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Appendix D: A Summary Re-Presentation/Re-Conclusion: 

Should We Worry About Neoliberalism as an Ideology – At What Cost??


A summary must mis-represent what is being summarized (since it is a summary ‘about’ what is being summarized and not exactly that being summarized). Just as a title will misrepresent that being represented being both the text (as a title of that text) and ‘about’ that text per se. However this element of misrepresentation can be de-misrepresented when we understand in what manner that misrepresentation is read as a ‘misrepresentation’. In a similar manner a conclusion will misrepresent that being concluded, just as this re-conclusion will misrepresent my previous conclusion (in Section 6.). Again, the misrepresentation can be pointed out in order to undo this ‘damage’ to some extent. (1)


In this extended essay a central proposition was the contention that to successfully debate and replace a major discourse we need to both deconstruct it (through cogent and powerfully persuasive arguments) and reconstruct a new major discourse (through cogent and powerfully persuasive arguments). (2)


I have and will argue that neoliberalism is an ideology, and, that all ideological stances are effectively contra-aligned with the lived-reality of this world as lived (given their relatively extreme forms of de-centering of lived-reality). (3)


However, there is an existential shortcut to the conducting of a revolution that seeks to topple the neoliberal dominance of the political-economy, namely, the ‘non-position’ of the pro-relational existential orientation which, being contra-contra-alignment with lived-reality, allows us to simultaneously deconstruct (and depose) an ideologically oriented major discourse and replace it with a construction (as a reconstruction) that, as a (revolutionary) major discourse, is relatively non-ideological and existential in orientation. I.e., as a major existential (re-)construction that both deconstructs and re-constructs a relatively non-ideological stance. (4)


Where (passive) insight and (active) oversight existentially instruct existentially oriented patterns of intervention through (deconstructive) rectification and (reconstructive) re-normalization of the relatively inauthentic de-existentialized ‘landscape’ in question. (5)


Where relative authenticity is pro-relational and existentially aligned with both the way things are and/or should be in lived-reality. (6)


In effect, a progressive process of discerning and realizing authenticity is realized through a progressive process of existentialization, a progressive process of alignment with lived-reality, through a progressive process of taking a pro-relational stance towards those relationships we find ourselves engaging with as living participants. That in such an existential orientation we find ourselves embracing our embodiment/s, our embeddedness/es in our relationships with others and our embankment/s with this world upon which our ‘world as lived’ is both staged and acted. Let me simplify this non-positional, existential idea of non-philosophical positioning by examining this concept of alignment as one way into understanding what is meant by a pro-relational, existential stance. (7)


First, alignment is always a process. Let us say we need to find an alignment with the way the world is in order to successfully survive. As I have argued that the dissemination of personal power is only arrived at through the cooperation (i.e., co-option and/or co-operation) of others then it follows that we need (also) to be aligned with others in this same respect. Putting this in a more existentially oriented language and the ‘dissemination of personal power’ becomes ‘finding a realization of our projects and programs through the mutual empowerment of others’. To do this we need to find a progressive sense of alignment where we come to understand others, others come to understand us, and, where our relationships need to find their full realization. Such can only be promoted through ‘our alignment with others’, and, can only be better promoted through ‘our mutual alignment with others!’ (8) 


How is alignment to be progressively realized? Through progressive re-alignment. In effect, through progressive re-de-mis-alignment, etc. (9)


Alignment is realized through many strategies. One way is to move from generalities to particularities (of type) to specifics. I note I am hungry. I remember I am on a fruit diet at lunchtime. I know there is a bowl of apples in the kitchen. So, in order to eat one of those apples I need to be aligned with that same fruit bowl in such a manner I can chose one of those apples and eat it. So, I move to the kitchen. I pick one of those apples that I think is ripe and ready to eat. I bite into it and find it is both juicy and sweet. Through this process of alignment I realize the fruition of intentional objective, namely, to eat a ripe apple for lunch. Notice this process of alignment is through re-alignment. I move to the kitchen. Now, imagine if all these apples had already been eaten. My understanding of the state of that fruit bowl was mistaken. I was in a state of non-alignment in that regard. Or, again, the ‘ripe’ apple I chose may have been not ripe or over-ripe and quite inedible. So, my alignment needs to be re-aligned, in this instance, through re-de-mis-alignment. The apple I thought was nice to eat was not at all very nice to eat (being either unripe or overripe). We are never absolutely wrong and we should never claim to be absolutely right. We have no need for such absolute certainty. We operate very happily between such extremes. (10)


