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An Inquiry on Neoliberal Political Agenda 

	A new variation of liberalism emerged from a meeting in Paris in 1938 with a handful of thinkers who detested the central-planning hegemony at that time.  A very father of Neoliberalism Friedrich Hayek stated in his monument, The Road to Serfdom, that any form of government plan would inevitably lead to totalitarianism by undermining individual freedom. This central argument alone entailed abhorrence of any hierarchical order. After an epoch of its subordination to the state-led Keynesianism which faced challenges from economic crises, neoliberalism turned into mainstream from the 1970s onwards, thanks to embracement of the ideology from two leaders of the free world - Ronald Regan and Magaret Thatcher. It became “dominance” such that it infiltrated into every tenet of our lives, such as “workfare” and “meritocracy”, and none would think of these neoliberal concepts as an ideology but rather a law of nature - as its famous slogan “there is no alternative.” With its claim of individualistic competition, real freedom and liberty, and free-market neutrality, nonetheless, the result from almost-50-year neoliberal triumph was the rich-favoured regime. Not only the top 1% possession in economic terms, but also the new elite formation comprising capital and financial powers, whose powers now surpassed state and judicial authorities. Whilst these few big guys had a feast upon a widening inequality, enormous losers from this neoliberal game had always been the poor and minorities. In this essay, I would shed lights on the political agenda, philosophically and practically, of this seemingly neutral and individualistic-based ideology, as well as its linkage with rotten democratic values and discrimination against class. 

Define Neoliberalism
As the name clearly suggests, neoliberalism claims itself to be a successor of classical liberalism. Classical liberalists defend for free-market capitalism where human economic activities are autonomous, with minimal state roles of enforcing and protecting property rights. However, neoliberalism goes far beyond that. As Metcalf (2017) summarises the disparity between these two schools in a quote: “Neoliberal is Adam Smith without the anxiety” - anxiety that the “invisible hand” rules beyond the market, and, he believes as a moralist, a society governed by transactional self-interest was no society at all. 
What further laissez-faire liberalism is the strengthened government. Justification for government is now not just a defender for an individual’s private property, but with its obligation to create and support markets. State intervention still exists to support the market but can be done in a way that confirms the superiority of markets. While the Keynesian government intervenes the market directly via demand generating activities, governments under neoliberalism cannot interfere with markets. The support can be tackled through the supply side - providing cheap credit, tax cuts, investment benefits, share purchases - and let the market restores itself in the name of those company beneficiaries. 
Another feature of government, as a market maker, stresses the marketisation of everything - everything could be calculated in terms of market values and be made available for purchase. The scope of marketisation ranges from the most popular neoliberal policy tool: privatisation of public services to inalienable rights, becoming unconsciously ubiquitous such that it has governed all aspects of our lives. Argued by neoliberalists, marketisation allows diffusion of knowledge via the price mechanism, assurance for economic liberty, and efficiency from competitive incentives. Although this school of thoughts jettisons ethical values of economic activities, markets are not morally neutral. It has subtly rearranged our social reality, individual status, and relationships among agents. 

