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0. Pre-Introduction

In this third essay, Part III, I attempt to radically re(-)think the relatively ‘universal’ nature of the political-economy. ‘Universal’ to the extent that all political interactions are based upon the ‘democratic basis’ of our giving our individual ‘assent’ to the transmitted dissemination of such non-disrupted power relations. At the center of all power relations is this giving of our assent, either through overt, active permission and/or through covert, passive non-obstruction. Moreover, what conditional freedom we get to experience arises from our ‘cooperation’ with-others and this existential fact is all too often overlooked and exercised through either a perfunctory form of ‘co-operation’ or fearfully suppressed and written out of existence under non-existentially oriented forms of political ‘co-option’. I am going to contend that it effectively ‘grounds’ the overall nature of a political-economy, and, to that degree and in that manner such ‘cooperation’ is actually being fostered will, to a great extent, underwrite either the ensuing successfulness or failure of that political-economy, all other things being equal. Indeed, more causally effective and efficient, more intentionally economical and efficacious political-economies arise from their ability to better project this existential core-reality throughout their collective enterprise or ‘prospect’. An ensuing ‘prospect’ that considerably flavours the lived-nature of our experience in a political-economy (regardless of whether we both ‘enjoy’ and ‘suffer’ the exigencies of a democratically oriented polis or otherwise). (0)

1. Introduction

In Part III, I will attempt to radically ‘describe’ the currently problematic state of political-economic praxis, albeit primarily in the democratic world, but, which by extension, will also implicate the imputation of a universal-like basis for all political-economies. I will then ‘prescribe’ what needs to be done to re-direct such a prospect 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-economic 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)

Why insist that the political-economy should be cast in a democratic light? 

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] (2)

In structuring this essay I will reargue for the relative primacy of the political-economy (with a hyphen). Noting that a deeper analysis of the political, and economical, can only be properly situated in that sense of a prospect. (3)


Next, I will go on what I would be the first to describe as a frolic where I revisit an idea first germinated in my Three Critiques of neo-liberalism,
 namely, of a matrix to better understand in what manner the more professional nature of political-economic interactions should be enacted within the political-economy itself.
 That by further enacting and reinforcing what is recognized as already present in the institution of the political-economy or by recognizing through its relative absence what needs to be enacted on an institutional basis I would hope that such a prospect would be self-operated more successfully (through such re-self-organization) and be more open to progressive processes of pro-democratic reforms which would render this essential institution more effective, efficient, economical, and efficacious for all its citizens both within such a polis and neighbouring such a polis. (4)

Upon such a background, I will then return to a more practical critique of how such a prospect should be better managed both politically and economically. (5)
Provisionally concluding this essay by entertaining a series of radical possibilities for re(-)envisioning how lived-experience could be re(-)enriched within such a prospect  from a more radical re(-)positioning of a philosophical perspective. (6)

I will also add, in the form of an Overview, the philosophical ramifications of this series of critiques looking at the economic, political and political-economic as a preparatory move before commencing the next essay, Part IV, where I will set out to conduct a more radical review of the philosophical discipline. (7)

2. Promoting the Primacy of the Political-Economic Discipline

In the previous paper I noted: That, to think radically in a political mode we need to do so from a political-economic point of view.
 Let me argue for why I feel we need to hold that position. Let me advance a series of arguments that necessitate our acceptance of the emergent primacy of a political-economy over the relative subdisciplines of the political and the economic. (8)

Government is not a business and its primary task is governance and not to make a profit versus a business world whose primary task is to make a profit in order to survive commercially and where its primary task is not governance beyond its own self-governance. A second set of arguments would note that government should create the pre-conditions that promote a profitable business world whilst business should contribute to the finances of a government in order that they finance their fair share in the costs of expediting such governance. Then, policy formation on a political stage could not be expedited without a commercial world of businesses able to enact such planning under the auspices, preferably, of a civil service. But, a business world left to its own devices would soon exert itself through a small set of monopolies whose lack of competition would soon exploit the citizens of that political world. Although such exploitation might be moderated by foreign competition, still, we should assume that the innovative health of that business world is better promoted through meeting at least internal competition. That the only counterweight to effectively balance this world of business is government which should ensure to that extent possible, as pragmatically as possible, that a so-called even playing field is observed. That, (as noted in Part I) an even playing field is a position that better supports democratic governance, and, a democracy should endeavor to make for a democratically operated business world that supports that democratic form of governance. Now, a government without a business world is impotent, and, a business world without good governance must render itself as prone to disruption without the integrity of a suitably supervised rule of law. But, as neither the worlds of government nor business can operate purely under the disciplines of either the political or the commercial it follows that we must invoke the emergence of a political-economic discipline in order to appreciate the (casually) effective and (intentionally) efficacious co-administration of the political-economy (as hyphenated). Moreover, given acceptance of its emergent nature, the political-economy cannot be reduced to either the political and/or the economic subdisciplines. Hence the distinctive integrity of this envisaged discipline that deals directly with the political-economy. Furthermore, if good democratic governance is supportive of good economic development, and v.v., it follows that as the universal basis of the democratic process is central to the democratic process that this ‘democratic basis’ must also be central to the economy of the political-economic. That upon this universal basis a professional political-economy would stand to be better instituted. What is implied by this expression ‘professional’? (9)
Just what is entailed in a professionally run political-economy that mutually observes a suitable degree of democratic governance? A political-economy that supports and is supported by a suitable form of democratic governance that maintains a professional balance between the worlds of both the political and the economic. In this regard we must also recognize that as an economy is necessarily tripolar in its constitution, as argued elsewhere, we must ask just what this third subdiscipline could be given its implicated imputation? Assigning a theoretical complexion to the realm of the political, given it is tasked with policy formation, and, assigning a practical complexion to the realm of the commercial, as would stand to reason, it would appear to imply that this third realm would need to possess a critical complexion. Furthermore, the critical can be seen as the harmonic resolution of the interaction between the relative consonance of the theoretical and the relative dissonance of the practical implying that this third sphere would also be involved in direct exercise of political oversight, resolution of disputes, accounting, regulatory concerns, considerations concerning the overseeing of compliance, and so on. (10)
This third realm and its subdiscipline has been nominated by myself as ‘stylistics’ given that ‘style’ can be defined as being observed through iteration as ‘the distinctive manner of the ensuing resolution being exercised in a certain type of situation’. Hence the ‘political-economy’ could be defined as the ‘emergent economy that arises from the integration of political, economic, and stylistic forms of discipline (as correlatively related subdisciplines given their emergent political-economic integration within the specific economy of that political-economy in question)’. (11)


