open markets with low entry costs; balanced, fair employer-labour relations; consumer protections; environmental regulation; antitrust enforcement versus extractive economies that include weak property rights; crony capitalism; widespread anticompetitive monopolies; forced or extractive labour; disregard of externalities. That inclusive political systems include democratic pluralism; voting rights; checks and balances in government; free media; freedom of speech and other personal rights; an impartial judiciary; protection of minority rights versus extractive political systems that are monarchies or oligarchies or operate through single-party rule; systems of elites or nobility; suppression of freedoms of expression; patronage networks; and, influential but opaque interest groups. However, such classifications are not exclusive to one or the other; witness controversies of voting access in the US, the role of dark monies in politics, the fact that few people on this planet are fully paying for externalities, etc.
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� 	My approach to such transformations is more subtle than suggested by such metaphors and rhetoric. All innovations occur on top of previous innovations, increment by increment, but, sometimes, those innovations chaotically institute relatively new and radically different ways of doing things by virtue of such innovative patterns of ‘re-direction’ (in contrast to less disruptive patterns of incremental ‘redirection’ [without the hyphen]).


� 	Ibid., 18. However, note, in my three Critiques of Neo-Liberalism I argue that this two-stage process of resolution becomes a one-process if conducted through a suitable existential lens.


� 	Refer to comments made in my Three Critiques on Neo-Liberalism and the essay devoted to this topic titled: Givings and Misgivings: Distortions of the Democratic Process within the Political-Economy from the Corrosive Influence of Donations in a Neo-Liberal Context (2017). We also have a range of other ‘mutual’ inducements from offering retired or retiring politicians positions on boards to politicians welcoming corporate figures into their political parties; from allowing regulatory capture to tailoring legislation for a particular industry or company, etc.
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� 	This device of ‘(-)’ indicates that we have an economy between the (re)presentation, e.g., of ‘with others’ (without the hyphen), and its chaotic re-presentation of ‘with-others’ (with the hyphen) as a result of this interaction between the relatively non-existential ‘with others’ and the relatively existential ‘with-others’. Noting that existentialization arises through the relative existentialization of the relatively non-existential, and, that this economic relationship is indicated by this device of ‘(-)’. Moreover, since both the non-existential and the existential are impossible polarities in their own right we can only make sense of this interaction by means of this economy as designated by ‘(-)’.


� 	Hence ‘Contemporary’ with a capital ‘C’. A different, ahistorical sense of time, experienced from a pro-relational perspective (experientially greater than the sum of its parts/participants) sometimes referred to as ‘the eternal-present’, the ‘living-moment’, ‘the here and now’ (hic et nunc), and so on.
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� 	As a symbolic representation of what can only be achieved through cooperation with the implication that if cooperation were to be actually further fostered that even more could be achieved. Indeed, that our ‘co-emerging’ freedoms would also be commensurately re(-)enhanced through this mutual, win-win type of relationship in which we privilege our ‘relationships’ and not so much either ‘ourselves’ or ‘others’.


�	The topic of the reimagination of the political being taken up by the next essay in this ‘series’ (operating under the rubric of ‘Reimagination’).


� 	As I have recently argued in this Pursuit, observation can be jointly read under passive, active and engaged modes of interaction (where the latter has an existential orientation to be realized through an emergent combination of the former).


� 	It could be argued, however, that some governments that operate on a single-party system, and have an extractive complexion, invest, perhaps, over-invest in infrastructure if it is given a militaristic use or is seen as bolstering the prestige of that country and promotes that form and mandate for such governance. On the other hand, what one might gain with one hand we might lose elsewhere with the other (and so her overall point still holds?).
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