The Hidden Political Agenda
The omnipresence of markets signifies competition as a determinant for all human relations. However, neither competition is fair. The market itself always has some regulations embedded in it. The underlying rules, structures, and norms predetermine the winners of the market delicately. The fair procedure does privilege who already have higher status-quo. Besides, the government, being a market creator and supporter, has transferred enormous authority and political power to a minority who occupy this finance-led capitalism. Executives, capitalists, and financial intermediaries are now greatly promoted through neoliberal stimulus. They have all of their accumulation of wealth as a power to assert elsewhere in this market-fundamental world. The rich become richer: they do not engage in real-economic activities, but hoard all of those benefits, and devote them to speculative purposes. Marketisation in all tenets provides them with an ability to convert their accumulation of wealth, monetary funds, et cetera into political power and social status. Those financial men become a new elite class. Without any legitimacy of state authority in the market sphere, this class is not subject to the constraints of national regulations. The judicial system has become deficient; it has superseded by the elite’s monetary incentives, losing accountability in legal judgement (Davies, 2017). A clear elucidation is how financial elites are scot-free in the aftermath of the 2007-2009 financial crises.  
While the monied are given a new source of authority beyond the state’s check and balance, there is a rising exclusion of the “have not.” A good many losers - workers, marginalised and minority groups, farmers, women, for example - are surrendered by a state. Phil Hubbard (2004) offers an explanation of how neoliberal policy serves the new elite class in the context of urban planning, especially for the sex industry. Urbanisation is a transformation of the city to be a market. A city has been improved to be attractive to global corporations. The centres have been modified to be aesthetic for consumerism, such as a rise of department store empires as leisure places. In other words, a process of urbanisation serves the interest of capital and consumerism. At the same time, it accounts for the formation of a catalyst for inequality. The urban creation creates a sharp division between the highly-valued consumers and those who cannot catch up with the market-led formation. The marginal groups, worsen that a prior one, are almost wiped out from the spatiality. Suggested by Hubbard, the sex industry, after being capitalised, now migrates into the central city - a potentially lucrative space - but is forced to be invisible. Results of this displacement burden mostly on prostitute women with their unheard voices and inefficient protection, not the men who control this industry. 
	Neoliberalists derive arguments from neoclassical school to defend their economic beliefs. Neoclassical theories, however, can unconsciously connote discrimination against class in their explanation. One example is how this school of thought justifies for the state’s universal welfare scheme. Contrary to the notion that these provisions are necessary to ensure positive rights of citizens who give authority to the state, the neoclassical view advocates this scheme in the name of the rich. To specify, the justification lies in the famous lemon market problem. Those who fail to live in the capitalistic world are condemned to be “bad consumers” for the marketisation of positive rights. Bad consumers, viewed as risky, opportunistic, and deceitful, drive “good consumers”, who are obviously wealthy and benefit from neoliberal hegemony, out of insurance markets. These markets will eventually collapse, and no one cannot find services serving for their healthcare, for instance. The universal welfare provision is thus essential to pool probability of default close to reality. Central to my argument is that this theory and its implying solution are rationalised for the rich to stay on the market. Conversely, the poor receive denunciations for their responsibility in the market failure, but also are overlooked for their fundamental needs for state provisions. The menace is that we - economic students - are taught under this orthodox economics without any exposure to the challenges and ability to question these rationales. As these students are ones who run the future, the use of mainstream economics to justify neoliberal thoughts tend to persist. 
	At the gist of neoliberalism is a meritocracy, the idea that becomes normalised to be just ‘common-sense.’ This notion cannot be separated from pro-market practices, which reward merit and punish deficiency. This structure induces the rich to perform merit, which in turn offers them with positions at the top of the hierarchy and financial rewards. While overlooking structural inequality which helps the wealthy to start off better, those benefiting from meritocracy are intoxicated by the righteousness to own supremacy. The poor, on the other hand, blame themselves for their failures. They also get condemned by society, accused by being lazy and uneducated. Such a system justifies widening the disparity between the rich and the poor. In addition, this can be weaponised for abuse against class, race, and gender. Apart from taking away all resources and putting harder constraints for the marginalised, the far-right figures, such as Donald Trump, can exploit the language of merit to open the door for racist and sexist.  
	Meritocracy roots deeply in Thai society. Defended by Hewison (2014), sense of merit has swayed the essence of poverty and inequality problems from its structural roots. Rather, economic approaches and their policy applications tend to emphasise elitist perceptions that the poor are responsible for their own misfortune. Economists reduce these structural problems to the “characteristics” of the poor - lazy, stupid, uneducated, inefficient.  
Unsurprisingly, these elitist perceptions were used as a political discourse aiming to dismantle the fundamentals of the Thai democratic system. Dated back to the People’s Democratic Reform Committee (PDRC)’s uprising, one of its legacies was its attempt to obstruct the election process. Its core argument was that 'one-person, one-vote' principle was indeed undemocratic. One vote of the poor should be counted less value than one of the rich because the poor’s choice was usually suboptimal. Political decision-making should not be in the hands of those who were uneducated, unlike the rising middle-income class in Bangkok. Since this country consisted of a large proportion of poor people, the election was said to be ‘undemocratic’ as the outcome might deviate from the efficient result - efficient in the eyes of urban elites who had always had monopoly power over the political and economic decision before grassroots were able to enter the political arena. The success of PDRC’s nuisance paved the way for the military junta government, and its subsequent distortion in Thai political institutions. 



Conclusion
	A key takeaway from this elaboration is that neoliberalism is not politically neutral and antagonistic towards hierarchical orders as it claims. Its protagonistic features - marketisation, deregulation, and state’s market creator and supporter - give rise to new elitist groups. Those financial- and business-persons, seen as key drivers for the pro-market regime, are offered copious benefits, unregulated from state enforcement, and given the ability to shape social reality for their own righteousness. Divergent from its initial hatred towards monopoly and totalitarian, an evolvement of neoliberalism has paved the way to the belief, favoured by another big guy in this tradition Milton Friedman, that monopoly power is a reward for efficiency. The neoliberal’s accusation against collectivism and socialism as the road to serfdom has transformed itself to be a support for neoliberal dictatorship Pinochet. Yearning for individual liberty turns out to be freedom for a handful of the wealthy. One shall question how these ubiquitous notions still remain unchallenged and are constantly utilised by those in power in the name of liberty. 
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