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Abstract 

  
The neoliberal capture of the state laid the grounds for the financialization of 

capitalism, leading to profound changes in social stratification. While declarations 

concerning the demise of market fundamentalism animate much of conversation in 

the aftermath of the recent financial crisis, this paper seeks to challenge the idea 

that the state receded after the neoliberal turn; in fact it was necessary for this new 

historical epoch of capitalism to take hold. To explain this paradoxical relationship, a 

legal approach to the state–market unpacks the ideological base of neoliberalism 

and its contradictions. Financialized capitalism, in finding unconstrained expression 

during the neoliberal restructuring phase proliferated parasitically, exploiting all in 

its path. Furthermore, as the ideas of neoliberal doctrine set the terrain for the 

subsequent financialization of everyday life, its aesthetically reifying consequences 

are in need of critical dissection if alternatives are to be envisaged.  
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INTRODUCTION 
  

The spectacular decline in the currency of state theory remains paradoxical. Slavoj 

Žižek has described this peculiar decline as a “traumatic kernel which had to be 

quickly forgotten, ‘repressed’; it is an effective case of theoretical amnesia” (Žižek 

1989: 1). Its demise was understood to lay in the disbanding of the Bretton Woods 

system by the early 1970s; chiefly the outcome of intractable political, economic 

and social issues, particularly monetary and exchange rate disturbances, declining 

profit rates, slow down of accumulation, labor tensions and eroding US hegemony, 

leading to a global structural crisis. The stage was then set for the transition to 

neoliberalism, and the reassertion of finance.  

This dissertation will be concerned with challenging the consensus that the 

state following the neoliberal turn became an obsolete agent of social change. The 

nexus between the state and the market therefore must be examined closely to 

tease out neoliberalism’s ideational, ideological and institutional progress. 

Financialization in this structural context became the instrument which the 

neoliberal state used to conduct its inevitably futile pursuit of free-market nirvana, 

removing whenever and whatever possible obstacles along the way, with potentially 

reifying effects on society. The outline of the dissertation will proceed as follows: 

In chapter 1, I will survey the methodological bases of the market-state 

relationship, where the nature of the divide between state and market underpin 

much of how law is fashioned, particularly under modern capitalism. I offer a 

historical exploration of different balance points achieved between states and 

markets leading up to the deregulatory period of the 1980s, and theories 

concerning state intervention. An exploration of the ideological foundations that 

animate neo (classical) economic theory concludes this chapter.   
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In chapter 2, I look to trace the genesis of the neoliberal capture of the state. 

In order to approach such a task, I account for a genealogy of the infinitely adaptive 

neoliberalization project. To do so, I will chiefly draw upon Jamie Peck’s 

outstanding socio–historical account of neoliberalism.  This chapter particularly 

looks to diagnose the ideational roots from which financialization would dovetail. 

In chapter 3, I seek to analyze the theoretical insights surrounding 

financialization, drawing upon Marxist political economy and Costas Lapavitsas’ 

pivotal efforts on the topic in particular. I will consider the historical antecedents of 

financialization, how finance penetrated everyday life, and explicate upon how state 

intervention steadily fostered the rise of financialization.  

In chapter 4, I look to undertake an examination of the aesthetics of 

financialized capitalism. I want to inquire why in the aftermath of the recent 

financial crisis a poverty of economic imaginations persist, and attempt to show, 

using the insights of Claes Belfrage, why IPE as a discipline lacks critical 

engagement with aesthetics. I pursue the ‘embedded aesthetic’ of the economic by 

tracing the structural vicissitudes from Keynesian Fordism to Neoliberal 

financialization and identify how this historic rupture reflects the aesthetics of our 

present. I close with an illustrative case of how financialization is reflected in urban 

spaces by using Tim Simpson’s findings on how glass architecture and finance 

capital reflects the cultural logic of financialization.   
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CHAPTER 1.  THE STATE–MARKET DICHOTOMY 

   

1.1 A Methodological Framework 

While commonplace, the terms ‘state’ and ‘market’ are not automatically 

recognized as a valid categorization for advanced capitalist economies. Randall 

Germain (2010) argues that they might have been useful terms in the past, but are 

not adequate descriptions of late twentieth–century forms of economic governance 

due to the dis-embedded economic orders in the era of advanced financialized 

capitalism, necessitating hybrid forms of governance instead. The observation that 

Karl Polyani (1957) made of a double movement – one where the effects of self–

regulating markets force political movements to counter the socially destructive 

consequences of profit – enforces balance, or equilibrium. For Polyani, this effort to 

counter market freedoms with regulation generated the conditions for a ‘Great 

Transformation’ to a new economic, political and social stability, which crystallized 

from the 1950s–1970s in a highly regulated model of oligopolistic capitalism 

(otherwise referred to as the post–war ‘golden age of capitalism’). Modern forms 

of regulation have undoubtedly acquired hybrid forms, combining public and 

private, along with the emergence of ‘decentered regulation’, which change the 

relationship between the state and other actors without dislodging the state from 

its raison d’etre. As balances are struck in the state–market relationship, where 

expanded market freedoms are met with stronger political resistance that forces 

the state to protect non-profit interests, it is the potency of democratic choice that 

lends credence to the resulting political economic setup. In other words, it is 

politics rather than market motives that shape economic governance behaviors. As 

such, the relevance of law and legal perspectives on regulation can help alleviate 

the obscuring effects of ‘economism’ prevalent in the understanding between the 
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state and the market by establishing the link between popular will and economic 

governance (Glinavos, 2014).  

 

1.2 The Coercive Nature of Law 

Why is it that the state should be entrusted with the position of primary carrier of 

legitimate powers over decision-making in society? Do sources of legitimate 

governance reside in other spheres of social interaction like the market? Since 

legitimacy is linked to the notion of accountability, there is expected to be a set of 

mechanisms that impose an obligation to reveal and justify regulatory actions and 

is therefore instrumental in securing regulatory legitimacy (Morgan and Yeung, 

2007: 11). In adopting John Locke’s view of the state as a social contract as a 

product of a conscious decision to defer coercive powers to a politically constituted 

institution, the parallel discussion on the nature of the place of law has to do with 

property rights, as laws are often evaluated via their impact on wealth possession 

(Glinavos, 2010). This emphasis on private property rights via Locke illustrates how 

economic rights strongly determine the flavor of any (democratic) governance 

regime. Therefore, the purpose of government is to make laws for the regulation 

and preservation of property and defense of community (Popkin and Stroll, 1986: 

80). This becomes a powerful insight once we understand that private property 

rights form the foundation of the legal framework that permits capitalism.  

The argument in favor of regulation of market activity can be seen as 

mandatory rules backed by legal enforcement as they remain the best means to 

control market behavior that guarantees the ‘common good’. A key reason upon 

which this logic rests is with the recognition that laws are the end results of the 

deliberations amongst the commons. Democracy therefore is a call for an intrusion 

on markets, and resistance to conflation of the citizen and the consumer. Hence, 
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when markets become dis-embedded from their sociopolitical backdrops, the state 

as the protector of the public good may need to intervene to forcibly re-embed 

markets back into the social structure. The financial crisis of 2008 is in this sense a 

Polanyian moment, where the double movement of state intervention is inevitable 

in restoring equilibrium between competing social interests.  

