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0. Pre-Introduction

This second essay, Part II, moves beyond my reading of Reimagining Capitalism by Rebecca Henderson to invoke a critically enacted, wide-ranging, radical re(-)thinking of political process primarily in the democratic world but also elsewhere. Moreover, this series has also been inspired, in part, through coming into contact with the Slovenian philosopher Slavoj Zizek (on a series of YouTube videos, e.g., 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. In Part II, I will attempt to radically ‘describe’ the currently problematic state of political praxis, albeit primarily in the democratic world. I will then ‘prescribe’ what needs to be done to re-direct it in a more democratic direction, and, in that context, ‘proscribe’ what existential measures that are radically needed, in my opinion, for such a destabilizing deconstruction, provisional rectification and ongoing re(-)normalization of those ensuing political discourse/s. Moreover, these processes of transformation will be argued for on the grounds that all forms of political interaction are based upon a democratic nucleus that then allows me to argue that the democratic ‘world’ is part of a larger democratic ‘universe’ and that even relatively non-democratic discourses will also need to observe and take on board such prescriptive and proscriptive observations.
 (0)
1. Introduction


In the previous essay, it is obvious that for Professor Henderson to argue for a reimagination of capitalism that she has had to also argue for a reimagination of a viable democracy on the grounds that both are mutually dependent upon each other. Without democratic freedoms there can be no true free markets; making the simple argument that contrasts an inclusive economy with one that is extractive. If we are to preference our living in an inclusive economy, we must also preference a democratically oriented life-world. Unfortunately, the overall international life-world, and its plethora of political life-worlds on this planet, has moved on and we have to seriously reimagine this ‘democratic challenge’, namely, ‘how do we reimagine a democratic life-world that, in the Contemporary world is fit for purpose, i.e., one that supports an inclusive capitalism, that in turn, maximizes both the welfare and well-being of its citizen?’ Given that the ruling paradigm around the world, both ‘East and West’, both ‘North and South’,
 appears trapped in a neo-liberal straightjacket it would behoove us, or so it would seem, to seriously reimagine both the economic and the political, albeit as situated within the confines of the political-economic (as defined with a hyphen)! So, by ‘seriously reimagined’ just what do I mean? Nothing less than a radical rethinking of a series of topics! Let me explain. (1)

I would like to be granted permission to equate an ‘overall sense of a critique’ with ‘a radical way of re(-)thinking the topic or topics in question’. I ask for this ‘permission’ because ‘critical’ and ‘radical’ do not necessarily mean the same thing (unless specifically defined in that manner). E.g., I have previously defined ‘narratives’ as ‘operating in a narrational economy consisting of the three correlative parties, namely, of ‘narrational facts’ as the narrated material representing the narrational vision of the world in question; ‘narratives’ as hermeneutical forms of exposition, as rhetorical tropes for the recounting of that narration; and, ‘narrational critiques’ as either the overt and/or covert raison d’être for that specific narrative or style of narration, namely, a de-anomalization of the experiential anomalies apparently driving the progression of that narrative’.
 Defined in the narrational economy in this manner we can see that the positioning of ‘critiques’ (as the third dialectical moment in this economy) as only a part of that economy. I.e., that the ‘critical’ is only one aspect of that economy in question and, I would add, often suppressed or sidelined in the coursing of that narrative as told and retold by the members of that community or communities invoking that style of narration. However, being economically based, through economic correlativity, we can also treat a ‘critique’ in an ‘overall sense of the critical’, whether it be well-thematized or poorly-thematized in the ‘situated’ exercise of that type of narrative, because it correlatively permeates the totality of that ensuing discourse, albeit in either a relatively overt or overt guise.
 (2)

Now, all too often we observe people say publicly that ‘they want to get to the truth of the matter’, but, privately, can be inferred as behaving as if the fearful form of such confrontation is not wanted yet, not quite yet, and, certainly not immediately.
 In some respects this postponement, this continual deferral is warranted as the effective resolution of a relationship, the raison d’être of the specific narrative in question, as noted, would also mean the metaphorical ‘death’ of that same relationship and the cessation of our relationships is not something we want each and every moment when we are truthfully engaged with this aspect of resolution. So, we ever compromise through such tacit acts of deferral. So, in the light of this existential observation, that definitive resolution of our relationships, as represented in and through our narratives, is the definite death of the same and not what we truly seek, so, we must ask should one be radical or even dare to be radical to any extent? So, if ‘radical’ is not to be defined in ‘any radical sense’ just what do I mean? (3)

Given this tripolar economic basis for the viewing and reviewing of our narratives it follows that binaries, mere modes of opposition, can no longer be treated as mere binaries. Indeed, it could be argued that the economic nature of our thinking, our relating to the world, and so on, cannot be conducted in such short-sighted terms. That as all binaries are introduced in and through the relatively non-binary nature of their fields of co-associated re(-)presentation, i.e., as phenomenal-phenomenological ‘presentations’, hermeneutical ‘representations’ and (chaotically oriented) (non-systematic) existential ‘re-presentations (with the hyphen indicating a chaotic sense of ‘re-direction’)’, it follows that binaries can only be encountered, recognized and engaged in tripolar terms of reference despite the oversight of a covert suppression of one or more aspects co-associated with that overt binary, or univocal expression, apparently being put forward in a semantic form that gives the appearance that such bimodality, or univocality, is how things are truly represented when, in truth, a thorough exploration of the relational nature of interaction would completely discount such a superficial and impossible way of thinking. That, in truth, we can conduct our path and passage through this world at large as narrated both with(-)others and before(-)others in such impossible terms of reference! So, given this economic nature of this world of interaction, in what sense, if at all, am I able to re-define this expression ‘radical’ as being ‘seriously critical’, being ‘committed to observing a narrational account that moves us in a closer alignment with the world of lived-experience as experienced both with(-)others and before(-)others? (4)

By defusing binaries, and the controversial world of their univocal preferences, we see through such destabilization a path that can move us in an ever closer alignment with the world of lived-experience… but, a process that must continue to be kept de-stabilized in order to oversee the existentially oriented continuation of a healthy and enriched re(-)alignment within and between our relationships. Now, what could be more radical than that? It is the pronounced tendency of both the ‘secular world’
 and the ‘world of disciplines’, ostensively, to seek definitive resolutions of our perceived anomalies, conundrums, controversies, enigmas, aporias, and so on. So, we must continually seek to resist this sense of an ensuing semblance of a definitive resolution whilst at the same time taking a path between these two false chimeras of a despairing-ignorance, on one hand, and, on the other, an arrogant over-confidence that all things can be definitively settled, i.e., are either settled or could be settled. (5)

As a qualification we must recognize that the philosophical lack of a definitive settlement does not rule out our non-philosophical perceptions of forms of settlement that are relatively ready to go, ‘ready to wear’ so to speak. In that cliché of ‘the journey of life’ there are no ultimate places to rest. Thankfully, however, along the way we can find many points for rest and restful appreciation of what appears to be self-evident. But, do not be fooled, such resting is ever temporary… as illusory as two trains travelling beside each other, in parallel, for a short period in time, whilst we remain ever in continual movement… until death, and even then, the endless conversations and work of the world continues through the perseverance and persistence of others… echoing each other in a world without shadows…!

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.
 [7] (6)

As an attempt to think more critically, indeed, quite radically, I am now going to redefine this provisional equation between the radical and the critical. In hyphenating these expressions and implying a form of equivalence we can also read such compounds as implicit genitives (when viewed through a Sanskrit grammatical lens and seeing such compounds as tadpurushas). In this light, ‘critical-radicalism’ would now be read as ‘the critical treatment
 of the relatively radical’, etc. By equating ‘critical’ with ‘relatively conventional critical treatment’ and ‘radical’ with ‘relatively non-conventional critical treatment) we could expand a ‘critical-radicalism’ to mean ‘the relatively critical conventional treatment of the relatively radical non-conventional treatment (of that being subjected to this form of critical conventional treatment)’. Similarly, ‘radical-criticism’ could be treated as a genitive, namely, ‘the radical treatment of the critical treatment (of that subjected to such appreciation)’. The difference being the relatively final conventional or non-conventional treatment of that being subjected to such a process of appreciation. (7)

In the central essay to this Third Volume I have proposed running these two forms of ‘critiquing’ back to back as a critical tool for the establishment of a viable sense of an alignment with lived-experience [reviewed as re(-)lived-experiential-reality]. However, in this essay we merely need to attend to this difference between the ‘critical’ and the ‘radical’ as forms of ‘appreciative critiquing’, and, in this regard, note that the difference between these two forms of appreciation is more a matter of how we ‘re-take’ the apparent relevance of that being re(-)explored. (8)