In a similar fashion our engagement with others is through our representative alignment with them through progressive re-alignment and re-de-mis-alignment when we find we are wrong to represent them, ourselves and all our projects and programs as currently understood, or, as perfectly understood. Forever as a work in progress… (11)


How do we find alignment? Through progressive engagement with others… through a progressive process of encountered-recognition/recognized-encounter. (12)


I have argued that a progressive alignment with our relationships with others oversees a more mutual process of personal and inter-personal empowerment, and, is the very essence of an existentially oriented relationship. (13)


How do we promote such existential alignment with our relationships? Through their engaged simulation where we seek a greater degree of mutual understanding. In other words, we attempt to let our relationships speak for us rather than our merely speaking for them (in a non-existentially, egotistically oriented ‘position’ of self-interest). How do we go about this process of existentialization? By letting our relationships ‘speak’ for themselves. Given that ‘wholes are psychically greater than the sum of their parts’ we let this existential difference or existential excess or existential surplus empower such motivation to operate on the mutual behalf of our relationships considered in their totality as we find ourselves embedded in this realm of the relational. (14)


By letting our relationships ‘speak’ to-us, so to speak, we can simultaneously deconstruct an ideology like neoliberalism, etc., and reconstruct an existential sense of non-positioning where we promote a greater sense of mutual alignment along with its automatically associated sense of a mutual empowerment! (15)


By such an existential process, I propose the incremental deconstruction of a neoliberal sense of ideological positioning and replacing it with its existential re-construction. Such ‘re-positioning’ being seen as basically a ‘non-positioning’ through its aspiration to find an alignment with the way lived-reality is actually being lived now in this world as lived. (16)


What is a neo-liberal ideology? Why has it been relatively overlooked? Who formulated its (economic) ideological configuration, who instigated and promotes its political promulgation, and, who profits, wittingly and/or unwittingly, through its commercial dissemination? (17)


At this point I advise my reader to (re-)read my one page extraction, found in Appendix A, of an article by George Monbiot titled Neoliberalism – the ideology at the root of all our problems (where the extended version can be found in Appendix C).
 (18)


It is very difficult to pin down what a neoliberalism basically means in order to differentiate it from either just bad behaviour or the pursuit of good political-economic policy as applied in a specific situation in the realistic light of those circumstances.
 On a first inspection we might say that it overly promotes the individualism of people and organizations at the expense of a certain associated community as incorporated within its associated national entity with an over-emphasis on the contractual often at the expense of the compactual dimension.
 E.g., the non-sympathetic approach to recent arts funding In Australia by the Coalition.
 Or, e.g., the insistence on the CSIRO that it do more applied research only with a profitable dividend in view. Or, the number of civil servants should, more on ideological grounds, be considerably reduced. Or, a similar pre-occupation in the periodic bouts of downsizing, redundancies or so-called realignment. Or, again, on promoting a series of ‘dangerous’ ideas such as the markets untrammeled will deliver what the political-economy needs, forms of discredited economic theory that invoke idea of a trickle down wealth effect. Witting and/or unwittingly, an incremental set of neoliberally inspired policy settings are hollowing out the Middle Class, disenfranchising a younger demographic, lowering relative wage levels, and, diverting obscenes amounts of wealth to trans-national multi-nationals and the wealthy one percent of the one percent directly or indirectly related to the same. (19)


From my reading of this extract (Appendix A) I noted the following summary:

i.
That a competitive environment is natural and should not be disrupted.

ii.
We are what we are through our own efforts, our own enterprise.

iii.
That governments are too large and their embrace too extensive.

iv.
Therefore the number of civil servants, e.g., should be cut.

v.
That the non-governmental aspect of the economy delivers more efficiently.

vi.
Therefore outsourcing is more cost effective.

vii.
That the markets themselves will deliver what is needed in the economy.

viii.
That this world is divided between either ‘lifters’ or ‘leaner’.

ix.
That the former should be rewarded not the latter.

x.
That all aspects of the political-economy should be more de-regulated.

xi.
Furthermore taxation should be reduced,

xii.
With an ensuing ‘trickle down effect’ assisting the poorer,

xiii.
Through the innovative entrepreneurship and patronage of the wealthy. [52,] (20)