 Following this view of regulation as a product of state action aiming to 

constrain the impulses of market forces, we find within this concept a divide 

between the public and private sphere, with this relationship reflecting a social 

desire to discipline market compulsions that encourage capitalism’s in-built 

propensity towards crisis. In this sense, there is a clear link between desires to 

regulate in order to enable market operations to achieve socially beneficial 

outcomes. Exploring the intricacies of the concept of regulation in law leads to the 

conclusion that law is the means employed to achieve a regulatory outcome. As 

Glinavos explains, law is:  

 

an instrument (means) used by the state to achieve the community’s 

collective goals (regulatory product). Law in the context of a 

democratic state is seen then as a set of authoritative rules backed by 

coercive force, exercised by a legitimately constituted nation state. In 

this sense therefore law is a process, while regulation is a product of 

that process. Law in fact is a part of a wider process that facilitates the 

operations of a capitalist economy, forming part of the infrastructure 

that links the state to the market, to the community and to individuals. 

(2014: 13) 

  

Law therefore is an inherently political process, and as a consequence, in 

capitalism, law rests at the center of the political economy of the state (Poulantzas, 
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1978). As a part of the dual dynamic of being a result of politics and the boundary 

to politics, “the law both constructs and constrains democratic institutions that 

articulate collective choices. As a result, law acquires (in a democratic state) a 

normative dimension and can be understood as institutionalizing and giving 

expression to certain values that democracy itself presupposes” (Glinavos, 2014: 

14).  

 

1.3 Theories of State Intervention  

Before discussing the rationale behind state intervention, a reflection on the nature 

of the state itself is needed. Most literature depicts the state in four main ways: 

a) A Hegelian view of the state, which sees institutional direction bringing 

societal order (Damaska, 1982-3); 

b) Hans Kelsen (1967), who offers a juristic view, whereby the state is a 

product of a system of rules where compliance emanates from 

structures of authority; 

c) Hobbesian and Lockean conceptions, which see coercive authority as 

the product of a social compact, where state power emanates via a 

contractual delegation of power (Mashaw, 1982-3); 

d) The Marxist position, treating the social compact as an unobtainable 

ideal, while viewing state authority as an instrument for the domination 

of one social class by another. 

What we see today is a state–capitalist model that adopts the language of a social 

compact between people and authority, while viewing regulation through the prism 

of technocracy with regards to issues of economic governance. In Marxist class– 

conflict terms, this expression of technocratic ‘intelligence’ ends up serving the 

interests of the wealthy against that of the poor. Government currently has become 
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the handmaiden of economic determinism, with democracy and regulation 

explicitly detached. How did we arrive at this regulatory distance? What brought 

about this increasing willingness to regulate, and why as it deemed necessary to 

intervene in markets at all?  

Posner (1972) identified two main theories of economic regulation that had 

come into prominence by the mid-1970s: public interest theory (PIT) and capture 

theory (CT). The former holds that regulation deals with market failures and 

externalities, while the latter posits that regulation is supplied in response to the 

demands of benefit-maximizing interest groups. While it is impossible to deny 

market failures exist (especially in the face of the current crisis), there is little 

consent as to whether such failures require regulatory intervention. Even if the aim 

is to eliminate market imperfections by regulation, one still has to discern how to 

utilize the legal mechanisms available to do so. However, if there is widespread 

acceptance of the idea of market failures, why is there resistance to direct state 

intervention in the market? It is here where the contributions of Stigler (1971) and 

Posner (1974) regarding CT hold purchase by questioning the capabilities and 

motives of regulators. Even amongst those least enamored by the market, there is 

skepticism about the state’s capacity to translate the public perception of the 

public good into law. Reich (2009) offers an apt example of how the spillover of 

private finance into politics created a vicious cycle of lobbying and corporate 

interest peddling that corrupted politics in a way that transformed legislative 

procedure into a mechanism for delivering the wishes of the highest buyer. In 

Reich’s opinion this situation is systemic, as firms in highly competitive 

environments have no choice but to capture regulatory agencies that affect their 

bottom-line. Thus, this short description of the evolution of regulatory theory from 

the public interest to corporate interest shows us how doubt is cast upon the entire 
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link of democratic politics and regulatory systems. If the articulation of the public 

interest becomes lost in the technocratic escape from the toils of the political 

process, what does this tell us about the ethics of regulation? In order to ascertain 

the values of a regulatory system, an enquiry into the ethical justifications that 

support the practice of surrendering the reigns of policy-making to market-friendly 

technocratic regulators is necessary. In exploring the philosophical bases of 

resistance to state intervention, I plan to use the focal point of the crisis, the 

finance industry, as my point of reference below.  

 The purpose of finance is taken to be the facilitation of economic activity 

through time and space. The primary objection by the finance industry regarding 

regulation centers upon the idea that inhibiting financial innovation jeopardizes 

growth in the future. This innovation argument suggests that regulation impedes 

the industry’s capacity to evolve. Let us take the European private equity and 

venture capital industry for example: their representative body argued that their 

industry should not be constricted in its ability to foster creation of technologies 

and companies, and that capital gains incentives are necessary to encourage long-

term risk-taking in firms that stimulate the economy (EVCA, 2010). One can safely 

assume that the ‘innovation’ they have in mind is probably what caused the 

collapse of value that precipitated the credit crunch in the first place – recycling of 

debt, augmented risk, and spiraling leverage. In a similar vein, commercial banks 

point the finger at hedge funds being responsible for share price fluctuations that 

lead to market instability. The contradictory logic of state intervention becomes 

more acute when the claim it can only intervene where negative externalities are 

identified and market failures persist, while at the same time warning that the 

capacity of state actors to interact with the market independently is compromised. 

In consequence, even when the state has to intercede, the argument is forwarded 
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that its mediation will make matters worse. The lesson here is that no matter how 

the market deals with things, it is markedly better than involving the state. Much of 

the financial industry’s objections to regulation relate to the present, and how state 

interference can negatively change the present. Instead, the theme of ‘comparative 

disadvantage’ is repeated ad nauseam, which proposes no action should be taken 

until a global consensus on regulatory reform is established – an ideal recipe for 

systemic inertia.  

 

1.4 Rationality of Homo Economicus 

The ideological foundation of the argument that economic relations ought to be 

contractually determined without governmental interference is one that can be 

traced back to classical economic theory à la Adam Smith, and its latest 

manifestation of neoclassical economics à la Freidrich von Hayek. The two main 

themes animating both theorists’ oeuvres are that private property rights are 

unassailable and that redistribution of wealth is an encroachment of personal 

freedom. The classical economic argument central to Adam Smith’s theory of the 

‘invisible hand’ (proposed in the Wealth of Nations in 1776) is that people, because 

they are responsible for wealth creation, are entitled to it. The sedimentation of this 

entitlement lay in the form of private property rights, which means that wealth is 

not only owned, but also justly deserved – giving ownership both a moral and legal 

aspect. Indeed, the notion of incontrovertible private property rights protected by 

law against both governmental and private interference is of central significance to 

capitalism and is linked to fundamental notions of freedom, individuality and 

democracy.  