Now, as all disciplines can be individually viewed through theoretical, practical and critical frames of reference this implies that the overall economy of the political-economic-stylistic can be represented by a matrix 3 x 3 with these same considerations forming the horizontal and vertical axes of that matrix. I have introduced this concept of a matrix in order to outline a rule of observation that notes professionals in interactions within the political economy should be first observed only on the horizontal and vertical axes and not diagonally or through forms of deviation. That when professionals need to observe some form of an ‘irregular’ interaction it should be observed in public, transparently and relatively superficially and non-directly. So, e.g., politicians (in the first category of the Theoretical-theoretical/Political-political) can communicate directly with their civil service (in the fourth category of the Theoretical-practical/Political-economic), but, should not correspond with people in the business world say daily managers of a business or longer-term executives on the board of a business… (12)
3. Professional Interactions within the Political-Economic Matrix, etc.

Let me diagrammatically represent this matrix of the Political-Economy:
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Stylistical/Critical
1.Theoretical


2.Theoretical


3.Theoretical

4.Practical


5.Practical
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9.Critical [2] (13)


My original scheme for the political-economy:
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But recently this was reconceived as follows:
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But under further reflections I have slightly modified this scheme in the form of the following matrix:
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Generally, I have let an intuitive reasoning set the parameters of this matrix but have made the following decisions in order to fine tune its entailed classifications. E.g., all businesses fall into the fifth compartment. E.g., traditional Media. But editorial independence places those professionals conducting critically independent editorials in the third compartment. Similarly, businesses, say, banking or insurance running financial departments and critical forms of accounting would need to maintain a firewall, say, between fifth and eighth compartments. E.g., ‘political parties’ can be treated as ‘businesses’ hence their fifth compartment. But the political legislature would fall within a first compartment, but, the executive would fall within the ninth category. Hence my nomination of their sense of agency, respectively, as third, second, and first-class political agents or operatives. Now, it will arise that some of these agents will wear different political hats at different times and a distinctive sense of professionalism should be observed in each of those different roles. I am also arguing, under normal circumstances, that this is already being observed (hence this matrix is both descriptive and prescriptive
). (17)

The professional rule is that those agents or operatives occupying a certain compartment can only relate in a professional manner with those vertically above or below of horizontally on either side, but, no non-superficial interactions should be permitted between diagonal compartments or compartments that cannot be arrived at by travelling in a straight line (through some form of deviation). I would ask my reader to contemplate the possibilities presented by my matrix for what is permitted and what is not permitted in anything other than a non-superficial manner. So, a politician could visit their party headquarters in a formal setting, say, for addressing the public but should not be present when those party operatives conduct their business. If the political environment were to accept large political donations this maintenance of distance is even more important. (18)

Or, e.g., a politician in a legislative capacity should be able to communicate directly with their civil service (in a fourth compartment) or appear on a select committee in a critical capacity (in a seventh compartment). So, that granted how would a political agent in the first order or political home communicate with, say, the civil service or its equivalent. As a member of the legislature when and where the legislature in question has approved and enacted the requisite policy formation in question. So, the executive can discuss policy issue but only when introduced and passed in the legislature can they be acted upon by the civil service, etc. The civil service then liaising, in turn, with the commercial world through those transparent mechanisms it has available to it. (19)

In this scheme I also make a difference between short-term executives managing the daily affairs of a company (in a fifth compartment) and its managers (in a sixth compartment) who operate in more critical, longer-term time-frame from a position on the board, etc. Being in a horizontal position w.r.t. to each other they can of course communicate directly. (20)

In my opinion this matrix is one way for delineating how professionals already appear to be operating within the confines of the well-functioning political-economy (i.e., one that has a well-functioning democracy, observes a reasonable rule of law, in a time that is not subjected to some form of a disruptive crisis, etc.). (21)


Is there a way to explain this occurrence (other than in the ad hoc manner as explicated?)? I believe I have found an ‘economic’ reason, and ensuing argument for this apparent form of agreement. To unravel this explanation, I hope you will permit me to travel on what I would be the first person to admit to be something of a frolic, but, be that as it may, let me proceed along the following lines of my current reflections on this matter. (22)


This economic division into a certain tripolar format is reflective of what I see as the distinctive epistemological constitution of an economy and which I term as ‘the archetypal economy’. I.e., namely, a background ‘field’ subject to foregrounded ‘focus’ and where this relationship between ‘field-and-focus’ is reviewed in a higher field with the semblance of transcendental subjectivity symbolized by the expression ‘frame’ or ‘framing’. This is in order to account for the intentional observation that which each intentional field there is its co-associated sense or semblance of intentional subjectivity (as an apparent sense or semblance of ‘transcendental subjectivity’ without imputing any form of an actual transcendental subject being treated purely as a ‘fruitful fiction’ or ‘heuristic device’ merely defined in terms of the economy in question. So, e.g., in the visual field we have a ‘visual perceiver’, and, in the realm of memory we have a ‘memorizer’, and so on). These three poles attached to the archetypal economy, as dialectical moments, being respectively, World (background field), Object (foreground focus), and Ego (the co-associated semblance of transcendental subjectivity). These three dialectical moments forming the economy of the archetypal economy and its archetypal circulation of valuational formation, etc. I.e., under World we have function or functionality (through the hermeneutic invocation of genres of behaviour), under Object we identity or identification (through the focus on intentional objectivity), and, under Ego we get forms of value representing a mix of either aesthetical, deontological and/or pragmatical forms of value formation. Moreover, these three moments also represent a sense of a harmonic progression through the general consonance of a background field, the particular dissonance of the point of focus, and, the resolution entailed and entertained in and through its semblance of transcendentally subjective reception. That in a circulation between such poles or moments we will find the emergent formation of a certain intensity of resolution which will be experienced as a ‘transcendental excess’ or ‘transcendental surplus’ of valuational formation. The non-reductive nature of this surfeit or superfluidity can also be perceived as overflowing and capable of instigating, directing and re-directing behaviour (as one mechanism for explaining acts of will, our apparent freedom to act, and so on and so forth). (23)