In a mathematical equation ‘2 + 2 = 4’ could be cited as an example of a truth determination determined through a critical, conventional forms of treatment. On the other hand, to requote Zizek and insist that ‘should a certain revolution fail that we should try again’, despite the suffering most revolutions have imposed upon their active and passive participants, because as he notes no revolution is ever a complete or absolute failure. So, a radical point is made and we would be literalists to insist this philosopher is merely suggesting we become mere revolutionaries. A reasonable degree of criticism might dismiss such an exhortation. On the other hand, in appreciating the radical point being made we could critically evaluate and confirm that this observation is true. After every major revolution it would appear that things never returned to the way they were to begin with and that might be counted as making progress. E.g., after the French Revolution, no French monarch would ever dare to think that they could abrogate absolute power in the manner, e.g., of Louis the XIVth., etc. So, Zizek’s dialectical observation is prescient (when treated as a radical observation rather than as a mere exhortation to recommit to another revolution… but, then, on the other hand, perhaps he is being somewhat serious; we may well be in need of a revolution given that not enough philosophical or political progress has been made?). (9)

In looking for a way to relatively differentiate the radical from the critical we might refer to circular versus a linear type of approach where the former may well be turned around in the form of a discontinuous ‘re-take’ rather than a mere expansion of what is present in the form of a continuous ‘retaking’ of what is present (but critically analyzed through that ‘expansion’). Or, we might see the radical as needing to be ‘re-joined’ to the critical through a process of such ‘re-joining’. I.e., that the critical connections have to be radically reconfigured in order to join a radical exposition with a more mundane and conventional reading. Somewhat of a paradox in the sense that the critical needs to be radically reconfigured in order to act as this bridge to the more radical exposition being re-joined by such means. However, at the end of the day, this dialectical treatment of the critical, in the presentation of the radical, and its re-joining to a more conventional form of discourse is more a matter of degree than radical discontinuity given this necessity for the re-joining of the relatively radical with the relatively critical, and v.v. (along with a rejoining of the radically-critical with the critically-radical, and v.v.). (10)

How do we engineer and/or differentiate that which is relatively radical from that which is relatively critical, and, in turn, how do we recognize the critical presence of that which is critically organized (even if we can make neither complete differentiations nor absolutistical claims in either case)? (11)


Provisionally, we could argue that reality is too complex dialectically to ever be completely encapsulated in the (impossible to have completely qualified) confines of a (simple set of) proposition(s) and, therefore, counter-readings, regardless of their format, may well expose forms of significance overlooked in a mere critically organized logically laid out propositional format. Although the latter is a prerequisite for a dialectical process of treatment, the end process of a dialectical process of re(-)exploration, through retreatment, may well end in a significant re-qualification of our positioning (that could be regarded as ‘complimentary’) at the very least, or, at its greatest impact, a more or less complete reversal of our former positioning (that could be regarded as ‘supplementary’). In our appreciation of lived-reality our experiential ascertainment will find itself somewhat between these two extremes of relative non-reversal and reversal. (12)

This dialectical mapping of the philosophical (or disciplinary) terrain tentatively granted, the question to now ask is how do we form and exercise a counter-reading or series and/or set/s of counter-readings (in a process of counter-reading) that will exhibit either complementary and/or supplementary shifts in our philosophical (or disciplinary) positioning? (13)

Basically, in effect, by invoking aspects of the (extensive) suspension (and de-suspension). Or, through a range of techniques
 extending from making the relatively covert progressively overt through a process of reweighting that balances/imbalances that being questioned [e.g., questioning whether a certain democratic institution is more or less democratic in accordance either with other political systems or a supplied definition of the expression ‘democratic’]; de-misrepresenting either a representation (of a text) [e.g., questioning the description ‘democratic’ as ‘being democratic’ {as often used in self-described political systems that operate through a single party or are not remotely democratic being autocratic, etc.}] or misrepresentation (of a meta-text, e.g., a title, qualification, etc.) [e.g., given that titles being ‘about’ a text are also misrepresentative, etc; or, e.g., when the minister responsible for making a decision hives off that responsibility to their Prime Minister or some other party official against their own desires to better represent their electorate, etc.] or the representational impact of its re(-)e/valuation (in an appraisal of the existential impacts of the non-textual aspects of a textual situation) [e.g., a politician not fully taking into account the apparent inauthenticity of their current positioning and pronouncements reflecting, in effect, their loss of good faith with their electorate; or, e.g., given that simulations are not always simulation of their apparent content just as desert mirages of water contain no water] ;
 negating in part or in whole the primary significance of a propositional representation [e.g., when a democracy is re-described as ‘non-democratic’ in part or in whole]; running counter-processes utilizing either contra-content [e.g., politicians enacting legislation to benefit a company or certain type of industry at the general expense of their constituents, etc; or, e.g., we could say the surface of the sun is relatively not hot compared to either its atmosphere or its interior or some other stellar body, etc.] and/or counter-functions [e.g., describing elected representatives as not basically representing their electorates when taking, instead, their ostensive instructions directly or indirectly from their primary donors or from their own political leadership, etc.]; or, either invoking more direct forms of overt negation and/or, before or after, seeking demonstratable counter-examples, etc. [e.g., by demonstrating when a democracy does not appear to be operating in an expected democratic manner, etc.] I.e., through the invocation of some form of negation, or reversal, or relatively radical transformational we seek to exemplify a dialectical counter-reading that either compliments or supplements that initial form of treatment. To this listing of counter-measures we can also include bifurcations in identification [e.g., is a caterpillar a butterfly or not a butterfly, and v.v?], functionality [when does an oily rag act as a piece of fabric for cleaning or smearing a surface?] and/or e/valuation [e.g., is a person who returns a gun to a person expressing homicidal or suicidal intent an honest person or an idiot, etc?]; along with individual and collective considerations of the causal-effectiveness of intentional efficaciousness, etc. [e.g., when is gift-giving in a political context existentially motivated or merely an attempt to buy the alliance and allegiance of another person for whatever reason?]; and, where the former considerations can be reconsidered as primarily located in a representative system [e.g., where we may or may not have suitably represented the trajectory/trajectories of that system; e.g., have we a suitable understanding of the current political spectrum as spelt out between a so-called Left and Right in a certain political region of democratic governance?]; or its inclusion in a super-systematic context [where the system may or may not be in a harmonious relationship with its super-structural inclusion; e.g., is a particular political party supporting or destabilizing the current traditional articulation of a democratic framework?]; and/or in a set of sub-structural subsystems [e.g., where different factions of a political party might be moving in different political directions], etc. Last, we have the most radical forms of expression when a process of deconstruction completely destroys the very basis for the making of an ‘apparent’ claim on the grounds of either its epistemological and/or ontological impossibility
 [e.g., all claims for an indubitable truth determination or absolutistical skepticism, all claims for the absolute identification of a logical subject imagined as able to exist in and of itself, by itself, and so on]. Hence this relatively radical aspiration to relatively ‘re-take’ that propositional representation rather than leave it in the form of a merely reiterated (conventional) ‘retake’ (without the hyphen). Ensuring its re-take is established through being turned around as either a complement or supplement, being re-qualified through being re-framed or being re-viewed through a bifurcated lens, or, being radically disqualified because it was impossible to be either thought of as such and/or be found in the world as such.
 Let me briefly sketch out this ‘dialectical’ approach in a political context through some examples that illustrate this type of dialectical manoeuvre instrumental in creating a sense of the relatively radical to some degree or other (beyond the exhibition of a level in mere conventional criticism). (14)

Obviously, in a certain democracy, we could observe there ‘that voters elect their representatives’ (given that is the primary definition of the democratic process in that specified democracy despite to what degree such an overall process might or might not be critically classified as ‘democratic’). In accordance with the type of democratic procedures in place, this would be the accepted position of those people observing that democratic system be they situated either internally or externally to that democratic life-world in question. However, taking a dialectical stance we might reverse this definition by saying ‘what if the representatives voted for their preferred electors?’ Here we have a radically different reading that would either compliment or supplement that initial reading. Moreover, such a speculative imputation can be found to have demonstrable counter-examples when it can be shown that elected representatives have indulged in various forms of voter suppression when they have actually set about to micro-manage which demographics they would prefer to be electorally present in order to see themselves being more likely re-elected. (15)