For Hayek, individual freedom is intertwined with property, and government 

regulation and laws that respect freedom need to be formalized. Following Hayek’s 



 15 

thought, particularly in The Constitution of Liberty (1960), one would conclude that 

requiring companies to behave on the basis of regulations imposed via the state 

should be seen as a legal violation of freedom he claims is guaranteed by the 

existence of the Western liberal framework of law. In a similar fashion, in borrowing 

from the Austrian School (of which Hayek was a central figure), orthodox 

economists suggest that distribution of wealth generated by unhindered market 

processes in inherently just regardless of its final outcome, since factors of 

production (such as labor) are imbued with their true worth in reflecting what they 

tangibly contribute in terms of production (Glinavos, 2010: 20). In fact, Hayek’s 

contributions represent a systematic evolution of the Smith’s theory of individuals 

as autonomous economic agents. Classical economics represent a theoretical 

configuration premised on the assumption that rational people on the basis of 

available information make the best possible choices on how to produce efficiently 

and take advantage of opportunities that permeate the market. This notion led to 

the creation of a homo economicus, and all social and political activity that this 

conceptual agent is involved in is in turn subject to this principal rationality. 

Decision-making is designed around the basis of economic objectives, and as a 

result, economic determinism becomes a telos. Indeed, a sort of “embryonic 

Darwinism” is contained in Smith’s work which is central to contemporary market 

theory, since Smith saw the progress of society being driven by an evolving division 

of labor (Glinavos, 2014: 25), and the tendency of economic systems as engaged in 

a competitive struggle for dominance with the free market seen as inherently 

superior. It is therefore logical for capitalists to envisage regulation in anything but 

negative terms.  

Criticism of such economic determinism and the treatment of ‘the 

economic’ as a spatially separate sphere to the social and the political were 
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appraised by Karl Polyani, who maintained that the dynamics of history are not 

produced by natural human tendencies so much as by pressures exerted by 

prevailing property relations. Thus when faced with critique, market advocates 

retort that the logic of the market cannot fully function until all ‘unnatural’ 

impediments are expunged. From such a perspective, we can understand why the 

failure of financial capitalism that is being currently experienced spins the rhetoric 

of blame upon the political impediments imposed by the state. Such thinking is 

reinforced in the arguments that blame the financial crisis on failures of regulation 

rather than on that of the market. A key tool of escaping this theoretical sclerosis of 

neoclassical constructs is then the realization that property rights are not natural, 

independently existing phenomena, but legal constructs preceded by political 

impositions that assign property. Property rights are nothing more than social 

relations of constraint (Cohen, 1994: 16), and by extension, money itself nothing 

more than a legal fiction. Polanyi, in rebelling against the myth that capitalism 

perpetuated regarding the commodification of labor, land and money, noted that: 

 

Labor is only another name for a human activity which goes with life 

itself, which in its turn is not produced for sale but for entirely different 

reasons, nor can that activity be detached from the rest of life, be stoned 

or mobilized; land is only another name for nature, which is not 

produced by man; actual money, finally, is merely a token of purchasing 

power which, as a rule, is not produced at all, but comes into being 

through the mechanism of banking or state finance. None of them is 

produced for sale. (1957: 72) 

 

Such an observation is problematic for those who worship at the altar of orthodox 

economic theory, since Polyani thoroughly undercuts the idea that the market is an 
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apolitical space, and that market rationality is purely economic, isolated from 

politics. It is this compartmentalization between the political and the economic 

that is sharpened within the realm of neoclassical economic theory, and will set the 

stage for my proceeding genealogy of neoliberalism as political ideology and the 

specific conditions that allowed for its ascent. 
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CHAPTER 2. THE GENEALOGY OF NEOLIBERALISM 

  

2.1 Etymological Demystif ication   

“Neoliberalism,” Dieter Plehwe has remarked, “is anything but a succinct, clearly 

defined political philosophy” (2009: 1). Definitions of neoliberalism, as Peck 

paradoxically observes, are crisply unambiguous yet have been proven incredibly 

elusive to pin down, to the point where “the word has become the bane of many a 

political lexicographer” (2010: 8) Thus, it would be shortsighted to reduce it to a 

condensate of Hayek’s philosophy, or Chicago School theory, or Thatcherism – 

since by its very nature, neoliberalism, as an oxymoronic form of ‘market rule’, is 

contradictory and polymorphic. The closest we could get to comprehend the nature 

of the beast would be to follow its movements, and triangulate between its 

philosophy, politics, and practice. A historical geography of it’s ever–evolving 

project provides us with the ability to be alert to the spaces through which it has 

been (re)constructed.  

As Peck convincingly argues, neoliberalism has only ever existed in an 

“impure” form and can only subsist within hybridization, with its utopian vision of 

a free economy-cum-society ultimately unrealizable. Nevertheless, armed with the 

primeval logic of its ideological spirit – the free market – coupled with the 

frustrations borne out of the inevitable failure to reach its final destination, confer 

an impetus upon the neoliberal venture. It has never been about a full-fledged 

liberalization and evisceration of the state; a kind of interventionist endeavor 

imbued with contradictory processes of regulatory restructuring. Peck diagnoses 

this affliction brilliantly: 
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Neoliberalism’s burden – as a resilient, responsive and deeply 

reactionary credo – is that it can never remake the world in its own 

image. As a result, it is doomed to coexist with its unloved others, be 

these the residues of state socialism, developmental statism, 

authoritarianism, or social democracy. Like the idealized market to 

which it defers, neoliberalism is destined to remain a frustrated 

presence in an impure world, a condition with profound consequences 

for the righteousness and dogged momentum that have become long-

run characteristics of the market revolution. (ibid.: 7) 

 

With the financial crash of 2007-8, it seemed that many in the mainstream looked 

to bury neoliberalism by declaring market fundamentalism had passed and 

regulatory intervention was back. Such premature declarations assume that the end 

of the reign of the free market has been marked by a return of the state, implying as 

if the state ever went away. On the contrary, neoliberalism – in its various 

semblances – has always been about the capture and reuse of the state in the 

interests of shaping a pro–corporate, free–trading market order (ibid.: 9). When 

David Harvey was asked, in the midst of the financial unraveling of 2009, whether 

the world had witnessed the end of neoliberalism, he felt the need to clarify: “it 

depends what you mean by neo-liberalism” (Harvey, 2009). This shows how the 

term neoliberalism seems to be an unstable signifier, lacking a transcendental 

essence, even in the stages of its gestational development. 