Interestingly, these three same poles or moments of World, Object and Ego can also be aligned, respectively, with the phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential disciplines as explicated in this Pursuit and elsewhere. (24)

I have also argued in this Pursuit and elsewhere that the subtle privileging or de-privileging of these three dialectical moments can be seen as instrumental in the formation of six distinctive forms of judgment with their distinctive senses of valuational formation. Presented in a matrix of 3 x 3 the same type of theoretical observation could be arrived at by grading a primary orientation, a secondary orientation and tertiary orientation and dropping the latter orientation from our considerations. Moreover, in operating this matrix (of 3 x 3) through economic correlativity with the archetypal economy we could equate the following parties in our matrix as ‘economic correlatives’:
Object = 
Phenomenological = 
Theoretical (T/t) =
Political

World = 
Hermeneutical = 
Practical (P/p) = 
Economic

Ego = 
   
Existential = 

Critical (C/c)
=
Stylistic (25)

Now returning to our political-economic-stylistic matrix read as theoretical-practical-critical we could nominate these nine compartments as the intersection of their respective horizontal and vertical axes. Noting the horizontal axis as primary or active (capitalized in upper case) and the vertical axis as secondary or passive (notated in lower case). Hence:
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Now, in the light of this matrix above we could rewrite the ‘professional rule’ as those relations that involve some form of coincidence between the included parties are directly permitted. So e.g., the first compartment of T/t (of an active T and a passive t) are able to interact through intersection with compartments 2 (P/t), 3 (C/t), 4 (T/p) and 7 (T/c) by virtue of T or t. Interestingly, if this rewritten rule is to be observed then it would allow diagonal relationships between parties that can intersect. So, e.g., parties in compart 2 who would interact with 1, 3, 5, and 8 could also interact with compartments 4 and 6, (and similarly for those in compartments 4, 6, and 8, etc.). Transposed into a political economy it would mean, e.g., economists in compartment 2 could interact directly with politicians (1), critics (3), business managers (5), accountants (8), as well as civil servants, (4) and business executives (6), and select committees/senate enquiries (7). (27)

So, this professional rule can now be rephrased in the following manner: all direct interactions are permitted when corresponding elements can be intersected. Of course, each compartment should also comport themselves in accordance with what traditionally represents best professional practice for that respective profession. (28)

Transposed into a philosophical-disciplinary setting consisting of phenomenologists, hermeneuticists and existentialists we could say that a pure phenomenologist would need to relatively avoid those working in hermeneutic and existentialistic disciplines whereas a phenomenological-hermeneutist could deal directly with a hermeneutical-phenomenologist, as well as a phenomenological-existentialist, etc., but not with an existential-existentialist; and so on. (29)

What then might be the raison d’être for this rule? (30)


We might argue that if one were actively and passively dealing with the same topic that direct intersection with other disciplinary combinations is only possible through that partial form of intersection. But, certainly not with a compartment that has no form of intersection available to it. (31)

Translated into an ordered context we might translate this to mean that if one were actively and passively in the same compartment that that dialectical modality is being privileged and the two other dialectical modalities are effectively being de-privileged. Or, if we have an intersection between two dialectical modalities then it would follow that the absent modality is being de-privileged. However, given that this form of joint privileging prioritizes an active party over a passive party then we might well speculate that those orders that involve a double form of privileging may well have two different isomers or isotopic formations? E.g., the second trans-cognitive order of the aesthetic is arrived at through privileging both Object and Ego (and de-privileging W) but would there be a difference between O/e and E/o? Speculatively, we might suggest that the O/e is appreciating the work of art or that for aesthetic contemplation over an appreciation of our egotistical involvement with the same (as E/o)? Or, speculating on the nature of pragmatic e/valuation in the fourth order as a product of either E/w and/or W/e we might surmise a difference in the form of its being pragmatic for us versus its pragmatic property in that situation in question? Or, speculating on the nature of ontic or factual e/valuation in the sixth order as a product of either O/w and/or W/o we might surmise a difference in the form of its being a fact that is discrete for us versus its being a fact in a harmonious set of facts? But, suffice to say, in the light of this more refined rule for professionalism that that accepted, it follows that a professional and well-functioning political-economy needs to observe the forms of professionalism hitherto observed along more traditional lines. Therefore, in this regard we can note some notable infractions entered into by ex-President Trump as illustrative of this scheme (to the existential sense of what would have been generally proscribed by those more observant of such professional practices). By the adoption of this exercise, I can now start my critical and radical forms of appreciation of the political from a political-economic point of view. (32)
4. Ramifications of a more Practical and Radical Critique of the Political-Economy

As suggested in the previous section, in a well-functioning political-economy certain political-economic practices are and should remain frowned upon for a variety of good reasons centered in ethical and successful governance. The political executive has no role in telling business what to do or not to do, especially when coupled with legislative treats, executive orders, and so forth. Of course, political leaders can opine about such issues, instruct the legislature to rethink policy settings, request select committees to investigate such matter, etc. However, in the long run it is counter-productive for politicians to interfere in the commercial world of business. It also opens a door to forms of corruption already invited through the excessive dependence of the political class on excessive amounts of money in the form of donations (which in being accepted should be taken up by the party organization at arm’s length from both the executive and the legislative. The professional rule, as finally adopted in the previous section, proffering a guide in that regard (to what should already be traditional practice in that same regard
). Let me demonstrate this professional point: 

WASHINGTON (Reuters) – U.S. President Donald Trump urged the chief executives of the Big Three U.S. automakers on Tuesday to build more cars in the country, pressing his pledge to bring more jobs to America and discourage the car industry from investing in Mexico.
Trump, who has threatened to impose 35 percent tariffs on imported vehicles, opened a White House meeting with General Motors Co CEO May Barra, Ford Motor Co Mark Fields and Fiat Chrysler Automobiles NV’s Sergio Marchionne by saying he wanted to see more auto plants in the United States.

In return, the new Republican president has vowed to cut regulations and taxes to make it more attractive for business to operate in the United States. He promised during his campaign to be a job-creating president and stressed that message in his inaugural address last Friday…

The hour-long meeting was the latest sign of Trump’s uncommon degree of intervention for a U.S. president into corporate affairs as he has repeatedly pressured automakers and other manufactures to “buy American and hire American.” 
 (33)

‘Uncommon’ may be a polite way of saying that such interventions in the marketplace by a political executive is just wrong for a whole variety of professional reasons (here hardly touched upon). Much better would it be for the executive in conjunction with the legislature to create suitable pre-conditions for such an outcome. Such an approach, successfully instituted, has a long-term event horizon to contemplate. As it is usually the case, such interventions hardly amount to much, often have undesired unintended consequences and may well subvert more practical solutions from arising in either the legislature or marketplace per se.
 (34)

Was Trump’s unorthodox, direct and inappropriate approach successful? 

We can reshore manufacturing jobs, but trump hasn’t done it.

Trade rebalancing, infrastructure and climate investment could create 17 million good jobs and rebuild the American economy.

While the Trump administration has claimed the era of U.S. offshoring is “over,” the reality is that the United States has not begun to address the root causes of America’s growing trade deficits and the decline of American manufacturing. Decades of trade, currency, and tax policies that incentivized offshoring, combined with an utter failure to invest adequately in infrastructure and good jobs at home have contributed to growing inequality and an eroding middle class.
President Trump’s erratic, ego-driven, and inconsistent trade policies have not achieved any measurable progress, despite the newly combative rhetoric. On top of that, COVID-19–and the administration’s mismanagement of the crisis– has wiped out much of the last decade’s job gains in U.S. manufacturing.

Unless steps are taken now–to reform our trade policy, to curb dollar overvaluation, to eliminate tax incentives for offshoring, and to rebuild the domestic economy–there won’t be a comeback.
 (35)

In general, this unprofessional and inappropriate approach orchestrated by Trump across the political-economy will be reviewed by historians as basically corrupt and a recipe for inviting future corruption given the intended and unintended consequences of such forms of unorthodox institutional interventionalism.
 
 (36)

But, let me now find myself moving back closer to home, but returning to an overlooked past in Australian history, namely, the government of Australia permitting the government of the United Kingdom to conduct 12 major nuclear weapon tests in Australia between 1952 and 1963 at Montebello Islands, Emu Field and Maralinga. Here we have more than sufficient material for a case study in political-economic maladministration on many levels. (37)

According to Wikipedia, three nuclear tests were conducted at Montebello Islands, just off the coast of the Pilbarra, one in 1952, and two in 1956. At Emu Field, in South Australia, two tests were conducted in 1953. At Maralinga, also in South Australia, a total of seven test were conducted between 1956 and 1963. The United Kingdom also conducted tests in the South Pacific between 1957 and 1958. (38)

What were the officials of these two countries thinking?! (39)


At Maralinga Tjarutja, the traditional Aboriginal owners of the land, were forcibly removed. (40)


The latter site was contaminated with radioactive waste, and an initial clean up was attempted in 1967. The McClelland Royal Commission, in its report in 1985, found that significant radiation hazards still existed at many of the Maralinga sites. A further clean-up was conducted in 2000, at a cost then of A$108 million. (41)

In 1994 the Australian government paid A$13.5 million in compensation to the Maralinga Tjarutja people. (42) 

In Australia the prevailing winds come from the West. One must wonder what adverse effects ensured from atmospherically released radiation materials and desert dust blown over the Australian eastern seaboard, over New Zealand, and thence around the world. (43)

Of course, this program attempted to be run under the cover of secrecy. But, by 1957 even public opinion was decidedly against such tests (which continued to 1963). It could be argued that the Australian public were not well-informed but that should not have been an excuse for government officials in both the U.K and Australia. Scientific evidence, along with documentary reporting from both Hiroshima and Nagasaki, in Japan, should have alerted the barely illiterate person that such detonations pose consider short-term and long-term health risks. In a belated recognition of that fact we have so-called ‘clean ups’ conducted in 1967 and 2000 at considerable cost. Underground testing might have been more expensive at the time, but, in hindsight, would have been considerably cheaper and much safer. Rhetorically, we could well ask what now long dead, supine officials received a knighthood or some other form of official recognition for such dastard duties rendered to their colonial masters? Did such sacrifices delay a Britain from joining the European Common Market and its contemporaneous mountains of butter, and so on, that were a common feature of their agricultural landscape in those times? So much for good governance! Where were our institutions when they were needed (to critically evaluate such practices)? Perhaps, then, a contemporary request for an environmental impact statement and report might have put paid to such dangerous nonsense; at least allowing us to think we might have made some progress.
 (44)

In the light of the above, just how are we to critically reflect upon the coursing of the political-economy and find good reasons to radically re(-)think such an important aspect of our world at large. Our sense of a world where our lives are re(-)lived in this shared sense of our life-world, in this semblance of an overall world-of-life. (45)
5. Provisional Conclusions, etc.

Given this complex entanglement between the political, the economic and the stylistic dimensions (along with the latter supplying important contributions in the form of proposing regulations, cultural criticism, enforced compliance, social commentary, and other forms of critiquing, etc.) it stands to reason that, e.g., political reforms or economic reforms or stylistic reforms cannot be accomplished, respectively, in purely political, economic or stylistic terms of reference. There is no sense in manning the political barricades, so to speak, because such an approach is doomed to fail. On the other hand, important and not so important issues, too, all have to be suitably addressed and redressed in and through the natural degree of integration already present in political-economic-stylistic terms of reference. It is as simple as that! Of course, once this recognition is understood, then the hard work can begin in expediting those reforms that will stand us in better stead and upon which a flourishing democratic way of life will ultimately depend! To this end let me suggest in the form of an outline where both critical and radical reforms need to be instituted and expeditiously supervised. (46)

In my Three Critiques of neo-liberalism I suggested there a number of important reforms that need to be undertaken with some degree of careful and cautious urgency. Another reason why we need to frame social problems through a political-economic-stylistic lens because this ideological vision, as a major mode of discourse, cannot be critiqued purely in political, economic or stylistic terms alone. Such a piecemeal approach is doomed to failure. This ‘great’, major narrative of the neo-liberal mind-set straddles all three subdisciplines and can only be faced and fully confronted through the integration of an integrated vision of the political-economic, etc. In this regard, the ‘simple’ reforms I have telegraphed, hopefully, would re-integrate a more professional vision of the political-economy by arresting the fact that different sectors of this overall economy be no longer played off against each other. Let me briefly demonstrate what my intentions are in this regard. (47)