However, such short-sightedness has been criticized and such proposals have been reformulated as follows and these ‘points of neoliberal thinking’ should read:

i.
That the environment is not nor should not be just competitive.

ii.
In the realization of our intentions we need others as well as self-enterprise.

iii.
That considerable shrinkage of government is neither possible nor truly desired.

iv.
Therefore, it is best to utilize the civil service in as efficient manner as possible.

v.
All organizations are bureaucratic with varying degrees of effective efficiency.

vi.
Outsourcing is one possibility, if it were to prove more efficient and effective.

vii.
We would be naïve to believe that markets can meet all forms of demand.

viii.
That as we are all lifters and leaners we all need to be suitably looked after.

ix.
Therefore the notion of so-called ‘rewards’ is misdirected.

x.
That the political-economy always stands in need of better regulation.

xi..
Let us all pay taxes, equitably, for what we all wish to generally utilize.

xii.
That the so-called phenomenon of ‘the trickle down effect’ is an illusion.

xiii.
Adjusting to the fact “that where the power is the money is too, and v.v!” 

      [82, 318-319] (21)


In my extended essay, At What Cost, I argue that most, if not all, neoliberal ideals are just not borne out in the existential reality of lived-experience. For a start, free markets do not solve all our political-economic problems, indeed, if left to their own devices would cause more problems than we started with. The recent Labor call in Australia for a Royal Commission into Banking and hopefully including insurance, superannuation and the like, is a call that also has fallen on ‘fertile ground’ (being supported by a number of then current Members of Parliament in the Coalition although such support was not voiced just before and during the current pre-election period). Why this support for a topic seemingly so abstract as the banking system? Without adequate checks and balances numerous ‘rogue players’ lined their own pockets at the expense of a public that have seen such ‘investments’ become worthless or near worthless. Markets are not gods that can do everything for us. Quite the contrary! Businesses are predicated on first, making a profit, and, second, amplifying that profit year in and year out. So, e.g., the Howard strategy of diverting public money into health insurance may have had a questionable short term advantage it cannot possibly advantage the public over the long term given the inherently rapacious nature of health insurance companies to continually increase their premiums (as demonstrated in America, e.g.). Public hospitals, from experience, are continually trying to balance their precarious budgets, but, at least, do not make a profit at the expense of the suffering of their patients! Or, consider this situation: would telco’s, e.g., be interested in supplying fast and reliable Internet services to the many remote regions of Australia unless governments stepped in and demanded this level of service and oversaw equitable mechanisms to pay for it? (22)


In the ongoing incremental promotion of neoliberal policies a number of other policies have been also promoted that more support those who benefit, directly and/or indirectly, from such shifts in policy re(-)direction. E.g., the lax and anti-democratic donation laws in Australia are seen as obstacles for concerned citizens, and politicians, who find themselves rendered powerless and unable to reestablish a rectified and renormalized political-economic level playing field. ‘Big money often talks far too loudly’ metaphorically speaking. Governments dependent on donations
 sought from wealthy interest groups will continue to do their bidding at the expense of a progressively disenfranchised public. We see this in the outrageous voting rights afforded companies in the municipal elections of Melbourne and Sydney where people with companies get to vote twice in a compulsory election (and on par with the ‘rotten boroughs’ in the 18th century!). This anti-democratic nonsense, to favour an established party candidate, rather than a set of independents, means the business lobby ‘can do business again’ once more behind closed doors rather than through the healthy hurly burly of public submissions and scrutinized tendering processes, etc. Obviously, individuals in society, on all levels, but especially on lower socio-economic rungs, are being hit on a wide front. The political-economist Thomas Piketty
 has warned that increasing inequality will destabalize (both non-mature and mature) democracies. A year ago I would have thought this claim might be valid in a decade or two. However, I have had to revise this reading of future history by noting that democracies are already under a great deal of stress what with the continuing rise of the Far Right in Europe (although this ascent is exacerbated by the influx of refugees and economic migrants); Brexit; financial difficulties in the European Common Market; Trumpism and the democratic contender Bernie Sanders. In Australia we might invoke the recent removal of sitting Prime Ministers, a hung Parliament and a near-hung Parliament, an increasingly independent Senate, etc., as symptoms of this same phenomenon of electoral dissatisfaction accelerated by selfish and over-individualistic, incrementally over-promoted, neoliberal, political-economic policy settings that favour the extremely wealthy, the upper Middle Classes, the elderly, multi-nationals at the expense of the general community, certain nations and the overall welfare and/or economic trade enacted on an international level. (23)