 

2.2 Ideological Fermentation 

The previous section sought to argue that pristine definitions are unavailable and 

are instead must be chiseled out of the interstices of the state/market 
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configuration. In its general use, the term neoliberalism denotes a backlash against 

the social welfare state, which developed during the ‘embedded liberalism’ of the 

postwar era until the 1970s – a period where the doctrinaire of Keynesianism 

prevailed, and frequently touted as the ‘golden age of capitalism’. This (new) theory 

of liberalism represents a revival of individualism and a return to laissez–faire 

economics: a reaffirmation of the original liberal project concerned with asserting 

society against the state, the market against regulation, and the right of the 

individual against collectives. The dominant narrative, at least present in the Global 

North, is one that posits neoliberalism as a right–wing political project, adopted 

subsequently (often reluctantly) by social democratic formations, and one that has 

been significantly coercive in its implementation.  

Identifiable forms of neoliberal thinking existed on both sides of the Atlantic 

since the 1920s - with Ordoliberalism in Germany (a reconstruction of Austrian 

economics) and the first “Chicago School”. These disparate elements were later 

conjoined into a transnational project with the Mont Pelerin Society meetings from 

1947, and Hayek playing interlocutor between the two camps. Milton Friedman 

sensed that there was hope that the tides of intellectual opinion would eventually 

turn against mid-twentieth century collectivism. However, a free-market project 

could not simply be recuperated from the texts of philosophical liberalism, instead 

it would have to be constructed: 

 

In place of the nineteenth century understanding that laissez-faire is the 

means to achieve the goal of individual freedom, neoliberalism proposes 

that it is competition that will lead the way…The state will police the 

system, it will establish the conditions favourable to competition and 

prevent monopoly, it will provide a stabile monetary framework, and 
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relieve acute poverty and distress. Citizens will be protected against the 

state, since there exists a free private market, and the competition will 

protect them from one another. (1951: 93) 

 

Such is a form of neoliberalism that is a cautious, counter hegemonic project. 

Capturing and transforming the state was always a fundamental neoliberal 

objective. Imagining life without the state was an idea relegated only to an anarcho-

capitalist fringe. Thus, its trademark antistatist rhetoric notwithstanding, 

neoliberalism was always concerned at its core with the challenge of first seizing 

and then recalibrating the state.  

The joint venture between the two intellectual currents of the liberal 

revivalist project shared a mutual antipathy towards Keynesianism, socialism, and 

development economics. It was Keynes, who came to symbolize what Foucault 

called the “main doctrinal enemy”. However, Foucault (2008) in his lectures on 

biopolitics and neoliberal governmentality chose to highlight the significant 

ontological differences between these foundational currents in neoliberal thought. 

Ordo implied an institutionally embedded and humanist conception of the market, 

and redefining “economy” as a space for the “practice of government.” In contrast, 

the Chicago School developed a vision of the market as the organizer of 

socioeconomic life, analytically and normatively superior to the state. Government, 

in this respect, became a space for the practice of economy. As Thomas Lemke 

explains Foucault’s position, “whereas the Ordo-liberals in West Germany pursued 

the idea of governing society in the name of the economy, the US neo-liberals 

attempt to re-define the social sphere as a form of the economic domain” (2001: 

197, 200). If the Ordoliberals represented the conservative portion of the neoliberal 

project, the upstart Chicagoans were on their way to seizing the spotlight. The 
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ideological sea of change of the 1970s were punctuated with critiques of Keynesian 

orthodoxy, and consequently neoliberalism’s first encounter with star power was in 

notably Chile, where the Pinochet regime’s pact with the Chicago Boys led by 

Friedman represented the first international flashpoint for an emergent politics of 

neoliberalism. The Thatcher–Regan decade of the 1980s, coupled with the 

neoliberal turns of the international financial institutions, effectively secured the 

position of Chicago, both as the symbolic capital of free-market philosophy and the 

premier source of the new economic expertise. 

 

2.3 Structural Permutations  

In order to make sense of how the ideational turned into the political, a closer 

examination is necessary in order to emphasize neoliberalism’s variegated forms. It 

is here where David Harvey’s historical narrative is compelling, locating his 

analysis of neoliberalism in capitalist social relations and the crisis of accumulation 

of the 1970s. Harvey argues that neoliberalism is a “project to achieve the 

restoration of class power” in the wake of the economic crisis of the 1970s (2005: 

16, see also 2007: 28-29). He contends that we can “interpret neoliberalisation 

either as a utopian project to realize a theoretical design for the reorganization of 

international capitalism or as a political project to re-establish the conditions for 

capital accumulation and to restore the power of economic elites” (Harvey, 2005: 

19). In arguing that the ruling class had less power in the long postwar boom, 

neoliberalism therefore was a successful effort to reestablish their power. He 

presents two key arguments for this restoration thesis: first, economically, there 

was a drastic shift in the share of income and wealth away from labor; and second, 

politically, that neoliberalism was a reaction to the rising social movements of the 

1960s and 1970s.  
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The economic crisis threatened the viability of sectors of capital and the 

fiscal integrity of government budgets (through declining taxes) and so the 

restoration of accumulation and power in restructuring production and attacking 

workers’ wages and conditions became paramount. Harvey’s second theorization, 

that of accumulation by dispossession, begins from the observation that 

neoliberalism was “redistributive rather than generative” and as such had to find 

concrete ways in which to “transfer assets and channel wealth and income either 

from the mass of the population towards the upper classes or from vulnerable to 

richer countries” (Harvey, 2007: 34). He argues that there are four processes in 

which shifts occur: privatization; financialization; management and manipulation 

of crisis; and state redistributions (2007: 35). He also “explicitly invokes Luxemburg 

in his reinterpretation of primitive accumulation” seeing that process expressed 

today “in the relentless commodification of the world in accordance with the 

demands of Washington” (Callinicos, 2006: 53).  

Panitch and Gindin (2012) conversely argue that relying on examining 

neoliberal ideology as political tenets articulated by individuals misses the 

continuities between their prescriptions for free markets and the long-term goals 

already articulated by the US state at the of the postwar re-launching of global 

capitalism, and “it fails to register the growing contradictions within the postwar 

class compromise, as the realization of near full employment and growing social 

expenditures took place alongside rapidly increasing commodification and ever-

deepening capitalist social relations” (Panitch and Gindin, 2012: 15). Neoliberalism 

became involved in the restructuring of institutions in order to facilitate the 

removal of barriers to competition in all markets, and sought to halt the 

inflationary spiral by disciplining labor. By accomplishing this, it secured the 

confidence both financial and industrial capital. Reganite rhetoric about the 
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‘government being the problem’ then rings hollow: it was the state that was the key 

actor, thus, neoliberalism should be seen as a political response to the democratic 

gains that had been previously achieved by workers which had become, from 

capital’s perspective, barriers to accumulation. Accumulation – capitalism’s 

inherent but blind directionality, levies upon it an objective systemic thrust to seek 

new frontiers for accumulation of capital. Owners and producers of capital thus 

both stand under a peculiar systemic compulsion, and Marx is brilliant on this 

point. It then stands to reason that in capitalist society, capital itself becomes the 

Subject of history, displacing humans who have made it and turning them into its 

servants (Fraser, 2014: 58–9).  