One important reform must be a radical overhaul of how money is used by the political classes to maintain or attain both their parties’ preeminence along with the elected positions of its members through political advertising, and the like. Here we have had a metaphorical ‘arms-race’ with the belief that those who have the most money for political advertising would win the next elections. Such an imputation has been shattered on numerous occasions. However, the ‘unintended’ consequences of such obscene amounts of money ‘corroding the arteries and veins of the political-economy’ is something that almost every respectable politician should and would decry. This industrial demand for such ‘unnecessary’ finance is polarizing the political spectrum, polarizing political parties as well (given that major donors support clearly defined and compliant types of candidates for pre-selection at the expense of those candidates that are better representatives for their electorates), distorts legislation in favour of those large donors usually with corporate interests (witness the ubiquitous business mantra for the evanescent ‘benefits of lower taxes’, etc.), the excessive amount of time spent by politician raising such ‘unneeded’ finances (which also alters the field of candidates for pre-selection since those that raise more money for the party are more than likely to get preselection); a revolving door of corruption (as, e.g., businesspersons and politicians continually trade places between the political and commercial realms, etc.), and so on and so forth! I stress that such a non-core role for legislators, this institutionalized imperative to ever raise more money for this process of electoral advertising is consuming many hours of the time these politicians could get on and do what they really are paid to do, namely, to legislate and all that that entails… as well as better representing both their electorates, their states and their country as a whole!
 I am sure it is not what politicians want to do on a regular basis but are helpless to insist on their not doing otherwise. Then, at the end of the proverbial day, with the damage done, such a waste of time, labour, and money spent, such an effort is basically ‘unneeded’. In this digital era, the policies of a party, the platform of an individual candidate, pre-selection or post-selection, etc., could all be posted on the Internet for a miniscule fraction of the cost. Indeed, a small price worth paying by the government itself either through small allowances or directly supervising, independently, the facilitation for such forms of political dissemination, etc. At the same time, a small amount of money could be allowed to be spend on more traditional forms of advertising equitably capped and divided among all hopeful candidates, etc. (which, I believe, is something that already happens on the Australian political landscape when more successful candidates receive a small subsidy per votes received after an election once a certain percentage was won). Sadly, such an unneeded practice as this receiving of large political donations has not been suitably dealt with by most political parties on the world stage. (48)

Two more similar reform are also urgently needed. Namely, political parties ‘donating’ money to certain (often marginal) electorates in order to induce that electorate to vote again for them, as a form of reversed electoral bribery, and, the instituting of anti-corruption commissions charged to expose and deal with all forms of corruption within and throughout the total confines of the political-economy. Surely, such obvious reforms do not need to be continually argued for ‘ever and a day?!’ (49)

Without a doubt, a reform on donations, electoral spending and a commission for the exposure of corruption are all too obvious for words so we must rhetorically ask what have governments to hide that they are so reluctant to thoroughly and suitably institute such ‘democratic’ reforms. (50)

On this topic of suitable forms of transparency, governments should also operate as if working behind or within glass-walls where the formal business of governments, and corporations, think tanks, the traditional media, the courts, and the like, are all conducting their business in the open, and where their business is also uploaded in real-time and placed on the Internet for all citizen to scrutinize. But, no, in Australia, e.g., we have governments continually crippling freedom of information requests (FOI), that should be made available in accordance with legislation, frustrated by an assortment of strategies that must raise the suspicions of all those citizens concerned about such matters. (51)

But, why stop with the implementation of such simple reforms. Governments also need to be totally transparent about who is preparing a certain policy in terms of accountability and reasonable forms of scrutiny, and, how governments needed to act responsibly on a collective basis (rather than resorting, all too often, to scapegoating convenient parties further down the political food chain). (52)
But, these ideas are just a few of the simple reforms that need to be enacted, or, more comprehensively enacted and seriously followed through. A bucket of water is filled drip by drip before it overflows. Increment by increment, a chaotic point of bifurcation will always be reached. A series of small steps, chaotically, may present us with a radically altered landscape, hopefully, for the better. Unfortunately, a series of missteps will eventually lead us into the chaos of a misshapen world where (passing through a ‘tipping point’) we may not be able to retrace our nostalgic passage back into a world that once was simply enjoyed but was poorly cared for and carelessly loved…! (53)
6. Overview in Preparation for a Radical Review of the Philosophical Discipline


What roles have critical and radical philosophers to proffer in our better understanding this institution of the political-economic-stylistic economy? (54)

This overlooked dimension of the stylistic has an important role to play in the functioning of the political-economy. As noted, ‘political reforms’, e.g., should be instigated as ‘political-economic reforms’ lest the ‘revolutionary’ zeal behind such progressive aspirations be sapped and undermined by economic forces heavily invested in either persisting with the status quo or have us heading in a newly re-directed direction that might be more beneficial for a select few rather than the citizenry of that political-economy in question. To open our eyes to the distorting influences emanating from influential actors in the political-economy seeking to ever serve their own ends we have the power of criticism that can be better fostered by professionals, either as disciplinarians or amateurs, operating under the auspices of this stylistic dimension. Here we have potential shapers of public opinion whose collective insight, foresight and oversight have the ability of better informing a public able to put pressure on our politicians to move in the right direction when called upon. Or, failing that at least appealing to their own self-interests in preserving their political vocations. Under this aspect of the political-economy we have social critics, academics, independent editorial opinion shapers at more professionally-oriented sections of traditional Media, businesses executives with a conscience who want to leave this planet a better place than they first found it, writers, poets, intellectuals, philosophers and an assortment of other cultural critics. Although it is my opinion that cultures persist through dance and food, through customs and social habits, it is left to the intelligentsia to re-shape and re-direct cultures in new and novel directions that revitalize the esprit de corps of a culture, that re-constitutes its animation and vitality. Such critical, and sometimes radical, observers of lived-culture are the catalysts that help us to see how we can make a less bumpy transition in periods of social change. Through their virtual explorations, in our inspired optimism we will find the formation of non-virtual maps that will help us to move through and thrive, survive, the difficult transformations that characterize and constitute this Contemporary era. A period in time when we will need to choose between information or misinformation, a period of sacrifice or being sacrificed, between co-operating with each other rather than being co-opted by the ideological spin crafted and spun by a few for the few… rendering us once more as little more than servants, as slaves to our digital masters…. (55)

The next essay in this series, under the rubric of Reimagination, is an attempt to radically rethink the nature and constitution of a critical philosophy. Re-defining and refining a discipline capable of skillfully exercising (phenomenological) insight, (hermeneutical) foresight and (existential) oversight as we grapple and attempt to better understand the contours of our political-economic landscape. On such a path, we will need to explore, both virtually and non-virtually, those crucial trajectories that ‘will help us’ to beneficially engineer a more safe and rewarding passage across this increasingly crisis-ridden territory. As an optimist, I say ‘hopefully such reforms will help us’. Of course, we could fail, and unlike the pronouncements of Zizek on ‘doing revolutions again’, such failure in this instance might be a complete and utter failure rather than our merely suffering an incomplete failure. So, obviously, we must not fail! (56)

Now, some with good reason, might think the discipline of philosophy comes with too much baggage. Indeed, laden down, as well, with too much nonsense. And, consequently, should wonder why I would choose this candidate for our salvation in re-forming a viable re-constitution of the political-economy and its existential refashioning of a world more fit for purpose? Because with a carefully chosen set of philosophical tools we can metaphorically ‘crack nuts’ not capable of being prized apart by any other means that could be found at our disposal. (57)

The skillful philosopher takes what they find to hand, namely, a textual situation that is either found to be problematic or could be rendered problematic when attended to with close and more careful attention. With a suitable selection of philosophical tools, a certain philosophical narrative is entertained where the exposed anomalies driving that narrative can be suitably resolved, be that either definitively or as a work in progress with a demonstrable degree of evidence of an evolving degree of success that is being continually realized through an ongoing mix of critically-informed insight, foresight and oversight. Thankfully, with every problem, philosophical or otherwise, there is a co-associated sense of resolution, in some form or other, already embed within its embrace. Some problems, when closely scrutinized, tell us that they have no solution. This recognition that ‘there is no resolution’ is their solution to that type of problem. Once understood, we move on. With all other problems a sense of resolution may well be discerned once we have fully understood the problematic nature of that which currently puzzles us. The infinite complexities of the world are simplified for us in the end-products of our conscious deliberations. An innovative appreciation of the problematic only requires a minor tweak here and, perhaps, a major tweak there. Of course, such tweaking might present new problems but then we just continue on our way tweaking this or that until we find our insight or foresight or oversight proffers a further process of resolution that we can happily live with. As an analogy it is a bit like visiting a sausage factory. We might find it to be both a bit unpleasant and a bit interesting, but, not of much help in the cooking and eating of sausages themselves where such knowledge is practically useless in our relating to sausages as an item that might be desired as something to eat. Basically, at least to begin with, there are only a few ways to cook sausages, and, as far as eating them that is something that now we do not need to learn… (58)

How do we know which philosophical tools are suitable for the task to hand? By the degree of success to be experienced in realizing the effective resolution of those problematic aspirations already found to hand. Do such tools tell us something both about ourselves and the nature of this world of lived-experience? Of course! A spade tells us, through its pragmatic utility, that the world is something that is both spadable and not spadable. And a broken spade immediately shows us what freedom we had and have now lost, what freedom we don’t have if the tools to hand are defective or not the better or best tools to work with. Moreover, our vision of a world is a changing by virtue of the fact that our range of tools is ever changing. Not too long ago, travelers could not fly, had to write letters to communicate with people even a short distance away, had to find and enter a library in the hope of finding that small modicum of information which they then currently sought to seek, and so on. Of course, we are still human, not yet amalgamated with microchips and robots, linked into an Internet of everything, and I mean ‘everything’. Still, our tools have changed and our sense of a world has changed likewise. In the same vein, our choice of philosophical tools will also change our way we see this world, this world at large. Hopefully, through critical instruction and radical re-thinking, the way we find ourselves seeing our world will beneficially change for-us accordingly. (59)

In the next essay, in a critical and radical re-take of what it means ‘to be philosophical’, our ensuing vision of the world will also change. Sometimes critically and sometimes radically… as long as we remain open to being either critical or being radical. In such an attitude, in our appreciation of the philosophical, we will automatically invoke a realm of the metaphysical be that either critical or radical in complexion, or, not critical and not radical if our treatment of this world of lived-experience is not suitably attended to. And what constituted a suitable form of attendance? The suitable re(-)living of lived-experience in such a manner that it reveals what hitherto had escaped our attention. That insight or foresight or oversight that either partially or definitively resolves what is currently problematic for(-)us… (60)

By invoking critically formed philosophical tools we would hope to realize a critical resolution of that which might be perplexing us. Inevitably, as a work in progress. Small incremental step by small incremental step. However, along the way, a series of small increments can also lead to a sudden, chaotic shift in how we now radically re-direct our philosophical gaze upon this re(-)lived world of lived(-)experience. Just as drip by drip a sink filled with water… will eventually overflow…. (61)

In this relationship between the critical and the radical, I conceive the critical as critically preparing the path for occasional acts of radical re-seeing, re-taking, re-shaping the current topic to hand. That with such acts of reversion, in a dialectical process of turning around the way things were previously seen, the critical needs to re-enter the fray in order to test the lived-reality of that being re(-)lived. That, ultimately, the critical and the radical will work hand in hand, as if hand in glove, continually re(-)sculpting each other in a form that we can make sense of, make better sense of… even if the best will ever lie before us, forever out of reach in a form that we could never comprehend nor need to currently comprehend..!! (62)


 



      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 11.7.21.
7. Postscript A: Finding a Room for the Hearing of ‘The Voice’…


Like all good titles, this title misrepresents my intentions behind the apparent intentions expressed by this title. Indeed, most of this Postscript is embedded in ‘…’ where I seek to clarify how different and distinctive aspects of the democratically oriented political life-world performatively engage with each other within the political-economy, albeit as envisaged through these three divisions of politics, economics and stylistics. Or, put another way, where should we find a space in this political-economic (3 x 3) matrix for the functions of the Senate, e.g? Then, by clearly articulating the different and distinctive functions of the political world, notably, the political executive and its front benches or cabinets, legislatures, senates, select committees, the business end of political parties, and so on, I hope to find a place for a third level in a federal form of government for an indigenous voice, along with the miscellaneous life-worlds of women, families, the elderly, academia, migrants, medical advisory panels (as needed in this pandemic), and so on. In my opinion that ‘space’ is already present, to some extent, alongside both the placement of the senate (in the seventh element of this matrix) and its coexistence with select committees, or similar, either instigated by the senate or the legislature, or, perhaps, even signaled as needed or created by the executive branch of government (and then enacted in the legislature
)? In effect, this title would be less misrepresentative of my intentions if it were to be titled instead: Finding Room for a Room for the Hearing of ‘The Voice’… (63)

Given the role/s of a senate or a similar institution either to scrutinize legislation and/or form legislation in its own right it naturally follows that such an august body would be found in the Theoretical-Critical sector or element of this political-economic matrix. In effect, it is my perception, that in the formation of select committees, or similar, alongside the positioning of a senate, or similar, that we have already to hand a precedent for such a consultative body, that I believe, is of a type greatly needed within a democratically oriented political life-world in order to be an overall body that is more representative of the people of that nation in question. Or, in the form of an allusive paraphrase:

In the house of the people there should be many rooms…
 (64)

In establishing the professional ‘rules’ for conducting the required relations between these various necessary branches of government we need to ask ourselves to what extent should they be conducted either in a formal or informal professional manner, be undertaken in either a transparent or not transparent format, be either directly engaged or mediated? (65)

That these various branches can be seen as ‘necessary’ lest the overall functions of government descend into either anarchy or some form of authoritarianism; be its complexion cast in terms of either a so-called Left or Right (where the executive and legislature, along with the courts, police, and military, etc., would then all fall directly and entirely under the rule of one organ of government). (66)


Let me clarify the political aspects of this political-economic matrix
 by revisiting and highlighting just these political aspects:


Political: 

Economic:

Critical:

Political:       (1)Legislature

(2)


(3)
Economic:
(4) [Civil Service]
(5) Political Parties
(6)
Critical: 
(7) Senate

(8) [Courts]

(9) Executive


Select Committees
[Police]


Commissions

[Military]


Single Voice Rooms
(67)



Some observations re this simplified matrix above. (68)


In this scheme, the Executive were seen as Political Agents I, the Legislature as Political Agents II, the Senate and/or similar as Political Agents III, and, Political Parties (as ‘businesses’) were seen as Political Agents IV. (69)

The basic rule is that all ‘diagonal’ relations should not be entered into informally, that formal distance needs to be professionally observed even if certain members have to observe different roles, say, as a person on the front bench (i.e., in cabinet) but who might also happen to be a member of the legislature as well (in light of a pragmatic need for a non-transparent approach to cabinet confidentiality, etc.). So, too, the organization of political parties should conduct their business at arms-length from the executive, legislature, and senate/select committees, etc., i.e., being seen to observe a professional distance from political agents I-III. (70)

That ‘horizontal’ or ‘vertical’ relations can be observed either formally or informally, but, should be transparently enacted when required or when it is expected that that should be required. Generally, government should be conducted as transparently as possible. However, there is a role for qualified forms of non-transparency, say, with respect to cabinet discussions (lest the members of that cabinet refrain from offering fearless advice, etc.). (71)

On occasions, required forms of mediation should be in place unless an emergency is genuinely called (and recognized by the legislature). So, e.g., the executive should not be able to call for some form of a military campaign by a mere act of fiat and should be required to have that enacted through legislation, or, in the advent of an emergency, given some form of a de facto approval by that same legislature. (72)

That, in this same scheme, we can see the role of the senate, should that type of house exist, as being either supervisory and/or legislative in orientation/s. That alongside its functions, or its apparent equivalent, we would find select committees called into existence by either the legislature, the senate and/or the executive. Moreover, we could also find commissions for dealing with various enquiries, forms of mandated supervision, etc; be it, e.g., as royal commissions or their equivalents, or, as autonomous bodies set up to investigate and prepare evidence for possible prosecution, say, in dealing with corruption etc. (73)

In such a scheme, we find the precedent already in place for governments to seek various forms of consultation, be that on a temporary or a more permanent basis. In such a light, there is no reason for not extending this process to include ‘rooms’ where a single ‘voice’ can be heard, or, rather, where a ‘single voice’ could be thematized, before the attention of the public…in this hope that the authenticity of their many voices, therein, can blend as a ‘choir’ within the body politic and, therein and thereafter, act as a ‘chorus’ commenting upon the functions of the latter. (74)

If it is good enough for governments to institute commissions for investigating corruption, to instigate and conduct either royal commissions or other types of commission, to organized select committees to deal with single topic issues, then, surely, it is not beyond the current means of this type of democratic political system to recognize the setting aside of rooms to hear and consult with, say, an indigenous voice, and, other deserving sectors of society they also need to be much better represented in either the halls of a parliament or in other houses of good democratic governance..! (75)


In such a multivariate context, there is no good political reason, therefore, for not extending what is already taking place, in order to find room for a Room to hear ‘The Voice’..!!
 (76)










 N.T., 16/8.21.

8. Postscript B: Re-Thinking the Complex Nature of the Civil Service


In my previous ongoing refinements of this political-economic matrix I must still face one more problem, namely, just where should the civil service be put since the executive in a parliamentary system appears in the first sector of this matrix but its executive, through the ministers of its Front Bench, functions from the ninth sector. So, that being the case, how does the ninth sector communicate directly with the fourth sector. My solution to this problem is presented in the following revision of the diagram below:



Political: 

Economic:

Critical:

Political:       (1)Legislature II
(2) Treasury I


(3)
Economic:
(4) Civil Service I
(5) Political Parties
(6) Civil Service II


(Policy Formation)
[ Consultants III] IV
(Procurement)
Critical: 
(7) Senate  III

(8) [Courts]

(9) Executive I


Select Committees
[Police]





Commissions

[Military]


Single Voice Rooms
Treasury II (77)



In the US, e.g., we find political appointments made to the Civil Service, which through its own levels of complexity is practically a government unto itself. We could treat the Civil Service as Political Agents V. Then I have expanded the positioning of the Civil Service to make procurements in section 6 as Civil Servant II, and to detail and organize policy formation in section 4, as Civil Servants I. Consultants, acting as de facto civil servants can be located in the business sector, section 5 (and could be reviewed as de facto Civil Servant III?). (78)

What remains unchanged are the Executive, Political Agents I; Political Agents II in Legislation (and as Representatives in their electorates should they also have that role); Political Agent III in the Senate and allied bodies (like Commissions, Select Committees, and Room Members [as proposed by myself for The Voice, e.g.]); the ‘business’ of running Political Parties seen as Political Agents IV, and, my additional suggestion that Civil Servants I & II could also be seen as Political Agents V. (79)

Now, a related problem – where to place the Treasury, the Reserve Bank or similar. My solution is to divide its function/s between theoretical work in Treasury I, and its independent role in Treasury II (or, perhaps, placed in I only, but, with the independence and separation of the Board from its Research Divisions). (80)

 N.T., 22.8.21.
*	For latest version of this text: � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html" �www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html� 


� 	III.2J.0. 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.	


� 	III.2J.1.


� 	Refer to my Hompepage Site: Index: Most Recent Papers in Philosophy, Page 4.


� 	Refer to Ibid., Page 5: Pursuit, III.2C/2D.


� 	III.2J.68.


� 	Assigning the primary location of Media at the intersection of the Stylistic and Theoretical.


�            Table taken from my Second Critique Striking Out, paragraph 434 & Third Critique, paragraph 5.


� 	In a Westminster form of government ministers operate as both Agents I and II ’


� 	I have later switched longer term ‘executives’ with daily ‘managers’.


�            Table taken from my Second Critique Striking Out, paragraph 434 & Third Critique, paragraph 5.


� 	First home for political agents, e.g., in a presidential style of government like that found in the US. In a parliamentary system, the political home for the Prime Minister and their Cabinet.


� 	Legislature/elected politicians as ‘audiences’ as ‘Political Agents II’. In a Westminster form of government in contrast to the first home of the political executive as ‘Political Agents I’


� 	I have also decided to switch ‘managers’ with ‘executives’. As much as would like to reinvest the word ‘manager’ as ‘managing’ I have reverted to more recent usage. A ‘manager’ now ‘manages the day to day business of a business’, whereas, in contrast, an ‘executive’ has to manage a business over a longer time-frame and be more directly responsible to issues of governance, regulatory requirements, the board of directors of which they are a part, etc.’


� 	First home for political agency, e.g., in a presidential style of government like that found in the US. In a parliamentary system, the political home for the Prime Minister and their Cabinet.


� 	Refer to Postscript A (Section 7). 


�            Table taken from my Second Critique Striking Out, paragraph 434 & Third Critique, paragraph 5.


� 	A professional sense also observing an existential sense of proscription (i.e., that you do not do otherwise. So, e.g., if on a front bench or in cabinet you do not divulge confidential matters discussed under such circumstances. That in this context transparency should not be observed. However, in the legislature or in a select committee or senate enquiry, etc., full transparency should be observed. Similarly, in the civil service, or its equivalent, those professionals should run their operations in as transparent a manner as possible, i.e., through tenders, commercial contracts, auctions, etc.).


� 	Where political parties in compartment 5 accept donations at arm’s length from political executives in compartment 9 and the legislature in compartment 1. Because P/p has neither intersection with E/e nor with C/c. That all communications between these three parties should be relatively public, non-formal, professionally intermediated and transparent. Moreover, given that some members have dual roles then they should exercise their dual roles in those relatively public terms of reference, etc.


� 	Reuters, Tuesday Jan 24 2017. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-trump-autos-idUSKBN1581CA" �https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-trump-autos-idUSKBN1581CA� 


� 	As has transpired, manufacturing has continued to decline in the US in terms of employment, etc., and such gains and losses made have been seriously reversed in the recent pandemic (requiring much refunding of a wide variety of sectors in order to reverse such trends). Some also arguing that it is the high exchange rate, an overall trade imbalance, and not automation, e.g., causing such a decline.


� 	Economic Policy Institute, press release; Robert E. Scott, August 10, 2020. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.epi.org/publication/reshoring-manufacturing-jobs/" �https://www.epi.org/publication/reshoring-manufacturing-jobs/� 


� 	From 2010, under Republican pressures the Inland Revenue Service has ended up considerably cutting back on personal to investigate and audit high wealth individuals. Refer to MSNBC article   Republicans unite to defund a specific type of police; Chris Hayes, July 9, 2021: Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.msnbc.com/all-in/watch/republicans-unite-to-defund-a-specific-type-of-police-116443717641" �https://www.msnbc.com/all-in/watch/republicans-unite-to-defund-a-specific-type-of-police-116443717641� 


� 	Also refer to an article in The Atlantic titled The President is Winning His War on American Institutions; George Packer, April 2020: Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2020/04/how-to-destroy-a-government/606793/" �https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2020/04/how-to-destroy-a-government/606793/� 


� 	Please realize that I am also being unfortunately ironic here what with, e.g., continued Coalition over-promotion of coal and gas, the opening up of the Adani mine, continuing deforestation on farming lands, etc. Look to the current state of health and the controversial environmental status of the Great Barrier Reef to ask ourselves if we are doing our share to preserving our home, this planet Earth, for future generations?


� 	Refer to my essay on this topic of donations, time misspent by politicians raising such finances, etc: Givings and Misgivings: Distortions of the Democratic Process within the Political-Economy from the Corrosive Influence of Donations in a Neo-Liberal Context (2017) (which can be found on my Homepage Site: [Most] Recent Papers in Philosophy – Page 5).


� 	Say, in the form of a Royal Commission or Special Commission (hopefully conducted along bipartisan/multi-partisan lines).


� 	An allusion to the Bible, John 14.2; ‘In my Father’s house there are many rooms’.


� 	This specific Political-Economic Matrix being treated as just a heuristic device (that hopefully illuminates the structural-functions/phenomenological nature of the political-economy).


� 	The Uluru Statement from the Heart. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://ulurustatement.org/the-statement" �https://ulurustatement.org/the-statement� 