In historical terms where did this ideology arise? In his essay, Neoliberalism – the ideology at the root of all our problems, George Monbiot gives us a potted history and notes a number of influential post-Second World War economists. This ideology is also seemingly anonymous as the author notes:

The anonymity of neoliberalism is fiercely guarded. Those who are influenced by Hayek, Mises and Friedman tend to reject the term, maintaining – with some justice – that it is used today only pejoratively. But they offer us no substitute. (24)


This relative anonymity is also a trademark of the success of a major discourse where the ideological underpinnings of that style of discourse are more not seen, overlooked and forgotten about, and, just accepted as the default settings of that specific major discourse. Just in the same manner that most woman once accepted their second class political-economic status (and where attempts to find equality were sometimes thwarted by women themselves traditionally wedded to that prior major discourse). Of course, once the adverse ideological underpinnings of a major discourse are successfully demonstrated then the very status of that discourse can then be contested and hopefully reconstructed in a better existential light more sympathetically and amenable to those directly and indirectly influenced by the positive sway of that re-formed discourse. (25)


This same author notes that these ideals had little immediate impact until the politicians Reagan and Thatcher took to such ideas to considerably de-regulate their markets and open trade a lot more to processes of so-called free trade and globalization. Now, some political-economic commentators, with good reason, could well argue that markets stood in need of such deregulation being over-regulated and regulated in such a manner that, generally, was restricting trade. But, as the momentum of this shift in policy emphasis has swung far too much in the opposite direction we now need to seriously reconsider viable patterns of regulation in order to undo the damage too much de-regulation has spread in its wake (from the Global Financial Crisis of 2008, banking failures, gutted civil services, corrupt political practices stemming from adverse political donations, etc., being instrumental in the incremental commission of favours and the non-doing of non-favours for those engaged in such influential lobbying at the public expense [in all senses of that expression]). (26)


We must recognize that small increment by small increment that even such micro-shifts in policy settings can have a chaotic re-direction of society often unintended by their authors and architects. In the same manner, small increment by small increment, increasing degrees of social inequality do not bode well for the orderly discharge of an overall democratic life-world! (27)


What can we do to reverse this neoliberal tide that has over-promoted and rewarded a few individuals at the expense of society as a whole… and will inevitably increase degrees of social inequality? (28)


My program of redress is theoretically simple (as a process of demonstrating existentially oriented insight), complex to address (as a process of actively engaged existentially oriented oversight), and, potentially controversial from a critical point of view (to the extent we are instructed (in aspirational terms of supervision as to what is the reality on the ground, how ideals need to be reformulated, and, pragmatically realized. (29)


My motto is this: “From insight we get oversight that is instructive”. In other words in an existential appreciation of the political-economy to hand we should be able to incrementally reverse such adverse policy settings increment by increment. That the critical supervision of this existential conjunction of insight and oversight should be instructive as to how we finely tweak these approaches to deconstructing neoliberal policy settings and frameworks, and, in their place, reconstruct policy settings that favour individuals, families, organizations, communities, institutions, democratic political formations, nations, etc. In the course of our aspirations we need to examine them in realistic, idealistic and pragmatic frames of reference, and, attempt to maintain an ongoing balance between the same, etc., in order to establish, wittingly and/or unwittingly, the presence and imprint of an ongoing, overall transcendental suspension. By such a process of alignment such alignment will take on an existential complexion when we identify with our relationships as we are found to be embraced therein, and seek to both preserve and concern their degree of mutual enrichment, since, as already stated, we can only promote our own projects and programs through the mutual empowerment of others. (30)

That, by listening to our relationships we can progressive find an ongoing alignment with the aspirations entertained therein. Thence this ability to deconstruct relatively adverse, non-existentially oriented policy settings and in their place reconstruct an existentially oriented sense of purpose! That only through others can there be a personal dissemination of power. Therefore, through mutual cooperation, be that exercised through co-option and/or co-operation, let us attend to the mutual re-construction of this world as lived so that an enriched lived-experience can flourish in and through our society with others. In this process let us demonstrate what is existentially inauthentic and authentic, deconstructing the former and re-constructing the latter..! (31)


That, such existential re-alignment comes at some cost, but, we must consider at what greater cost will be incurred if such progressive existential re-alignment were not to be suitably addressed and redressed..?! (32)              

         Noël Tointon, Sydney, 20.7.16.