Neoliberalism, then, did not entail practices of institutional retreat so much 

as the expansion and consolidation of the networks of institutional linkages to an 

already globalizing logic embedded within capitalism (Panitch and Gindin, 2012). 

Neoliberalism then should be seen as the ideological framework that has critically 

shaped economic theory and determined the institutional setting for the free flow 

of global capital through the deregulation of financial and labor markets. As I 

explore in the next chapter, in capturing the state, neoliberalism would nurture the 

financialization of capitalism. 
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CHAPTER 3. FINANCIALIZATION & THE 

CONTOURS OF ACCUMULATION 

  

3.1 Setting the Stage  

Mature capitalism has been historically marked by deep transformations of 

economy and society. Towards the end of the nineteenth century for instance 

emerged methods of production in heavy industry, accompanied by the rise of 

monopolistic joint-stock enterprises. Coincided with this change was a long 

depression, which led to a rebalancing of global productive power away from 

Britain and to the US and Germany. At the end of World War II, mass consumption 

emerged across developed countries based on methods of mass production, 

dovetailing with a long boom until 1973–4, during which production became 

increasingly dominated by transnational monopolistic enterprises, while finance 

operated under a system of controls domestically and internationally. For over 

three decades, the US was the dominant economic force in trade and global 

production (Lapavitsas, 2013).  

The transformation that financialization came to represent was of a similar 

importance: since the 1970s, there have been profound changes in production 

methods derived from information technologies and telecommunications. The 

institutional framework of capitalist activity has been altered as deregulation of 

labor and financial markets were ushered in. Transnational firms have become 

more dominant over international trade and global production. The most striking 

feature of the period has undoubtedly been the rise of finance. The financial sector, 

long disciplined under the regulatory thumb of postwar Kenynesian Fordism, 

witnessed an unprecedented expansion of activity, growth in profits, permeation 

into socio-economic relations, and domination of economic policy.  
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3.2 Penetration of Finance into the Socio-Economic   

It can be argued that capitalism’s turn to financialization was one that was born 

out of necessity. One of the biggest barriers to sustained capital accumulation and 

consolidation of Western ruling class power during the 1960s was the strength of 

organized labor, and there was an active interest in crushing it in order to access 

cheaper pools of surplus labor abroad. Thus, neoliberal doctrine did not shy away 

from using state power to engineer ruthless confrontations with working class 

interests. Broad waves of financial deregulation and privatization were swiftly 

adopted, in particular of social services such as healthcare, pensions, education 

and housing. Once awash with surplus capital, U.S. corporations began to offshore 

production, and new communications systems allowed the organization of 

commodity chain production across the global space.  

The privatization of social benefits also meant the entry into the market of 

new institutional investors such as pension funds, trading in financial assets and 

purchasing equity in non-financial corporations. The high inflation throughout the 

1970s began to erode the savings that many workers had accrued in the postwar 

era. Wall Street responded by seeking higher-yields through increasing trading in 

financial securities rather than investing in productive assets (Lazonick, 2010: 25). 

Monetary policy started to focus on high interest rates and price stability (as 

apposed to full employment), which was tremendously favorable to finance. 

However, with the disempowerment of labor, market vibrancy was duly affected. In 

order to circumvent the weakness of consumer demand, the rise of the credit card 

industry and household indebtedness was actively promoted and supported by 

financial institutions. The market had to be extended to lower income families as 

well, and so credit rules were heavily loosened. Wage stagnation combined with the 
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privatization of essential benefits also meant that households increasingly became 

reliant on the market for housing and pension services. 

Integrating global as well as national financial markets was also seen as 

vital and by 1986 the interlinking of global stock and financial trading markets was 

underway, otherwise referred to as the ‘Big Bang’, linking all global financial 

markets into one trading system. Most technical and logistical barriers to 

international capital flows were diminished during this period, and the suspension 

of the Glass-Steagall Act in the U.S. further integrated the banking system into one 

giant network of financial power (Harvey, 2010: 20). As finance continued to 

become an engine of speculation and agglomeration, non-financial firms began to 

see changes in their organizational priorities. Fueling this trend was the 

‘shareholder value movement’, which was intellectually reinforced by the 

economics profession. Central to this idea was industrial corporations should 

become financialized in character, and focus primarily on maximizing short-term 

earnings of their shareholders at the expense of their stakeholders. 

Interacting alongside these various developments listed above were 

advances in technology. The fact that technological innovation does not necessarily 

create new kinds of financial crises but can exacerbate their effects (Reinhart and 

Rogoff, 2009: 179) is an important point as well. Consequences are seen in both 

the spheres of production and circulation, and new techniques in production made 

laborsaving achievable along with wage suppression, as well as internationalization 

of operations. The instantaneous trading of financial assets was also made 

possible via the Internet and communication technological developments in the 

sphere of circulation. This subsequently made it possible to handle enormous 

sums of money from borrowers and carry out data crunching and complex model 

pricing and risk management on a massive scale.  
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3.3 Features of State Intervention  

The channel within which financialized accumulation has flowed has been shaped 

by the neoliberal state. As such, classical-Marxist debates on imperialism (see 

Hilferding 1981; Lenin 1964; Luxemburg 1951) are of limited help when analyzing 

the role of the state in shaping the context of accumulation. The period of 

financialization has been accompanied by the ascendancy of neoliberalism, which 

has – as explored in the previous chapter – had an ideological hostility to the state, 

even though the momentum of its project necessitates the existence of the state. 

Deregulation, privatization and liberalization have been axioms for neoliberal 

ideology, implying the state has an adverse influence on capitalist accumulation. 

However, state intervention in the economy has hardly disappeared – as far as 

financialization is concerned, it can be confidently stated that such a 

transformation would be inconceivable without the enabling role of the state.  

Lapavitsas (2013: 192-93) outlines three features of the state’s role that 

represent profound change associated with financialization. First, the state made 

financialization possible through command over state-backed central bank money, 

meaning that control over valueless legal tender allows the central bank to function 

as support for the liquidity of the financial system. Second, the state enabled the 

global spread of financialization through command over world money. Classical 

Marxism typically associated imperialism with the export of capital from the core to 

the periphery (thus creating a hierarchy of imperial power, allowing for the 

extraction of surplus from the periphery in order to sustain territorial empires). In 

the years of financialization, however, there have been no territorial empires, and 

one of the most striking features is that capital flows have reversed direction on a 

net basis: that is, capital has been exported by developing to developed economies. 

This reversal of capital flows is inextricably linked to the role of the US dollar as the 
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world reserve currency, providing new mechanisms for the projection of imperial 

power. Third, the state smoothened the path of financialization by altering the 

regulatory and supervisory framework of finance. Owing to the collapse of Bretton 

Woods in 1973, the progressive lifting of international monetary and financial 

controls, domestic interest rates, flexible exchange rates and cross-border capital 

flows were deregulated. These forms of state intervention sought to encourage the 

spread of financialization and further deepened its tentacles.  