Or, e.g., take the ever-iterated claim made by ex-President Trump that the presidential elections are rigged both before the 2016 campaign and before and after the 2020 campaign. Despite both elections being considered as basically ‘free and fair’ by officials charged with such a declaration (and despite the continual non-disinterested iteration of ‘Trump’s big lie’, or, most likely, ‘Trump’s biggest lie’ by those parties allied with this ex-president), still, from a dialectical perspective we might like to agree with Trump on this point (but not in the sense as he, apparently, is ever intending it to be read). Now, Hilary Clinton nearly received three million more votes than Trump but Trump won the Electoral College (that ‘votes’ for the president) by what he claimed was a ‘landslide’.
 However, President Biden won the 2020 elections by around seven million more votes (in a symmetrical reversal of Trump’s election by the Electoral College in 2016). Therefore, we must conclude, in persisting with this archaic electoral mechanism of the Electoral College, that the current democratic playing field, it would appear, is weighted in the favour of the Republicans by an amount somewhere between three and seven million votes. Let us for the sake of this argument assume that it takes five million more votes by Democrats to win the Electoral College given that approximately 158 million voted in the 2020 elections that percentage imbalance was basically 3.16 percent out of balance in favour of the Republicans. So, ipso facto, we can agree with Trump that the elections in this just-specified sense are pre-weighted in favour of the Republicans (as a simple reflection of the fact that Republicans are usually more represented in those states that are more rurally oriented). However, despite such ‘pre-weighting’ or ‘rigging’ this incompetent and corrupt president, thankfully, still lost that election in 2020.
 (16)

Therefore, we might define the relatively ‘radical’ as ‘the effective qualification or reversal or denial, to some degree or other, of the claims made in a set of propositions initially considered representative of a certain situation or event, etc.’ In the same light defining, more by default, the relatively ‘critical’ as ‘the representative impact of a set of propositions to apparently represent a certain situation or event, etc.’ By ‘representative’ is here meant, ‘not in an ideological sense of either a realist, idealist and/or pragmatic reading/s of a certain situation, etc.’ but, ‘the representative depiction of the treatment of a representative economy in accordance with certain conventional rules for individually and collectively dealing with phenomenal-phenomenologically oriented presentations, hermeneutically oriented representations and existentially oriented re-presentations (to be ever-treated and retreated as provisional), etc.’ (17)

Hence the apparent qualification or reversal or denial of a primary form of treatment is to be initially treated as relatively ‘radical’, but, that its retreated appreciation needs to observe critical-conventional means in order to be better understood and re-accommodated, and v.v. I.e., the relatively ‘critical’ is ‘the effective de-anomalization of either the relatively radical and/or the relatively non-critical (demonstrated as representatively anomalous in a non-ideological, experiential sense within the context of the requisitely formed narrative for such scrutinized explorations, etc.).
 Seen in this context, we must also understand that the ‘relatively radical’ can also sometimes be ‘radically wrong’ (when critically appreciated as such in the requisite narrational sense). But, as noted elsewhere, truth determinations can never be either radically correct or incorrect in any sense of the completely indubitable (hence room for manoeuvres that can re(-)establish an ongoing, relative sense of confidence in our critical processes of truth determination, etc.). (18)

Given that the relatively radical needs to be conventionally re-accommodated in critical terms of reference, and, the relatively critical sometimes stands to benefit through being radically re-thought then I have also suggested that such approaches, working back to back, can further supply an additional critical tool in our attempts to find an ongoing alignment with our re(-)living-of-experiential-reality (through entering into ongoing, open, inclusive patterns of re(-)alignment along with processes of error correction enacted through re-de-mis-alignment, etc.). (19)

Now, let us look at a number of features pertaining to a political discourse (even if its more correct emplacement is as a discourse more suitably situated within the political-economical discipline). (20)
2. The Phenomenal-Phenomenological Nature of Power Relations…

Between all parties in a political system, whether envisaged formally or non-formally, there is always a differential between such actors in terms of their power-relations, and, that such a differential is also subject to change and possible forms of transformation. Even between best friends, this observation will be found to hold. That granted, just how are such changing differential experienced, etc? (21)

In the transmission of power, all parties there, in that field of dissemination, act as if semi-autonomous switches either replicating its flows, distorting or obstructing the same, be such intent either advertently or inadvertently enacted. The implication to be drawn is that all dissemination is co-authored, but, to varying degrees and with varying degrees of replicational accuracy. Our perceptions of such a process being either relatively naïve or comprehending, be that degree of comprehension enacted either relatively passively, actively and/or in an engaged (pro-relational, existentially oriented) manner. In a more comprehensive mode, we might classify the same as also providing either foresight, oversight and/or insight(fulness), etc.
 (22)

In a naïve frame of reference, we might mistakenly think power is merely extended through the enaction of orders, commands, instructions, and so on and so forth. (23)


In a more comprehensive frame of reference we need to realize that we observe the transmission of power through relatively autonomous agents if and only those agents of potential dissemination decide to participate in such transmissions. (24)


Therefore, all dissemination of power is primarily enacted on a democratic basis that permits the extension of such dissemination and not otherwise. However, when the power differentials between such agents are considerable then such fundamental cooperation may well be more a process of co-option rather than co-operation (with the hyphen). Thus, although a democratic basis must ever persist in the dissemination of power for a variety of reasons that basis may need to be self-co-opted for reasons of either personal and/or communal survival. (25)

In a relatively existential dissemination of power relations those agents may well pro-relationally act on the behalf of that relationship and override such personal or communal concerns. An existential appreciation of such power relations can also be expressed as forms of intervention through either foresight, oversight and/or insight where such ensuing enaction entails either co-operation and/or co-option, and, either its active expression (commission), non-action (omission) and/or a deferral of inaction (deference).
 (26)


In exemplifying a naïve version of power relations, I have mentioned the example of a certain Monarch ordering their Woodsperson to chop wood for a fire and where that person duly does so. In a less naïve version, we note that the latter can always refuse to follow orders or instructions even at the expense of their own personal safety or the safety of their community they might represent. Of course, should all parties refuse to enact the orders or instructions of a certain monarch then that same monarch would only remain a ‘monarch’ in name only, indeed, therein and thereafter, being (re)treated only as a ‘former monarch’. Hence in principle, but not necessarily in lived-reality, this democratic principle that all power relations are disseminated upon a democratic basis despite coercive expressions of potential co-option as a possible reflection of the magnitude of either that apparent and/or imposed power differential. Thus, given this is basis for the functioning of all power relations enacted between autonomous agents in whatever political system they find themselves immersed in it follows that the democratic world has a more universal basis beyond those systems that could be described, in whole or in part, as being democratic in their expressed orientation. Hence this reference in the subtitle of this essay to a ‘democratic universe’ rather than a mere ‘democratic world’ applying only to those political systems more correctly described as democratic in their political orientations. To simply demonstrate this point, imagine the ruler of a considerable domain with considerable political power thinking that they could ask of all of their citizens to either kill each other or kill themselves without an inevitable ensuing change of leadership. In other words, extensive power in a considerable domain can never be completely exercised at the absolute expense of all its citizens without the de-dissemination of such a command (despite the fact that individuals can entirely obliterate circumscribed communities and some rulers have sizably ‘decimated’ their citizens, such as e.g., Pol Pot in Cambodia who managed to co-opt the killing of nearly one quarter of their population).
 But, then such partial exceptions still maintain the relative totality of this same argument, namely, absolute power is never absolutely absolute, i.e., the exercise of all power relations must come with certain circumscriptions, qualifications, compromises, etc., be they perceived overtly or covertly by both rulers and subjects. However, it is also true to say that in the persistence of the ‘illusion of absolute power’, without its effective deconstruction, that illusion persist as the ruling reality for those subjected to such contexts of dissemination, etc. (27)