Appendix A: ‘Neoliberalism’ (Excerpts taken from the Guardian: 15.4.16.)

George Monbiot is the author of the bestselling books The Age of Consent: A Manifesto for a New World Order and Captive State: The Corporate Takeover of Britain, as well as the investigative travel books Poisoned Arrows, Amazon Watershed and No Man's Land. His latest book is Feral: Searching for Enchantment on the Frontiers of Rewilding (being published in paperback as Feral: Rewilding the Land, Sea and Human Life)

Neoliberalism – the ideology at the root of all our problems: 

Financial meltdown, environmental disaster and even the rise of Donald Trump – neoliberalism has played its part in them all. Why has the left failed to come up with an alternative?

Neoliberalism sees competition as the defining characteristic of human relations. It redefines citizens as consumers, whose democratic choices are best exercised by buying and selling, a process that rewards merit and punishes inefficiency. It maintains that “the market” delivers benefits that could never be achieved by planning.

Attempts to limit competition are treated as inimical to liberty. Tax and regulation should be minimised, public services should be privatised. The organisation of labour and collective bargaining by trade unions are portrayed as market distortions that impede the formation of a natural hierarchy of winners and losers. Inequality is recast as virtuous: a reward for utility and a generator of wealth, which trickles down to enrich everyone. Efforts to create a more equal society are both counterproductive and morally corrosive. The market ensures that everyone gets what they deserve.

We internalise and reproduce its creeds. The rich persuade themselves that they acquired their wealth through merit, ignoring the advantages – such as education, inheritance and class – that may have helped to secure it. The poor begin to blame themselves for their failures, even when they can do little to change their circumstances.

Never mind structural unemployment: if you don’t have a job it’s because you are unenterprising. Never mind the impossible costs of housing: if your credit card is maxed out, you’re feckless and improvident. Never mind that your children no longer have a school playing field: if they get fat, it’s your fault. In a world governed by competition, those who fall behind become defined and self-defined as losers.

After Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan took power, the rest of the package soon followed: massive tax cuts for the rich, the crushing of trade unions, deregulation, privatisation, outsourcing and competition in public services. Through the IMF, the World Bank, the Maastricht treaty and the World Trade Organisation, neoliberal policies were imposed – often without democratic consent – on much of the world. Most remarkable was its adoption among parties that once belonged to the left: Labour and the Democrats, for example. As Stedman Jones notes, “it is hard to think of another utopia to have been as fully realised.”
Appendix E: Greed is good is yesterday’s mantra (extract)

In Brexit and Trump, neoliberalism has reached its natural conclusion. What now?

….It has to end. Neoliberalism was always based on a fundamental failure of self-knowledge. Now surely it has run its course. For decades, belief in The Market as divine presence – guaranteeing fairness and quality and providing a universal template for everything from museums to democracy to prisons – has been sewn like a nasty neoliberal pellet under our social skin.

Gradually, as it released its low-dose toxicity into our bloodstream, we've deprived and debilitated our health system, our vocational education, our universities, our ports, our public service, our postal system, our electricity provision, our public assets, our parks and institutions, our public housing, our super, our correctional system, our building regulation and our motorways.

As the rich get richer and the fragile vanish from the conversation, the world starts to feel like…

Too much inequality, says the IMF, renders growth unsustainable. Neoliberalism's spiralling prices, says the ACCC, diminish productivity. Even in its own, strictly utilitarian terms, neoliberalism has failed us.

Neoliberalism, as defined in 1938 by Austrian economist Friedrich Hayek, (with whom Margaret Thatcher corresponded personally for years and to whom she credited "our ultimate victory"), springs from two principles. Market freedom and small government. These bring Darwinian competition in all things, and government conceived not as provider of essential services but merely as regulator of those who do.

Yet it has failed, for many reasons, all blindingly obvious. One, because neoliberalism, as modified by Milton Friedman (and adopted by Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher) did a major u-turn, from opposing monopoly to approving of it as proof of "merit". Hence, for example, Rupert Murdoch. So the market's role as magical guardian of diversity and choice vanished, just like that.