 

3.4 Deciphering Financialization: Towards a Marxist Conception 

The term ‘financialization’, like neoliberalism in the previous chapter, resists being 

universally pinned down as a definition. In this respect, it is similar to 

globalization. Nevertheless, several key features of globalization relate to finance: 

global flows of lending, financial institutions engaging in global operations, and 

capital markets attaining global reach. Thus, at the core of globalization, one can 

find the ascendancy of finance.  

So what exactly is financialization? There is broad agreement that it is the 

increasing dominance of financial actors, institutions, markets, and motives in the 

economy. Rising financial profit as a share of total profits defined by a long-run 

shift from production to finance within the coordinates of the capitalist economy 

reflects another characteristic of financialization. A comprehensive account of the 

term is aptly captured by Lapavitsas (2013: 15), who understands it as a period 

characterized by three closely related tendencies at the molecular level of capitalist 

accumulation: 

financialization amounts to a systemic transformation of advanced 

capitalist economies pivoting on changes in the underlying conduct of 

non-financial enterprises, banks, and households. First, non-financial 
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enterprises have become broadly involved in the realm of finance, often 

undertaking financial transactions independently. Financialization 

represents the opening of more space between non-financial enterprises 

and banks, with a lessening of mutual dependence among the two. 

Second, banks have directed their activities toward trading in open 

financial markets and dealing with households. Third, individuals and 

households have become heavily implicated in finance in terms of both 

borrowing (such as for housing and general consumption) and holding 

assets (such as for pensions and insurance).  

 

To summarize further, financialization can fundamentally be defined as the long-

run shift from production to finance within the coordinates of the capitalist 

economy; changes are reflected in a steep increase in financial profits as a share of 

total profits, rising debt relative to GDP, proliferation of opaque financial 

instruments, and expansion of financial bubbles. 

The epochal aspect of financialization is prominent in the work of Arrighi. 

His story of the rise of finance in The Long Twentieth Century and Adam Smith in 

Beijing deals with a historical framework of global capitalism’s development, 

adopting the original insight of Fernand Braudel’s longue durée of capitalism to 

explain the recurrent rise of finance. According to Arrighi, since its origins, 

capitalism has gone through four “systemic cycles of accumulation” (Arrighi, 2007: 

230) over a five-century-long-process of expansion and intensification, where each 

cycle is composed of two phases, which he characterizes as ‘material’ and 

‘financial’. The former is a phase of development in the real economy, which 

inevitably tends toward over-accumulation. Each fraction of capital invested 

generates less profit, while competition between economic actors intensifies. It is 
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then that the systemic cycle of accumulation enters into its ‘financial’ phase, and it 

is this phase that corresponds to what can be referred to as financialization - that 

is, capital’s tendency as a result of the fall in profit rates to seek refuge in the 

financial sphere and in speculation. Arrighi claims that the capitalist world 

economy tends to contain a hegemonic power that evolves in a cyclical pattern, 

succeeding each other as their prowess in production and trade declines, while the 

sphere of finance grows. Financialization thus is invariably the sign of the decline - 

the “autumn of hegemony” as he calls it - in the cyclical trajectory of a particular 

hegemonic power. Each systemic cycle comprises a hegemonic center, one whose 

historical path has traversed Genoa, the Netherlands, Britain, and the US. On each 

occasion, the newly dominant power emerged partly through availing itself of the 

financial resources of the declining – and financializing – hegemony. In this light, 

contemporary financialization, encapsulated in the global crisis that began in 2007, 

is indicative of the long-term decline of US hegemony.  

Lapavitsas points out two analytically important points in Arrighi’s theory: 

first, is the association of financialization with declining productive vigor and thus 

waning hegemonic power the epochal turn of the capitalist economy toward 

finance reflects a malaise in the realm of accumulation, while at the same time 

exacerbating the weakness of production and trade”. (2013: 19) The other is that 

such an analysis encourages attention to capitalist activity, reflected in the high 

profits from financial transactions compared with other activities (ibid.: 20).  

Panitch and Gindin (2012) however, challenge Arrighi’s analysis. Panitch 

and Gindin don’t see financialization as a phase of capitalism, or something that 

creates distinctive tendencies within capitalism. For them, the past three decades 

with the ascent of neoliberalism have been about restructuring, with 

financialization as just one part of it. Increased volatility in the global economy is 
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not a result of the rise of finance per se - but because of US Empire spreading 

unfettered capitalist social relations across the globe (2013). For them, there needs 

to be a rethinking of Classical Marxist theories of imperialism which overestimate 

the influence of economic factors and underestimate its political dimension. 

Through the New Deal, World War II, and the formation of Bretton Woods, the US 

developed institutional capacity to re-launch global capitalism, and as a result, 

believe that globalization is a reassertion of US empire in the face of intra-

imperialist rivalries, the result of an explicit long-term goal of the US state in 

creating the material and legal conditions for the free movement of capital 

throughout the world. Financialization for them is the ‘Americanization’ of finance, 

which strengthened and universalized US power. But as the machinations of the 

US state revived corporate profitability, it also created volatile crises punctuated by 

the mother of them all, the 2007 crash. Yet, the crisis wasn’t a sign of systemic 

breakdown, intact, Panitch and Gindin argue, the crisis strengthened US empire 

through its ability to reign in the crisis demonstrating its centrality to the 

functioning of global capitalism. Thus, the properties of global capitalism is 

marked by a locally volatile system yet a globally stable one. Why? Until working 

classes rebel and put new political systems in place, US Empire isn’t going 

anywhere. And as for finance, it shall persist because it is integral to capitalist 

production and accumulation as well as to the extension and deepening of global 

capitalism.  

From another Marxist perspective, Harvey (2003; 2007) has sought the 

origin of financial expansion in blockages of productive accumulation, which might 

be resolved through a ‘financial fix’ as capital seeks profits in the realm of finance. 

Harvey in particular has undertaken a magisterial reconstruction of Marx’s theory 
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of space, which is closely connected with the problematic of imperialism. As Marx 

states in a passage from the Grundrisse: 

 

While capital must on one side strive to tear down every spatial barrier 

to intercourse, i.e. to exchange, and conquer the whole earth for its 

market, it strives on the other side to annihilate this space with time, i.e. 

to reduce to a minimum the time spent in motion from one place to 

another. The more developed the capital, therefore, the more extensive 

the market over which it circulates, which forms the spatial orbit of its 

circulation, the more does it strive simultaneously for an even greater 

extension of the market and for greater annihilation of space by time. 

(1973: 539)  

 

What we can understand from this is that capitalism is global from its inception, 

and it is neither contingent nor recent, contrary to discourses surrounding 

globalization. As Marx puts it in a passage of Capital, ‘the world market is 

contained in the very notion of capital’. Capitalism’s global expansion, however, 

comes at a price - the greater the distance between the site of production and the 

site of realization of the commodity, the more its cost increases. This implies that 

capitalism must accelerate the speed of commodity turnover in order to minimize 

the costs and maximize profits. This is the phenomenon that Marx refers to as the 

‘annihilation of space by time’. Capitalism’s tendency to penetrate and exploit new 

spaces has its origin in the crisis it endures. Crisis of what Marxists call “over-

accumulation” are generally accompanied by financial bubbles, which temporally 

generate the illusion that they substitute for real profitability. This concept is 

attached to what Marx labeled ‘fictitious capital’ (Marx, 1981: 567), a concept which 
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many Marxist writings on finance are frequently laced with. At its core, this is a 

technical idea amounting to ideal sums of money that result via discounting 

streams of future payments attached to financial assets. Fictitious capital (credit) is 

considered capital that was assumed to come from future production; today, 

fictitious capital presumes profits will accrue without production and could be 

derived simply by commodifying the credit risk. These sums correspond to 

financial prices that independently can fluctuate independently of the capital 

originally expended to purchase the financial asset in question. This notion of 

fictitious capital can offer insights into the operations of capitalist finance and 

analyzing financial activities.  
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CHAPTER 4.  FINANCIAL AESTHETICS: 

REPRODUCTION & REIFICATION  

 

4.1 Significance of Aesthetics to IPE 

Aesthetics has been a concern for much of modern European philosophy, yet not 

so much in International Political Economy (IPE) with few exceptions (Belfrage, 

2008, 2010; Gammon, 2008; Davies, 2010; Di Muzio, 2010). The reified and 

dominant meaning of aesthetics, as Claes Belfrage (2012: 155) puts it, “is the result 

of deep struggle and is linked to dominant ideological forms in the capitalist 

economy, of which IPE forms part”. Aestheticization of the capitalist economy has 

undoubtedly served to reinforce, not contest, the validity of capitalist norms and 

practices. It has enhanced the significance of the market logic in the sphere of 

knowledge production, and as a result, the construction of advanced consumer 

culture.  

Belfrage bemoans the gap of critical engagement to the currently 

confluential power of aestheticization and financialization, considering the 

previous tendencies of aesthetic upheaval and revitalization of economic 

imagination that followed periods of time-space compression and financial 

expansion (Jameson 1997). The absence of alternative “economic imaginaries” 

(Jessop 2004) capable of gaining traction at a time of economic crisis confirms the 

urgency of IPE to critically adopt new epistemological and ontological approaches 

to remedy this lacuna. Belfrage ascribes the reluctance of IPE to engage with the 

aesthetic to a ‘Kantian Desire’ lodged deep in its orthodoxy; finding its natural 

expression in the rational-choice neoliberals and neorealists who conceive of 

agents in the abstract world as intelligent and informed pleasure seekers, capable 

of transforming uncertainty into calculable risk. It is further expressed with the 
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recent expansion of neurosciences and behavioral economics into IPE (Belfrage 

2012: 158). As such, this Kantian Desire in IPE discredits any consideration of the 

aesthetic as historic-spatially specific, and serves to reify “functions in the 

reproduction of the capitalist mode of production by treating it as transhistorical 

and measurable by means of positivist research methods” (ibid.: 159).  

Via the preoccupation with structural and historical change (Bruff, 2012), 

everyday agents are conceived primarily as utility-maximizers, even in the field of 

critical IPE. In financialization, Panitch and Konings (2009: 68) mention how the 

application of neo-Polanyian terminology of (dis)embeddedness has tended to 

serve reproduction of the neoliberal era’s ‘hegemonic self-representation’ by 

constructing financial market liberalization as ‘deregulation’, thus suggesting the 

dis-embedding of everyday life from financial markets when its very embedding was 

the driving force of neoliberalism. Other critical theories such as neo-

Gramscianism too suffer from the same fate – that of being detached from the 

micro-foundations of global capitalism, which by default sees them shun and 

undermine aesthetic dimensions of financialization’s reifying consequences. While 

acknowledging Theodor Adorno’s critique of aestheticization lending itself to 

commodification (Adorno, 2002), Walter Benjamin (1999) understood that its 

potential effects could instead trigger epistemological shifts. As Simmons (2008: 

25) argues, “all good critical theory has always been aesthetic”. One only needs to 

go back to Marx to find how political economy can capture the imagination of the 

masses by attacking images that reflect capitalist alienation and exploitation, which 

was challenged in the image of workers’ solidarity (ibid.: 209). In the context of the 

current crisis, where receptivity to alternatives (not only to financialization but to 

capitalism itself) should be logically comprehendible, we see how tendencies 

embedded in both traditions of orthodox and critical IPE undermine resistance to 
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hegemonic economic imaginations which only reinforce and sustain the 

exploitative dynamics of capitalist accumulation. Critical appraisals during the 

crisis are stunted and by either a pervading catastrophism to a glitch in capitalism 

or a moralizing regulatory rhetoric aimed at saving capitalism from itself, rather 

than any systematic emancipatory action.  

 

4.2 Transformations of the ‘Embedded Aesthetic’  

At first, postwar Keynesian Fordism enabled the construction of a Sorelian ‘myth of 

consumption’. Following the explosion of financialization in the 1970s onwards, 

everyday economic activity became financialized, with welfare becoming 

increasingly asset-based. Consequently, finance, in taking center stage in daily 

praxis, exerts potentially reifying effects. Consider the housing and consumption 

boom that triggered the neoliberal turn, where aestheticization served to 

popularize this structural instant of everyday life and bolster popular commitment 

to financialization policies (Watson, 2008). Indeed, aesthetics itself has come to 

play a key role in the reproduction of capitalism. As Belfrage indicates: 

 

Financialization can be understood as a very powerful seer of processes 

by which the ‘myth of consumption’ itself is commodified through the 

mass-formation of investor subjects, which at the same leads to its 

possible demise. Economic aesthetic sensitizes us to the fact that 

financialization constitutes a profound challenge to capitalist modernity 

on the level of subject-formation. The formation of investor subjects 

becomes uncertain and contingent upon rising asset prices, but above 

all it fundamentally unravels the economic security promoted on a mass 

scale with the post-war project of full employment and substantial 

welfare provision. (2010: 171) 
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Thus, financialization, like previous processes of commodification, when most 

deeply aesthetically embedded, seems relentless. Belfrage posits that a 

‘Benjaminist political economy’ can be an approach that is politically purposeful in 

pointing to these particular formations.  

Rather than being emancipatory, early capitalist modernity started to bring 

about the ‘reification of consumption’. The inherent contradictions in the advanced 

capitalism of Keynesian Fordism, which culminated in crisis emerging in the late 

1960s related to new complex gender relations – as a consequence of the 

feminization of the labor force. This paralleled a flexibilization of production, 

affecting the original political obligation to sustaining high levels of employment. 

This combined with the ageing of advanced capitalist societies challenged the 

Keynesian welfare state and thus consumption as an institutionalized right 

(Belfrage, 2010: 185). Consumer subjectivity then fundamentally underwent a 

transformation with the flexibilization of production and the individualization of 

consumption (Piore and Sabel, 1984). Increased consumer choice implied growth 

of the advertisement industry and an outburst of individualized projections of 

‘wish-images’ (Arvidsson, 2004). Consumption became more pervasive in everyday 

life of advanced capitalist modernity, which reinforced structures of ‘belonging-in-

solitude’, while social mobility increasingly became predicated upon ‘symbolic 

values’ (Baudrillard, 1998). Discourses promoting private savings gained 

ideological purchase with the assault on the welfare state and the growth of the 

financial sector. Such transformations in everyday life interacted in complex ways 

to constitute the aesthetics of economic change that hold sway in our present 

ideological phase of late capitalist, financialized modernity.  
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The stagflationary crises of the 1970s and the resulting neoliberal turn and 

financialization in its aftermath served to further disable the economic aesthetics of 

Keynesian Fordism (Belfrage, 2008). As financialization emerged out of the 

neoliberal management of the Keynesian structural crisis, it promoted the 

privatization of financial risk, which jeopardized the lifelong stable consumption 

template. Consumption and investment became a fundamentally emotional 

decision-making process instead (Martin 2002). Mass consumption, therefore, is 

no longer a citizen’s institutionalized right, instead it is an unequally distributed 

opportunity, desperately sought by those without and guarded by those in its 

possession. In the context of financialization, this is apparent in the increasing 

disposition towards ‘financial literacy’, as well as the flooding of phantasmagorias 

as premised upon making the correct financial investment or choosing the 

appropriate form of credit (Belfrage, 2010: 187). Thus, financialization constitutes a 

critical task to capitalist modernity, and its merging contradictions make the 

analysis of its aesthetic embeddedness integral in order to understand the 

reproduction of the financialized economy.  

 

4.3 Glass as an Aesthetic Feature of Financialization 

An illuminating example of how financialization is reflected in urban spaces, Tim 

Simpson’s (2013) analysis of the articulations among urban enclaves, finance 

capital and glass architecture shows us how the cultural logic of financialization 

seeks to reproduce itself. He takes the example of the urban enclave of CityCenter 

and glass architecture of the Vdara Hotel in Las Vegas as spatial expressions of 

financialization. While Manuel Castells (2000: 434) claims that the 21st century 

mega-city is the ‘new spatial form’ of the global financial economy and information 

society, Simpson suggests that the enclosed enclave, from Special Economic 



 40 

Zones to gated communities, is the locus of capital containment for our age 

(Simpson, 2013: 345). While the CityCenter’s lackluster performance was indicative 

of Las Vegas’ slump in the wake of the financial crisis, it was also a result of the 

upsurge of the casino industry in the Chinese enclave of Macau, and thus reflected 

the re-composition of capitalism itself in East Asia.   

Simpson argues that while finance capital seeks reproduction in enclaves, 

financialization takes its most tangible form in glass architecture. He contends that 

glass architecture is the material component and aesthetic feature of 

financialization. The relationship between glass and financialization he 

convincingly states is as important to contemporary post–Fordist capitalism as the 

railroad or copper wire was to previous stages. Glass, not only an integral material 

component of fiber-optic communications, also embodies the sleek and seductive 

aesthetic of financialization. Since the “dream of Capital is a friction-free network in 

which information and commodities flow at unlimited rates” (Goldman and 

Papson, 2011: 20), glass architecture, with its smooth, frictionless and transparent 

appearance embodies both the functional and representational features of 

financialization. Glass, as a key constituent of accumulation in the historical 

development of capitalism, saw its specific role vary in the different stages of 

capitalist development to its present depoliticized, transparent rationalism form of 

the International Style. In investigating the economic logic behind its transition, 

Jameson (1998: 44) finds the “enclosed skin volumes” of postmodern glass 

architecture a “formal overtone” of finance capitalism, homologous with both the 

fiber-optic material that enable financialization and its frictionless form of 

discursive representation. (Simpson, 2013: 351). The neoliberal political 

commitment to deregulation of financial markets in the 1980s converged with new 

technical innovations in glassmaking – in this case, fiber-optic information 
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technologies – and budding utopianism about the global connectivity of 

telecommunications (Castells, 2000; Taylor, 2004). Simpson (2013: 352) 

insightfully traces the restructuring of the labor-knowledge transition of the period:  

 

The rapid expansion of the financial economy saw exponential profits for 

finance executives, which lured physicists, engineers and 

mathematicians away from corporate research jobs in the military-

industrial complex that dominated the Cold War era and to the finance 

industry where they now engineer increasingly complex trudging 

algorithms and derivative instruments that colonize fiber optic networks 

to monetize the future.  

 

It is this crystallization of both communication networks and glass architecture 

across global cityscapes that mirror the spread of the derivative fictitious capital of 

neoliberal financialization. As Simpson confirms, once unleashed in the 1980s, 

financialization has “crept beyond insurance actuarial tables into retirement 

pension funds…and all manner of derivative instruments and opportunistic rent-

seeking regulatory efforts to gamble against the future on the bare life of entire 

populations” (ibid.: 354). The end result is the “financialization of everything” 

(Harvey, 2007: 33). This hermetic feature of financialization – enhanced by 

‘incessant neoliberal evangelization’ – has made the global financial system appear 

like, as Susan Strange fittingly reminds us, “nothing as much as a vast casino” 

(1986: 1).  
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CONCLUSION 

 

In this dissertation, I have looked to challenge the premature burial of the state by 

thematically pointing to its relevance during the transformation of capitalism in the 

last four decades, which was marked by an ideologically hostile assault of 

neoliberalism and its subsequent financialization. To carry out this endeavor, I 

sought to examine the state-market relationship through the process of dispute 

resolution, which has reflected on the effects of embedding pro-market policies in 

legal structures beyond the reach of the normal legislative process. I did this by 

pointing to the role of regulation and property rights (via law) in economic 

governance. Consequently, by tracing the genesis of the neoliberal capture of the 

state apparatus, I accounted for the ideational, ideological and institutional 

progress of the neoliberal project, which gave rise to a new period of financial 

competition, growth, and innovation which spawned during the trajectory and 

contradictions of late-twentieth century capitalism. The ideas of neoliberalism set 

the terms and conditions for the terrain of financialization to germinate, and thus 

the proliferation of finance into everyday life. I attempted to ground financialization 

within a Marxist Political Economy framework to illustrate its dominant 

characteristics. In playing a role in providing the fertile grounds for financialization 

to ensue globally, state remains an integral unit of analysis under contemporary 

global capitalism. In the wake of the 2007-08 financial crisis, the connection 

between capitalist statehood and class domination became explicably apparent, 

and a poverty of ideas regarding alternative economic futures persist. A key reason 

for this, I have argued, is the reification of finance. Ideologically pervasive, its 

dominant aesthetic serves to reinforce the validity of capitalist norms and 

practices. Therefore any kind of confrontation of financialization (and thus 
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neoliberalism) must take into account both the macro and the micro foundations 

that constitute global capitalism, and how it is reproduced in both the economic 

and cultural spheres of production.  
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