In some respect we could map such individually oriented autonomous points and collectively oriented nodes of power dissemination (people, and, institutions, communities and organizations, nations and international bodies, etc.) in a conformal field. With such a local field we can then ask ourselves as to how we might simulate its semblance of power relations that could be enacted therein (and between other localized mappings, etc.). For a start we should note that (decisive) ‘switching’ (in positive, negative or deferred modes) (in either epistemological and/or ontological terms of reference) is either relatively affirmative, negative or deferred with or without a relative degree of intensity attached to such decisively decided upon possibilities for enaction. Moreover, we should also note that the relative simplicity of one field of either theoretical deployment, practical employment and/or critical (or radical) re-deployment is ever an illusion given that the apparent rules for operating any one conformal field are themselves embedded in a meta-conformal field, etc. However, the threat of an infinite regress is obviated somewhat through retreatment that notes all bimodally oriented relations (within or between fields) are economically situated as bimodal expressions of power within a trimodal economic field. I.e., we are only able to entertain one level of bimodal expressions within one economic field at a time that then allows us to simulate through pre-treatment, treatment and retreatment the trajectories of that being simulated in such a conformal (set of) field(s). E.g., in a democratically oriented political-economic life-world we would expect to find competing parties operating within that democratic milieu but not normally attempting to reconfigure that democratic meta-field wherein those competing parties have their styles of competition effectively pre-defined. On the other hand, through consensus such incremental changes on a meta-level could well be authorized. I.e., forming a constitution, alterations to a constitution, supplying new precedents, etc., may well be permitted. On the other hand, we may well also see parties attempting to ‘fundamentally’ re-write the rules of the game if in a position to do so by redefining voter restrictions, gerrymandering, dismantling democratic institutions, etc. (28) 
Hence this need to realize that the conformal field-like behaviour of, say, a certain democracy, e.g., also needs to be observed as ensconced in its co-associated meta-field/s. That, individually or collectively, the motivation and leadership may or may not be there in order to re(-)constitute this nesting of field either existentially and/or non-existentially, legally or non-legally, in concert or not in concert with consensus, etc., and, therein and thereafter, re(-)constitute the current contours of that overall political(-economic) landscape. Obviously, such extra-conformal field behaviour cannot be suitably appreciated if representatively transcribed only in terms of the primary conformal field in question, etc; even if such ensuing transformations were intended to radically rewrite the rules of engagement in that primary field)(or how that field might be better approached). (29)

In these more complex considerations, we can now better understand how major forms of political consensus, in the current form of the major discourse, can be approached and undermined in either existential and/or non-existential terms of reference. In my Three Critiques of Neo-Liberalism I proposed that this process operated in relatively non-existential terms of reference through two steps, namely, deconstruction and replacement, and, in relatively existential terms of reference through one step, namely a suitable form of deconstruction alone. Let me explain. In a critical/radical existential approach from a pro-relational perspective we could say that the evolving trajectory of the political-economic life-world in question will find its own sense of direction, redirection (through mere reiteration)and chaotically oriented re-direction (arrived at through our incremental approaches to points of bifurcation preferably of a form self-conducive to our overall political intensions for transformational change). In contrast, in a relatively on-existential orientation without the effective empowerment issuing from our relationships we have to manage, generally, processes of transformational change along more conventional lines. Hence this concern over both the successful deconstruction of the ruling paradigm and its suitable replacement with a new system of thought that can suitably replace 
the former paradigm in order to become the next major discourse in that regard. (30)

In a democratic life-world this happens through elections, changes in policy formation, under pressure from sustained critiques with enough authority to induce such processes of re-direction, etc. (31)

As for replacement, we can note the following. Every major discourse exhibits a certain inertia and resistance to more radical forms of change. In engineering a replacement paradigm, we have to overcome this resistant form of inertia. Moreover, how this transformational-transition is attempted must be conducted both in terms of the ruling paradigm and its replacement. The former possibility is inescapable since all problematic considerations will be automatically educed through the very constitution of its format. At the same time the replacement paradigm has to address and redress fractious anomalies defined by the original paradigm and that need to be critically/radically re-thought through the succeeding paradigm. Moreover, the replacement paradigm has to successfully deconstruct key points of anomaly already prominent in the original major discourse. Although it is takes some considerable additional intensity in order to just deconstruct the primary discourse, still, we do not need to manage this transitional-transformation by merely deconstructing all points in that primary discourse, but, rather, a few key points that will head us in that direction of successfully introducing that new form of a primary discourse. Thankfully, by re-constituting key chaotic points of bifurcation this transformational-transition can be better orchestrated to re-self-organize such a shift in trajectories and, therein and thereafter, enhance the positive valuational formation for those participants resident in that life-world in question through the arrival of that relatively novel major discourse. Indeed, finding the old discourse can, in part, deconstruct itself, and, in part find the novel discourse then able to re-self-organize from the metaphorical ashes of the previous discourse. Thence its evolving reconstitution of this semblance of presence through such transformational forms of decisive substitution as an evolving one-stage prospect when enacted from an existentially oriented point of pro-relational treatment, etc. E.g., if a reasonably decent basic wage or basic income were to be established such an amount would immediately set a floor to inhibit those forms of exploitation that went under the level of recompence (albeit only for those workers regarded as legally entitled to work in that economy). Or, e.g., by extending voting enfranchisement to women that would eventually set the stage for women being able to be elected to a parliament, etc. However, in changing the major discourse in either example a sizable consensus has to be formed that is able to be enacted on a more official level; be that shift in direction arrived at through the ‘presence’ of that general consensus, the informed consensus of influential individual able to rewrite such rulings, a powerful figure able to institute the same with some support from the former, and, the strength and conviction of certain ideas that they need to be enacted from an existential point of view (e.g., on grounds of logical consistency, equity, fairness, deontological duty, etc.). Just as, e.g., a continual dripping will eventually fill a bucket and then find it overflowing. In a similar manner, increment by increment, a point of bifurcation is inevitably reached when and where change is instituted; hopefully in a form that is seen as both positive and productive (since processes of change, when viewed in and of themselves, cannot tell us if such transitional-transformations when reviewed, without reference to past experience, will be either positive, negative and/or neutral in complexion). Moreover, all consequential shifts of a chaotic nature might well be perceived as comprising a mixed complexion of good, bad and neutral features, and, the eternal hope is that good aspects will far outweigh the bad or neutral aspects. Furthermore, in enacting such transitions we also need to be mindful that all intended consequences will also eventually possess unintended consequences that will also possess a complexion of positive, negative and neutral features, etc. However, in the latter considerations, we could well be favored by a ‘window of opportunity’ that would allow us to do what needs to be done before it closes if it were to close in the near or foreseeable future. In the light of such multi-faceted considerations it stands to reason, to some extent, that a more pro-relational appreciation of ‘our’ relational trajectories might stand us in better stead. That interventions would be more effective if enacted existentially and co-opted the ability of our relationships, themselves, to self-instigate such engaged patterns of involvement for us to follow, or, rather, follow through upon in the more informed coursing of ourselves in and through such an existentially engaged medium/media. Hence this distinction, developed elsewhere, of ‘transcendental reservation’ where through ‘transcendent identification’ with our relationships we can, through ‘transcendental enaction’, existentially act on the behalf of our relationships. Where by ‘transcendental’ is merely meant taking an apparent perspective from the pro-relational nature of judgmental appreciation which, being trans-cognitive, and trans-intentional, is by such a definition, ‘transcendental’ in that positive sense.
 (32)

To be understood is that this concept of a conformal field enveloped in other meta-conformal fields that set the parameters for the object-field is currently a work in progress… (33)
3. The Phenomenal-Phenomenological Nature of the Democratic Process


However, let me persist with this idea of a conformal field, either formally or informally constituted with what actions, non-actions and deferrals are possible within the confinement of those terms of reference, and, in that frame of reference let us imagine how power is disseminated in this type of field. (34)

Imagine the Monarch, previously referred to, tells their Chief Woodsperson to chop some firewood for the Banquet Hall. Dutifully, the Chief Woodsperson tells their Apprentice Woodsperson to go out into the nearby forest and chop some firewood and see it delivered to the Banquet Hall. This Apprentice duly does so. In this scenario, everyone co-operates with the instructions given to them. Of course, at any point in this chain of dissemination a choice could be exercised to disrupt that same chain of dissemination. This is the ‘democratic basis’ for all forms of dissemination, even between a master and their slave. In the type of scenario as depicted, for the ‘Monarch’ we could substitute the ‘Prime Minister’, ‘The Supreme Head of a Communist Party’, ‘your next-door neighbour’, a ‘friend’, and, perhaps, even ‘yourself’, and so on. (35)

In following instructions, orders, commands, etc., we do so by noting their general or particular nature, and, then, we specify how we go about delivering the intentions encoded in such instructions. Moreover, as humans we can only do a few things together at any one time, and, we complete such tasks by correctly attending to the sequences embedded in such genres of behavior. (36)

Now, in the modeling of power relations we also have to note a number of other requirements (to get this model to work as a suitable representation of lived-experience in this same regard). First, all relations are reciprocal, but, in each event will represent an inequality in those reciprocated power relations. I have a saying ‘follow the money, following the debt, and follow the obligations’. A formula that spells out much of what is at stake. Second, in the light of this inequality we also find an inequality in how recompense, debt and obligations, etc., are balanced over a certain expected period of time. In a transaction with a shopkeeper these expected features of the transaction may be discharged in that short period of time. But, still, the same point holds that in the total period of that transaction these factors can never be discharged as if imaged in a virtual instant. Yes, we may buy something online through the final click of a metaphorical ‘button’, but, we have to wait for that delivery to occur before we feel that transaction has been finalized through the receipt of such goods or services, etc. Third, the dimension of obligations recognizes a dimension of the ‘potential’ or ‘possible’ that may become ‘pregnant’ with such possibilities and then ‘potent’ at being able to soon discharge the near-immediate delivery of such intentions. But, this complex world of possibility is also multi-dimensional and where our navigation around actors and acters (as objects, object-states, etc.), must also involve a complex set of variously interacting aspirational economies where through the negotiated recognition of the aspirations of others we must also have to enter into forms of (Habermasian-like) agreement (in a mix of contracts and compacts as discussed elsewhere). Fourth, given the incremental nature of sequential processes organized by genres, super-genres, sub-genres of behaviour, etc., it follows that we will also invite chaotic bifurcations when incrementally arrived at. Moreover, fifth, given that we also operate within a variety of overlapping life-worlds with their schematization of their entailed behaviours it follows that such ‘entitled’ discourses as major discourses will also in time be critically reformed or radically re-formed from time to time. Six, a criticism that can be levelled at all forms of democratic governance is that when all things are equal, same funding, same scandals, same policies, etc., that voting habits have a habit of dividing and completely balancing about a chaotic semblance of a center and, therein and thereafter, creating a sense of either anarchy or obstruction of the political process by one or both or all parties concerned. That, seventh, the perceptive person or organization can sometimes successfully capitalize upon these inescapably orchestrated increments to move towards those chaotic points of bifurcation that might better see a positive enhancement of their individual or corporate aspirations whilst also overseeing their possibly anticipated realization through the harmonized delivery of agreements that will oversee such productive end-points.
 Regardless of whether those end-points are the delivery of firewood, the changing of our opinions or the opinions of others, the positive evolution of our institutions, or, those fateful revolutions which, although doomed to fail, according to some, will never be a complete failure… (37)
4. The Apparent Evolution of a Political Left versus a Political Right

Upon the democratic stage (and even the non-democratic stage) we are ever witness to a so-called Left and a so-called Right. Naïvely, we might like to think of the former as ‘communal oriented’, and, ‘socialist’, and those on the Right as ‘personally responsible’, and, ‘individualistic’. We could even go so far as to argue, with various suitable qualifications, that the former is relatively ‘idealistic’ and the latter is ‘realistic’. That, we have also a spectrum spread out and extended beyond a relatively incommensurable sense or semblance of a (migrating) center (which might explain why the centrist position is potentially unstable and why we might more have a Left of Center or a Right of Center. Moreover, given that societies can be perceived to swing in one direction or the other we might like to define that sense or semblance of a political center as the ‘real center’ (in the sense of a realpolitik), but, that it also behooves politicians to head back towards a more ‘objective (sense of) center’ in order to orchestrate a form of governance that is more in tune with its overall constituents, etc.
 That sense of a real center is unstable being at the mercy of disparate forces from both Left and Right, disparate by virtue of the fact that Left and Right will run different forms of a major discourse more in keeping with such ascribed attributes. However, the overall major discourse will, generally, reflect that style of governance of those effectively in power. That apparent sense or semblance of a center is also migratory and in a democratic form of government it usually behooves either the party that wishes to rule or the ruling party to move it towards a more objective sense of a center in order to capture a wider range of voters and by such means either attain power or maintain its exercise through the winning of the requisite election/s. However, this observation is also dependent upon how that electoral field is exactly constituted. Although it might be true that parties could go on an extremist frolic to garner pre-selections it usually behooves them to take a more centrist sense or semblance of a re-positioning in order to then garner the necessary votes in a general election in order to attain power or maintain the same. However, like all rules there are exceptions to this observation (e.g., when the ruling party has a considerable fraction of the votes and is not oscillating around some point of political equilibrium between the parties). (38)

Historically, at the time of the French Revolution those on the left were more republican oriented than those on the right who would have been aristocrats or members of the Catholic Church. This same divide can also be seen reviewed through a relatively progressive-conservative lens. However, over time this Left-Right divide has continually redefined itself in keeping with the character of the times in question. (39)

However, in the current (Contemporary) era there have been continually asked certain question as to the appositeness and relevance of such a political lens. Indeed, when we review the current state of play in the US Government, say, in the Senate, e.g., we may well wonder how governance is at all possible (at least on major signature projects and programs that represent the agenda of the ruling party) when, e.g., Democrats are replete with policies and endless patterns of policy formation whilst, at the same time, the Republicans, as a party, seem to be an almost policy-free domain, have little obvious interest in policy formation? How might we better interpret the apparently anomalous nature of this problematic situation? I.e., how can governance be engineered if the two major political parties in a government are no longer playing by the same rules? (40)

Hence this philosophical problem: just how do we currently view, say, in the US, the so-called Right and the so-called Left if the former is not overtly policy oriented and the latter is policy oriented given that not too long ago both parties would have been interested in policy formation? Then, we can ask if the resolution of this conundrum has any relevance to the way we might see this same political spectrum in other democratic political life-worlds? (41) 

My resolution of this conundrum is as follows. Policy formation is a future directed activity. Hence in the US we can assume the Democrats have an eye on the future (even if the Left has recently been viewed as perhaps more preserving habits drawn from the past?). In contrast, if we were to assume the Republican’s have a nostalgia for an idealized sense of the past, a past viewed through the lens of a white nationalism, along with a desire to see the preservation of this form of non-inclusive exclusivity then we would now be in a position to understand the integrating cohesiveness of this hitherto rather covert sense of an implicit positioning. With the rise of the Tea Party we could argue that white resentment, fueled by a loss of traditional forms of employment, may well have had such tacit aspirations utilized as an implicit driver in intensifying this party’s political ambitions. Then, under Trump this covert semblance of a policy was less subtly re-presented and after his term ended the process appears to have been rendered increasing more overt. So, given this explanation are we able to confirm and verify the presence of this type of a political narrative. One has only to review how more outspoken representatives of this party are no longer being cautioned, sanctioned and silenced.
 At the same time, the usual dynamics of party politics proceed as normal and policies of obstruction can be viewed as but one strategy to reverse their recent losses, e.g., in the 2022 Mid-term Elections, based on the success of past habits as trialed, e.g., in the time of president Obama. (42)

This provisional reading granted, even if only hypothetically, can it be adapted to throw a similar light, e.g., on the Australia political experience and that of the UK, etc? Maybe we can view here some of the same type of dynamics at work, e.g., in the nationalistic desire for a Brexit? Perhaps offering an explanation how, in Australia, the Coalition managed to win the 2019 Election with very little in the form of policy formation versus the Labor party which promoted a different suite of quite sensible policies practically each week over the course of their campaign? Of course, every different political life-world would have its own set of political drivers. On the other hand, the dissemination and relative saturation of the implementation of similar neo-liberal policies across the world, both East and West, both North and South, may well lead us to conjecture that the stresses and strains of such hyper-competitive forces have induced similar responses, namely increased level of disenchantment and disgruntlement capable of inducing this return to a nostalgia for an idealized vision of the past resurrected in the form of a nationalism, etc. No doubt fertile grounds, to varying degrees, for populists and other demagogues; an assortment of politicians who have demonstrated that they are not so interested in maintaining our democratic institutions. Witness the relentless machination of ex-President Trump over his term in office, culminating in the insurrection targeting the US Capitol on the 6th of January 2021. (43)
5. Politics as Entertained within the ‘Great’ Neo-Liberal Consensus


The nature and consequences of a ‘neo-liberal turn’, more or less commenced seventy years ago in the time of President Reagan in the US, Prime Minister Thatcher in the UK and Prime Minister Hawke in Australia, etc., and, is better viewed through a political-economic lens (and is the topic for the next essay in this series posted under the rubric of Reimagination). (44)

Briefly, I have argued elsewhere that the overall discipline that seeks to understand, direct and critique the political-economy cannot be reduced to the mere interactions of a political discipline and an economic discipline. Those latter disciplines being relatively treated as sub-disciplines in this emergent and more inclusive discipline of the political-economy. As noted, the hyphen is utilized to indicate the effective and non-reductive emergence of this relatively ‘super-economy’ of the political-economic. Hence the reference frame and format for studying the interactions imputed as occurring between these two sub-disciplinary facets of the political-economy that will be looked at in this next essay. (45)
6. An Existential Re(-)Envisioning of the Political Process?

Although simplistically formulated, we could say that the neo-liberal emphasis upon the implementation of competitive policies is parasitic on a prior, social field of cooperation. This is an existential fact
 of our ongoing relationships with(-)others, namely, that the economic nature of our being able to interact with(-)others is such that it must first be predicated on the necessary presupposition of the expanding circulation of valuational formation arising through relatively mutual forms of cooperative ‘economic’ interaction.
 In essence, competition can only operate on the prior  basis of a mutual cooperation since even the rules of competition have to be agreed upon, etc. Therefore, to insist on just competition is an insult to the existential nature of our lived-reality, and, the more this short-sighted type of policy is insisted upon, through an over-legislation of this defective approach in the political sphere, the more lived-reality will insist our overall interaction with(-)others is being ‘short-changed’. A bankrupt set of policies can only lead to bankruptcy! (46)
To merely insist on the primacy of competition is decidedly short-sighted and a definitive flaw at the very center of the neo-liberal project. Without relatively mutual processes, interactions, etc., in a variety of economies (at the metaphorical-experiential center of a correspondingly similar variety of life-worlds, modes of life, prospects, programs and projects, etc.), for all those parties concerned, no economy would ever emerge or could emerge! But, given our dependence upon others, through navigation, negotiation and arbitrated agreements, etc., all intentionally formulated aspirations find various forms and degree of thematization and fulfillment only through our ongoing ‘cooperation’ with this world of the other, be that through more mutual forms of ‘co-operation’ or less mutual forms of ‘co-option’.
 (47)

In lived-reality, we must work together even if the rewards of such labour are never equally compensated through the differentials in power relations that generally are charged with the constitution and control that preferentially direct the degree and manner of recompense in exchange for the obligation incurred, etc. Our interactions over the course of such projects and programs, as situated in those economic prospects, being exercised through a mix of complex forms of contracts and compacts.
 I.e., agreements entered into either as relative unequals (in the form of contracts) or as relative equals (in the form of compacts). Not that these two spheres of the contractual and the compactual are independent from each other. Indeed, far from it just as, e.g., contracts depend upon a compactual basis in order for the expectation of their being honoured ‘being honoured’, and, just as, e.g., many public parks in Australia are usually free to enter even though their upkeep has to be paid for by a mix of private parties, ratepayers, states and/or federally instituted authorities. (48)

If people were allowed to exercise their difference in power relations in an unfettered manner then many of the contracts entered into would mostly likely be judged by that society to be ‘unfair’. Wages are also a form of contract where labour or services rendered are to be recompensed in accordance with the terms, conditions, and penalties as laid out in those contracts. Again, if left unchecked, the degree of recompense eventually extended to the workers in that economy would more than likely reflect less and less a so-called ‘living wage’. Then, in a similar manner, the consequences of a rampant neo-liberally oriented economy, that favours the relatively more powerful, would see a similar situation where that marketplace would no longer support its contracted workers beyond the merest survival of a subsistence economy. Given this Darwinian landscape, it behooves the political powers that be to either institute and/or delegate their authority to the formation of a counterweight or a series of counterweights in order to balance and check such otherwise inevitable exploitation. Moreover, such authorities also need to be sufficiently funded in order to carry out both inspections and enact those measures and legal remedies that might preserve a more equitable semblance of a status quo. Unfortunately, governments, etc., under neo-liberally oriented pressures, all too often under-fund this important aspect of compliance in the political-economy with damaging medium-term or long-term prospects for the survival of that current form of governance regardless of whether it is a relatively democratic or a relatively non-democratic in orientation. (49)

What are those ‘neo-liberally oriented pressures’? This open-ended list would include making current legislation more neo-liberally oriented in intensity; overseeing the political enaction of more neo-liberally oriented policies; extend and over-extend their support for privatization (that will inevitably and exponentially ‘tax’ future generations through profit-driven forms of increased costs, cost-cuttings, loss of services, etc.); advertently or inadvertently facilitate greater degrees of globalization; be the recipient of diminished tax returns from high wealth individuals, both local companies and (even more from) multi-national companies; a proffering of less government services; greater degrees of an ensuing inequality and inequity, and so on. And the consequences of these increased pressures on daily life – increasing stress, malnutrition, disease, a lower level of life expectancy, increased levels of corruption, violence and crime, greater levels of unemployment… and democratic governments increasingly beholden to non-democratically oriented demagogues more interested in the welfare of their own concerns and those of their more immediate cronies, enablers, grifters, and so on… (50)

How must we respond to such a dire prospect? (51)


By thinking and acting radically in a suitable, existentially oriented manner! Hopefully, without having to resort to revolutionary tactics, and, in an open, inclusive, ongoing fashion that mutually benefits all sectors of that society… (52)
7. Provisional Conclusions, Observations and Comments, etc.

Sometimes being radical may seem to be too radical. On the other hand, just doing the barest minimum, or less, of what is being called for may well seem to be not radical enough. Some people who may have a ‘high threshold for what they might deem to be a crisis’ might be better served by attending to what governments and businesses are actually doing to address those so-called crises. As noted in my formula ‘following the money, etc.’ we only need to attend to how governments are agreeing to institute zero-carbon economies to realize that we are actually facing an environmental crisis. Or, by observing how fossil fuel companies are losing value in the marketplace and are being discounted by fund managers, etc. Or, to realize what certain out-of-tune politicians will not tell you, namely, that countries that do not observe such treaty obligations will be hit directly or indirectly with effective carbon taxes and other forms of penalization. From such a plethora of signs all pointing in the same direction, that as far as financial markets go there must, indeed, be a serious crisis for such influential, hard-headed, non-nonsense, ‘political’ figures to have found such a consensus; for them to be actually heading in that direction that is planning for an eventual de-carbonization of their economies and declaring ‘that in this direction they will be heading… and no longer just talking about it but actually demonstrating such a commitment now, in real-time..!’ (53)

We might be a denialist, but, even as a denialist we cannot deny that politicians are acting as if there were a crisis… everywhere, and with some haste…! (54)

So, how should such politicians and citizens like us, alike, act in a manner that is radical enough to address and oversee the redressement of such crises (regardless of whether we do this exercise either from a hypothetical stance or a position where we are committed to insisting and ensuring that suitable forms of redress are actually instituted both locally and globally)? (55)


What are these crises we might be obliquely referring to? From a political point of view just how might they be better addressed and redressed? From a political perspective just what might they possess in common, and, from a political point of view just how might we better ensure the survival of our democracies in the face of such external and internal pressures? (56)

Doing history in the very presence of the present is a difficult but not an impossible task to successfully perform. As mentioned on other occasions, we have only to attend to a statistical mapping of contemporary issues, say, in traditional Media (and social media) to see where our interests and concerns, our more weighty, existential anxieties are actually located, and so forth. That, with such a list, we should be easily able to demarcate more serious subjects from those topics that are decidedly frivolously and appear more as memetic quirks of fashion. In a sense finding that those former subjects keep trending, so to speak, versus topics that are merely fashionable and with little import and no real impact. So, what might such a list indicate? (57)

Of course, I know what I would like to put on that list but let me go to the Guardian, the BBC and some other sites and see (on the 5 July 2021) just what headlines there are and where they appear to coincide in this matter? On The Guardian we find the latest news on the pandemic, and, problems with the vaccine rollout; New Zealand’s hottest June; US urges Australia to adopt ‘more ambitious climate goals’; Cyprus hit by worst forest fires in decades; a cartoon on rising house prices; Sixty years of climate warnings/The signs that were missed (and ignored); The truth is out there but it’s increasingly hard to distinguish from lies; Coalition minister says harassment should be reported; Finance minister dismisses criticism of Coalition’s car park fund [a pre-election rort interpreted as more pork barreling]; Australian teachers speak on stress and uncertainty of increased casual contracts; The life of Witness K revealed in court documents [detailing an Australian whistleblower reporting on Australian government malpractice being legally mistreated in a series of secret trials by the Australian Government {and regarded as troubling according to a general consensus on such matters}]; The Australian teachers standing up to homophobic slurs and bullying; (and the usual diet of other local disasters around the world). On the BBC we find: Concerns about the pandemic and vaccination around the world; Some disabled people have been left uncomfortably reliant on partners after benefits were removed; Are more migrants crossing US-Mexico border than ever; Military on standby as Canadian wildfires rage; Swedish Coop store shut due to huge cyber-attack; Critically endangered antelope makes comeback; Then and now: Artic sea-ice feeling the heat; Migrant boat sinks off Tunisia downing 43; (and the usual diet of other local disasters around the world)… (58)

Admittedly, this is my selection of headlines. However, I have set out to display those headings that were more globally thematic rather than those that I would have judged to have been more idiosyncratically local. Sadly, what has been selected still makes for rather depressing reading on a number of levels. This is just headlines chosen on one day. I am sure we recognize that there are themes that are being continually reiterated throughout the year, namely, pandemic related issues; extreme climate change (primarily in the context of an accelerated global warming); issues concerning uncontrolled migration; political malpractice; social issues like bullying, inequality, job insecurities, insufficiency of social services (given their under-funding and non-prioritization, etc., in the neo-liberal context of expanding governmental debt, diminished tax revenues, austerity measures, etc.). (59)

So, given such crises are already creating headlines how might we respond, politically, to such occurrences? By ‘we’ is meant ‘both those politicians whom we voted for in order to represent us and the same voting public who put those politicians in those positions to act as our representatives’. It could be said, that in a reasonably well-functioning democracy we have more than just a ‘vote’ but also a ‘voice’ which is allowed to complain, act as whistleblowers, can call upon people to account for themselves be that politically, economically or socially, etc. We can also call upon our local representatives, set up petitions, sign petitions, organize community based organizations to better oversee community needs; be environmentally friendly; start, participate in and/or donate to organizations committed to instituting certain best practices, abandon forms of  malpractice or that are not best practice, become more environmentally mindful, take a more socially conscious, proactive form of behaviour, supervising clean-up, look out for our neighbours, and so on. (60)

However, we ever face the same problem if the politicians we voted for do not fully come on board with such communally oriented aspirations. Just as it was claimed in the last essay that as businesses have a created a ‘mess’ and should be able to find themselves in a position to clean up that same ‘mess’ at the end of the proverbial day without government actively taking a supportive role then such efforts more likely stand a greater chance of failing and falling by the way. How might we address this apparent necessity for governmental cooperation and assistance to be exercised in alignment with such aspirations? (61)

I would like to address this concern that sees an urgent need to have governments accept such existential challenges by invoking a critical tool currently being developed my myself, namely, ‘carefully invoking both our critical (and radical) attention, individually and collectively, to relevant (phenomenal-phenomenologically oriented) descriptions, (hermeneutically oriented) prescriptions, and (existentially oriented) proscriptions’. I.e., clearly describe the problematic, precisely articulate those genres of behaviour prescribe what appear to be more relevant, and, insist that what is not existentially beneficial should not be enacted, through such proscription, in the hope that the non-preconceived, pre-conditions for a pro-relational attitude are found existentially manifested in and through our representative engagement with that situation to hand as currently being called into question and focused upon by such means. (62)

Now, that is one way to be critical, but, given the existential imperatives arrayed before us perhaps it is time, instead, to be radical?! In effect, radically re(-)think what needs to change, what innovations need to be instigated, recognizing that all innovations are not much more than small suitable incremental tweaks properly applied in both appropriate and apposite settings.
 Lived-reality, in all its manifest complexities, is already to hand.
 On this rugged landscape the few, relevant possibilities for positive options for enaction are most likely already present and presented or self-resented for consideration as a more simplistic affair. Basically, our ability to perceive a problem is already partially resolved because the parameters of the problematic already circumscribe how that type of problem is able to be resolved, if it could be resolved, or, whether the problematic nature of that enquiry is currently either not properly described and/or not appropriately prescribed and/or not appositely proscribed. E.g., walk into a darkened room, and, you switch the light on. Problem: I am walking into a darkened room; I need to see where I am going. With light I could see where I am going. I know there is a light-switch beside the door. Resolution of problem – switch the light-switch on. Now I can see, problem resolved. But the truth of the matter is that we just habitually switch on the light when entering a darken room (when fitted with electric lighting). In truth, it is something we barely need to think about. Of course, this example barely scratches the surface of how we normally deal with the problematic as experienced in lived-reality, still, in principle, the same type of point applies, namely, the outline of a possible solution (or a set of possible solutions) is already present in the presentation of the problematic itself and just needs to be recognized and suitably thematized… (63)

So, on this more optimistic note, let us address what is apparently problematic in the political world and then outline what needs to be turned around; identifying those pre-conditional factors that are incrementally trending in that problematic direction before certain anticipated tipping points are reached that will see one problem possibly mutate into something even more problematic, perhaps manifesting as an additional series of problems that might have to be more difficulty redressed by different innovations, through more difficult means and measures. Understanding that problems not suitably addressed and skillfully redressed in time may no longer possess a symmetrical symmetry that allows us to simply reverse that incrementally momentum through a more simple process of ‘reversion’. In this simplistic philosophy of ‘taking what is to hand’ as the basis for innovative intervention just how is the anomalous nature of the problematic to be approached, i.e., addressed?
 (64)

In our narratives we either directly or indirectly address that which is problematic. As I have argued elsewhere, the experience of the relatively anomalous is the key driver behind the progression of all our narratives. The narrational economy can be envisaged as the interaction between narrational facts selected by that narrative, the narrative proper in which the relations between those facts are mapped, and, an appreciative dimension that proffers a critique of the former, either relatively overt or covert in style in keeping with the nature of that narrative. A narrative which accepts either seeking the active resolution of the anomalous and a final or partial ending of that narrative or the passive, deferred resolution of the same that ensures the continuing persistence of that same narrative in question whilst also proffering, in either situation, some form of an existential dividend that reinforces either the disruption of that narrative or its continuing deferral. In the latter situation, recognizing that all narratives as currently formed have a metaphorical used by date, they will, under their own ‘momentum’, continue to be re(-)iterated, moment by moment, until such a time it seeks either a definitive resolution or is supplanted by a more powerful form of narration (in the same manner a minor discourse is able to target and replace, through suitable forms of deconstruction,
 a major discourse to then become, in turn, the next major discourse). (65)

So, a problematic issue can be approached through the form of a suitably constructed narrative. Once situated in the requisite narrative how should an effective process of resolution be enacted? By exploring how the problematic representation reveals both its own modes of resolution and possibilities for resolution (as just outlined). With this injunction in mind let us focus on what is problematic philosophically in our questions and concerns for the persistence and improvement of democratic governance (and by extension all forms of governance given that the democratic world is also universal, the basis for all entertained forms of interactive power relations). (66)

E.g., in a representative democracy, politicians need to be able to better represent us! Obviously, they need to observe the concerns of their electorate and in this task they need to listen to and hear the concerns of their electorate, as well as the concerns of their nation given that they must also represent the best interests of their nation as well (along with the thematization, realization and maintaining of the good standing of that nation before other nations, indeed, before all other nations). To this end they need to both hear and listen to their constituents, etc., and not just listen to and enact the demands of their donors, be beholden to the world of commerce or any other fraternities that do not seek first the best of intentions for our or their democratic country. In turn, politicians, from their perspective, they need to remove the corrosive influence of donations; regardless of whether they stand to be either the recipients of such largess and/or the unchecked purveyors of such largess (such as, e.g., all forms of pork-barreling or other manipulative manoeuvrings that could quite rightly be regarded as modes of corruption, electoral bribery, etc.). In order to remove this incentive to often acquire obscene quantities of money for political advertising nothing but very small donations should be accepted. Much better to have a level playing field for all parties, without a need for an ongoing proliferated spending by having the state pay a small allowance for advertising to all parties concerned. In this digital age, with social media, a variety of platforms, and so on, non-traditional forms of advertising could be conducted for a minute fraction of the cost of what is currently being overspent. What other simple, but effective, measures might be enacted that would productively re(-)direct democratic practices in a more democratic direction? (67)

In my Three Critiques on the topic of Neo-Liberalism I have outlined arguments for much greater levels of transparency, individual accountability and corporate responsibility. The need to maintain a viable Middle Class; proffer adequate welfare to those in need; decrease inequity and inequality… However, just as in the previous essay, part I, in this series (abbreviated as Reimagination) I argued that ongoing economic reconstitution (ideally enacted through deconstruction, rectification and renormalization) must be positively supported by a democratic political dimension, that, in turn, the ongoing reconstitution of the democratic political sphere (ideally enacted through deconstruction, rectification and re(-)normalization of the democratic political process) needs to be both addressed and redressed in political-economic terms (and not just in political terms)! That, to think radically in a political mode we need to do so from a political-economic point of view (and hence the next topic in this series where I will attempt to do just that in those wider terms of reference)..!!  (68)                  
        Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 6.7.21.
*	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 Slovanian philosopher Slavoj Zizek gave a presentation on the philosophy of Hegel et al. I am also very influenced by the work of John D. Caputo where he reimagines the destabilizing contours of a radical theology as presented, e.g., in his series of essays titled In Search of Radical Theology: Expositions, Explorations, Exhortations; Fordham University Press, 2020. I am also attempting to bring to a head my ideas on what constitutes a truly ‘critical’, if not ‘radical’ philosophy worthy of that appellation(s).


� 	I.e., by single-party and multi-party states, the developed world and the less developed world.	


� 	I.e., for convenience, narrational facts, narratives and critiques. We should also be aware that all three aspects are embedded in a hierarchy of facts, a hierarchy of narratives and a hierarchy of critiques with varying degrees of overall integration and integrity. The fact that there is no absolutistical integrity also allows us to apply a complex deconstructive reading/re(-)reading of the same. Hence this ever available ‘entrance’ for a radical-criticism/critical-radicalism, which, if suitably enacted and conducted can be instrumental in the existential formation of either insight, foresight and/or oversight.


� 	I have a similar ‘problem’ in defining the ‘non-systematic sense of the existential’ versus the ‘systematic sense of the existential’ where the former is coincident with the ‘third dialectical moment in an economy’ versus the ‘overall existential flavour of a relationship that is effectively self-enacted from an existential, pro-relational perspective’.


� 	Witness, e.g., the failure of the first attempts for US government, in the Congress and Senate, to form a bipartisan committee to investigate the Insurrection on the Sixth of January (as a ‘1/6 Commission’)?


� 	I.e., the non-disciplinary (‘secular’) world its contrast with disciplinary worlds (and their inclusion of religious disciplines, etc.).


� 	To some extent this subtitle of ‘Radical’ is taken up from John D. Caputo’s book titled In Search of Radical Theology as previously noted.


� 	III.2I.7.


� 	My expression ‘treatment’ is a technical term that is correctly approached through a philosophy of a transformational process of treatment-retreatment, etc. By implication the suspension-de-suspension is implied in the process of retreatment as discussed elsewhere.


� 	I am exemplifying these relative ad hoc series of headings in square brackets after each entry.


� 	By treating the textual economy under the tripolar headings of an intentionally deposited textual tracing (text/s) discerned in a phenomenal-phenomenological orientation, hermeneutically oriented invocation of bimodal genres of reading/writing (meta-text/s), and, non-systematic existential aspects of simulated e/valuation (non-text/s).


� 	As discussed, e.g., in my central, introductory extended-essay in this Third Volume (III.1A) under the headings of my Eighteen Protocols for completely dismissing the thorough (absolutistical) impossibility of indubitability, scepticism, identification, etc.


� 	E.g., tables with table-tops that are both square and circular cannot be found (a second semantic cognitive/trans-cognitive order let alone a fifth or sixth cognitive/trans-cognitive order as either a possible state of affairs or as an established fact). Similarly, people cannot meet in the basement of a certain nominated address if those premises have no basement, etc. Given such impossible claims can be demonstrated as being either epistemologically and/or ontologically impossible they can then be radically dismissed through their own ‘self-deconstruction/self-destruction’ or ‘de-struction’.


� 	In 2016 Trump won 62,984,828 votes versus Clinton winning 65,853,514.


� 	However, despite such well-deserved appellations of ‘incompetent’ (given that many hundreds of thousands of US citizens died in the Covid-19 Pandemic through his mishandling of that crisis) and patent corruption (sometimes as directly expressed by himself and indicated through the enormous degree of litigation he is subject to both during and after his term in office) Trump did manage to add four million more votes to his tally. Thankfully, for what is left of Pax Americana, as a potentially positive counter-weight in world affairs, Biden scored eleven million more votes than Hillary Clinton in 2016 (making this difference an approximate seven million more votes than Trump, and, in the process, Biden scored an electoral college landslide of 306 versus 232 votes in the Electoral College that effectively parallels Trump’s landslide in 2016 of 204 versus 227 votes in the Electoral College).


� 	Note that this formula perceives the ‘critical’ as taking on board qualifications or reversals in e/valuation as well as the rectification of mistakes, such as, e.g., mis-identifications, mis-functionings, mis-valuations, etc. In effect, invoking an economy of truth determination realized through deconstruction, rectification and re(-)normalization. The dialectical moment of deconstruction will be examined in more detail in Part IV dealing with the relatively radical re(-)thinking of the philosophical domain.


� 	I.e., relatively retrospective phenomenal-phenomenological foresight, relatively prospective hermeneutical oversight and contemporary (non-systematic and systematic) existential insight(fulness).


� 	Where ‘enaction’ is defined as ‘either action, non-action and/or inaction through deferral of the former’.


� 	‘Decimation’ was the rarely exercised policy of the Roman government, for the same obvious reasons, where a senior military leader instructed the leader of a military cohort (roughly 480 troops) in question to have the members of that cohort kill one in ten solders of that unit, determined through a form of lottery (sortition), as a form of punishment for their collective acts of either cowardice, mutiny, desertion or insubordination (as per Wikipedia). 


� 	Occasionally, I have used a negative transcendental usage when invoking a more Kantian sense in the noting, explicating and demonstrating the (trans-intentional/intentional) limits of empirical employment, etc; as when, e.g., we can radically rule out certain propositional claims as impossible to either epistemologically and/or ontological entertain, etc. Such guidelines being outlined in my ad hoc list of Eighteen Protocols (where only this list is ad hoc and not the protocols themselves per se).


� 	Recognizing that not all bifurcations are positive given that some are negative and the majority might well be neutrally received in their respective modes of reception.


� 	These concepts are discussed in Politics as the Art of the Realization of the Possible (2016) (which can be found in Most Recent Papers in Philosophy – Page 4). We should also note that in a polarization of the political spectrum you also get a state where we have an ongoing contest between two major discourses reflecting that polarization.


� 	On this trend for a more nostalgic, racially non-inclusive understanding of the Right in the US refer to the following recent article on MSNBC by Hayes Brown titled GOP’s ‘critical race theory’ astroturfing is the new tea party (28 June 2021): � HYPERLINK "https://www.msnbc.com/opinion/gop-s-critical-race-theory-astroturfing-new-tea-party-n1272492" �https://www.msnbc.com/opinion/gop-s-critical-race-theory-astroturfing-new-tea-party-n1272492� 


� 	‘Existential’ is equated with ‘relational’, hence ‘pro-relational’ is ‘pro-existential’, i.e., existential. Where ‘pro-existential’ can be read as the ‘ongoing existentialization of the relatively non-existential’.


� 	‘Economic’ in the philosophical sense of a ‘circulation of a relatively distinctive form of valuational formation (i.e., comprising identification, functionality and value formations)’.


� 	That without such cooperation we could not even individually formulate those short-term projects and longer-term programs (with their multiple projects) exercised in their respective senses of a prospect for the enaction of such endeavours. Hence this even stronger claim – without cooperation with(-)others we could not even thematize the intentional form of our projects, etc. I am equating ‘cooperation’ as the social basis for both ‘co-operation and co-option’. We should also note that co-option is not necessary a bad thing. It is central to the world of contract (entered into between parties of disparate power-relations). Then, there may be situations that existentially call for the co-option of suitable forms of enforcement, etc. (in a process of ‘transcendental reservation’).


� 	‘Compacts’ can be seen as ‘agreements created between people and organizations as if treated as equals’, whereas, in contrast, ‘contracts’ can be seen as ‘instrumental agreements entered into, either formally or non-formally, between people or organizations of unequal power relations (and with an ensuing subsequent relative status for these parties constituted in those terms of an unequal power differential)’.


� 	Here suitable is defined as (phenomenologically) proper, (hermeneutically) appropriate, and (existentially) apposite (reflecting my provisional, practical definition of the ‘critical’ in the previous paragraph.


� 	I am attempting to thematize and give voice to a very recent intuitive insight, namely, that the experiential-world, along with the world-of-the-other, has basically worked it all out for us, more or less, and all we have to do is attend more closely to such simplistically re(-)presented complexity as ensconced in lived(-)experience through our treating it to incremental re(-)iteration as re(-)lived-experience. Of course, as disciplinarians it is to be hoped that we are not being led astray by thinking truly impossible thoughts and chasing other chimeras down proverbial cul de sacs, etc. As a metaphor, I like to think that in the cooking and eating of sausages, e.g., a visit to a sausage-making factory is not that greatly informative and could be more of a distraction in dealing with the former. Note my device ‘(-)’ merely indicates an economic approach to the iterations involved in that being indicated (as in e.g., the ‘representational economy’ where we have an economic interaction between ‘presentation, representation and re-presentation)’.


� 	This topic of innovation is discussed in the following essay: A Philosophy of Innovation (InnovationPlus.doc. Refer to my Homepage site: Index: Most Recent Papers in Philosophy: Page 5).


� 	A topic that will be explored in Part IV (III.2L).