Second. Universal competition – between universities or schools or cities – needs universal definition, quantification, regulation and, especially, enforcement. This produces a massive bureaucracy, directly contradicting "small government".

Third, competition as a guarantor of excellence (and therefore consumer satisfaction) works if – but only if – the consumer can assess and compare products. This is possible in, say, restaurants but not in master of philosophy degrees or breast surgeries. Or forklift courses. In most things that matter, product quality is not discernible until it's way too late to change, and often not even then.

Fourth, governments are not corporations, and the effort to behave that way renders them permanently third rate. Government and commerce are fundamentally different and opposed, since one seeks to benefit the people and the other seeks to exploit them.

Fifth is this: economics isn't really about economics. We're not really driven by yields and profits and internal rates of return. Economics is really about desire.

Elizabeth Farrelly; Sydney Moring Herald, August 13-14, 2016.

Link: http://www.smh.com.au/comment/in-brexit-and-trump-neoliberalism-has-reached-its-natural-conclusion-what-now-20160811-gqq012.html
Appendix F: Initial Address: An Existential Critique of Neoliberalism…

Welcome to everyone present and those not yet arrived… (i.) 
My thanks and respect go to the indigenous elders within whose nation we are currently crossing… to all non-indigenous elders… and to all other folk. May we all forever enter into a fruitful dialogue with each other…. (ii.)

Let me say, without meaning to offend, that we are much like fish swimming in an enormous ocean that seems to proffer a sense of continuity despite our inevitable mortality. With an alternation of day by night, and, night by day… we forget to see we are swimming in these waters of forgetfulness. What, forever, is about us we do not see. Moreover, what cannot be directly seen and sets the stage for ‘normal’ thinking, is also overlooked… until some form of an impending crisis, or its actual arrival, stops us and inspires us to see again, see afresh, think thoughts outside this ‘glasshouse’ of a box… and realize the many errors of our ways. (iii.)


Like such fish, a major discourse is often overlooked. Today we see increasing political and economic disenfranchisement and disenchantment. We see the rise of inequality, forms of migratory necessity, the promotion of racists and bigots, the self-promotion of bizarre demagogues… despite counter-trends that see a greater recognition and acceptance of diversity, that oversee a deeper understanding of this same world; a world with all the many mysteries of its science as yet not fully revealed. (iv.)


But, as educated as we think we are, more often than not we fail to see what is under our metaphorical noses. Today, let me point out how our neoliberal mindset is destroying our cultural life… that this devil in the detail needs to be seen and duly dispatched! That only in facing what is problematic before us can we then move on to see more profitably further afield. Hence my intent to deconstruct this major political-economic discourse of neoliberalism and replace it with an existential frame of reference. Indeed, it is my belief that an existential approach will do just that for us… hence my aspiration in this regard. (v.)

First, aspirations need to be realistically grounded. Then, ideals need to be coherently thematized in forms that are possible, probable and thought obtainable. Last, pragmatic pathways between the former need to be addressed in order to redress this differential between such aspirations and their realization… be they realized or profitably remain forever as works in progress. Phenomenological research, by Edmund Husserl, has been deemed to inevitably involve a continual set of introductions. This is my first introduction. My second is to introduce some comments made by Elizabeth Farrelly as recently reported in the Sydney Morning Herald. My third introduction will be to some key comments made by George Monbiot where an essay of his has been translated in a recent article in The Guardian. To this series of introductions I will then add one more… whereas, hopefully, the conclusions that will need to be drawn will be yours…. (vi.)

         Noël Tointon, Sydney, 9.10.16.

� 	I have re-appended Appendix A at the end of this summary essay (which I hope to present to the Continental Philosophy Group in October, 2016).


� 	We might say ‘greed’ versus ‘taking sensible forms of cost cutting be that in political or commercial terms of reference’.


� 	A compactual dimension proffering a place for a relative non-asymmetry in power relations, etc.


� 	Refer to At What Cost, paragraphs 181-207, 494-508, Appendix B.


� 	Primarily to over-fuel increasingly expensive election campaigns given the chaotic nature of democratic elections where the potentially successful candidates are often only separated by a few votes.


� 	Thomas Piketty is the author of the best-selling book (translated into English with the title) Capital in the Twenty-First Century (2013).


� 	Refer to Appendix C for the non-redacted version of this essay (pol-ecoI.doc). � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage4.html" ��Link�





