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WHAT PEOPLE ARE SAYING ABOUT


WE HAVE NEVER BEEN NEOLIBERAL


Kean Birch argues that today’s economy is not organized around the free markets of neoliberal fantasy but through a financialized system of corporate monopoly – a system neoliberals actually promoted in contradiction to their stated commitments to free markets. Along the way, he provides accessible introductions to the history of neoliberal thought, monetarism, the causes and consequences of ballooning public debt, the growth of internationally mobile capital, the relations between asset values and corporate governance, and the dire straits of individuals in our current debt economy. His conclusions suggest ways of making our economies more just and equitable that deserves careful attention from both scholars and activists.


Joshua Barkan, Department of Geography, University of Georgia, USA


Kean Birch has a written a fresh and fascinating account of the relationships between neoliberalism, economic power and crises. Cutting incisively through the accepted, but largely mistaken, nostrums surrounding neoliberal rhetoric and reality, his book makes a valuable contribution to understanding the continuing grip of a corporate elite on the global economy and the devastating consequences that flow from it.


Andrew Cumbers, Professor of Political Economy, Adam Smith Business School, University of Glasgow, UK


Kean Birch has written a book that is accessible to his target audience: young, inquiring minds wanting to know why this is happening to them, but not quite knowing where to begin looking for answers. This timely book is the beginning of an important conversation that today’s youth must have about the practical possibilities for coping with the present economic crisis.


Eddie Nik-Khah, Department of Economics, Roanoke University, USA


Framed by an energetic and engaging prose, Kean Birch has written a compelling book that challenges us to reexamine what we think we know about neoliberalism. Much more than a mere volte-face to the contemporary tide of academic thought on the topic, Kean instead offers a deeply reflexive and appropriately provocative reassessment that brings the corporation back into view to demonstrate how neoliberalism is riven with contradictions that cannot be easily resolved by simply citing hybridity and process.


Simon Springer, Department of Geography, University of Victoria, Canada


Kean Birch tackles a key question of the moment: how should we, and how shouldn’t we, understand the ubiquitous term of neoliberalism? Written in a clear and accessible style, that is often both amusing and angry, Kean shows that the current crisis cannot be understood when neoliberalism is understood purely in terms of a history of ideas, focused on the development, especially within academic economics, of a set of free market principles. Instead, he directs our attention to the structural transformations to the political economy in recent decades – transformations that often bear little direct resemblance to supposedly ‘neoliberal’ policy prescriptions. His discussion of the assetization of the economy is a crucial contribution to our understanding of the current conjuncture, while the key insight that the crux of these systemic problems is that we stopped taxing the rich and started borrowing from them should be the political slogan of the moment. This is an important book, and it should be read by anyone concerned about constructing a progressive alternative to the destructive and dysfunctional politics of the present.


David Tyfield, Department of Sociology, Lancaster University, UK
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Introduction


Unlike in Marx’s day a spectre isn’t haunting Europe; it’s a stumbling, rambling, mindless, heartless zombie we call neoliberalism and it’s out to feed on our brains, wherever it can still find them.1 Right now it’s staggering around the Atlantic, rising from the grave in the United States and United Kingdom, then heading to Iceland, Ireland, and Southern Europe. Who knows where it’ll head to next? All it wants is sustenance; it’s had its fill of the best brains the world’s had to offer for so long that now it is down to pitiful leftovers it’s finding it hard to keep going.


But is this stumbling, incoherent monster really neoliberalism? Could it be something else that we’ve missed all along? These questions are what this book is all about. The book’s title is deliberately provocative and polemical. Its wording pays homage of sorts to We Have Never Been Modern by the well-known French sociologist Bruno Latour.2 The title is, however, about as far as I go in terms of drawing on Latour’s work, at least here. What I focus on in this book is the mess the world has been left in after the global financial system blew-up in 2007-08. While many have waited for economic rebirth, the global financial crisis (GFC), as it has come to be called, has not turned out to be a simple tale of crash and burn followed by phoenix-like resurrection. Now, over six years later, we’re still in the midst of it, even if it has morphed, or decayed slowly, into something else.


While the GFC may have started out as a financial crisis, it quickly turned into an economic one as unemployment and recession followed the collapse of the financial sector; this then became a public debt crisis as governments responded to these recessionary threats with massive stimulus packages and financial guarantees; it has settled, more recently, into an austerity crisis as politicians and policy-makers around the world balk at the very notion that they could try something new rather than turn back to “zombie economic” ideas – what many people now call neoliberalism.3 There is little chance that these same political elites will challenge the powerful financial interests that got us into this state in the first place, even though the rest of us around the world face daily uncertainties of one sort or another, from losing our jobs to having enough food for ourselves and our families. Our ruling elites have shown their cravenness in the starkest of colours as they face off against the banks.


Now, whether neoliberalism is a zombie (or not) is not the focus of this book; others got there well before me. What I’m interested in is whether we can actually pin any of this on the stinking, decaying corpse of neoliberalism – was the GFC the fault of neoliberalism? Hence, what I’m going to do to start this book is problematize the notion that something we call “neoliberalism” caused the GFC. To do this I have to explain why I’ve bothered writing this book at all, especially as there are so many books, articles, documentaries and other works out there already, all providing their own take on the origins, causes, consequences, dynamics and so on of the GFC (see Box 0.1 for some suggested reading on this topic). I start with this in mind before providing a brief definition of neoliberalism and then outlining the rest of the book.




Box 0.1 Some Suggested Reading on the GFC




•  George Cooper (2008) The Origins of Financial Crises. New York: Vintage Books.


•  Graham Turner (2009) No Way to Run an Economy. London: Pluto Press.


•  David Harvey (2010) Enigmas of Capital. London: Profile Books.


•  John Lanchester (2010) IOU. Toronto: McClelland and Stewart.


•  Nouriel Roubini and Stephen Mihm (2010) Crisis Economics. London: Allen Lane.


•  Joseph Stiglitz (2010) Freefall. London: Penguin.


•  Colin Crouch (2011) The Strange Non-death of Neoliberalism. Cambridge: Polity.


•  Gerard Dumenil and Dominique Levy (2011) The Crisis of Neoliberalism. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.


•  Christian Marazzi (2011) The Violence of Financial Capitalism. Los Angeles: Semiotext(e).


•  Matt Taibbi (2011) Griftopia. New York: Spiegel and Gau Trade Paperbacks.


•  Yanis Varoufakis (2011) Global Minotaur. London: Zed Books.


•  Mark Blyth (2013) Austerity. Oxford: Oxford University Press.


•  Philip Mirowski (2013) Never Let a Serious Crisis Go to Waste. London: Verso.








Why Write This Book Now?


As I indicated above, I’m going to begin with why I wanted to write this book.


First off, it’s not meant to be a summary of everyone else’s arguments; that would be impossible considering how much has been written about the global financial crisis (GFC) in the few years since 2007 (and beforehand in some cases) – see Box 0.2 for a very brief outline of the GFC. I want to state quite openly and right at the beginning of this book that what I’m writing here is a polemic; it’s meant to be provoke, it’s not meant to be a dry analysis of things other people have written. I may be an academic, but that does not mean I want this book to be an academic treatise on the GFC or on neoliberalism. Nor is it meant as a critique of the numerous and various analyses of the GFC. What I aim to do is present a very particular and partial account of several topics I think have been overlooked or side-lined in both the mainstream and critical literature.




Box 0.2 The Global Financial Crisis


The global financial crisis (GFC) is not an easy thing to explain, or even briefly outline. The dominant narrative is that sub-prime mortgages in the USA blew up as the result of blow-back from overly complex financial instruments called collateralized debt obligations (CDOs) and credit default swaps (CDSs). Obviously this is too simplistic, but it captures the catalyst, if not cause, of the GFC. The Greek economist Yanis Varoufakis provides a detailed chronology of events from April 2007 until December 2008 which is worth looking at if you want an idea of what happened and when (Ch.6). In his book, he also discusses several people’s theories about why the GFC happened, including: a failure of risk management; regulatory capture; outright greed; the culture of Anglo-Saxon capitalism; ‘toxic’ economic theories; and systemic failure (Ch.1). What Varoufakis argues is that the GFC resulted from a potent mixture of all these things, focusing on one over the other leads us to miss an important ingredient. I’ll come back to a number of these things throughout the rest of this book.


Source: Yanis Varoufakis (2011) Global Minotaur. London: Zed Books.





A second thing to note is that I’ve found the concept of ‘neoliberalism’ – and apologies for the scare quotes, but it will become more obvious as you read why I’ve put them there – to be quite useful in my own work. In fact I co-edited a book with Vlad Mykhnenko called The Rise and Fall of Neoliberalism in which we define neoliberalism in fairly critical and, at the same time, orthodox terms (see Box 0.3). We were perhaps optimistic in positing the fall of neoliberalism, or whatever it is that has dominated the political landscape since the 1970s. By now it is evident that whatever happened during the GFC has not meant the end of this thing we call neoliberalism; whatever it is, it has not done the decent thing and slunk off the stage in shame at the trouble it has caused. Its continuing vitality – if not liveliness – helps explain why so many academics, commentators, activists etc. argue that it has taken on a zombie-like form – it is dead, in that it has lost its legitimacy, yet it still lives and, presumably, still stumbles around looking for more brains to eat.




Box 0.3 A Brief Definition of Neoliberalism


Neoliberalism can be defined as five key processes or policies:




•  “privatization of state-run assets (firms, council housing et cetera);


•  liberalization of trade in goods and capital investment;


•  monetarist focus on inflation control and supply-side dynamics;


•  deregulation of labour and product markets to reduce ‘impediments’ to business;


•  and, the marketization of society through public-private partnerships and other forms of commodification.”





Source: Kean Birch and Vlad Mykhnenko (2010) The Rise and Fall of Neoliberalism. London: Zed Books, p.5.





This leads me to the third thing I want to note; the ongoing financial crisis has been directly blamed on neoliberalism.4 Quite a range of people, not just leftist critics, have laid the blame for the GFC at the feet of unregulated, free market capitalism. This includes mainstream politicians like the British Prime Minister Gordon Brown all the way to pro-free market commentators like Martin Wolf in the Financial Times.5 At the same time, however, neoliberal or free market voices can be heard clamouring that the reason the crisis happened is because we were not neoliberal enough. A good example of this is Professor Philip Booth, editorial and programme director at the Institute of Economic Affairs (IEA),6 who claimed in a 2012 interview that the “real cause of the crisis, especially in the United States was that the government underwrote people’s reckless financial decisions”. Interestingly he further argues that “[v]ery few people foresaw the crisis and how it would actually played out [sic]”,7 which begs the question of how people could tell their actions would be underwritten by the government before the crisis actually happened (i.e. they didn’t expect a crisis so how did they know government would step in if there was one). What this sort of claim by neoliberals like Booth illustrates, however, is that it’s quite difficult to identify and define neoliberalism let alone lay responsibility on it for the GFC since even the people we might call neoliberals, like Booth, disavow any suggestion that we were (or are) neoliberal.


Now, the fourth thing I want to note is that the blaming of neoliberalism for the GFC is where I intend to focus my arguments. Why? Well, financial crises are ten-a-penny around the world which raises the question of why this one has different causes (i.e. neoliberalism) than all the other ones that have happened (see Figure 0.1 below). What seems different this time is that the GFC started in and had its most significant impacts on what the late Peter Gowan called the Atlantic Heartland (see below); that is, primarily countries like the USA and UK which house the world’s largest and most important financial markets.8Moreover, the GFC was a systemic crisis rather than an isolated crisis only involving one or two financial businesses or one country or region. This meant that its effects have rippled out around the world, with some of these effects still very visible and ongoing, especially evident in the European sovereign debt crisis.9 Despite its global impact, the GFC has still been characterized as a crisis of Anglo-Saxon capitalism since this is where it was and still is centred, especially in the financial and housing markets that dominate these political-economies.


FIGURE 0.1: Banking Crises over the Last Four Decades


[image: ]


Source and Notes: Carmen Reinhart and Kenneth Rogoff (2009) This Time Is Different: Eight Centuries of Financial Folly. Connecticut: Princeton University Press, p.346-7. Some of these “crises” indicate the failure of only one bank (e.g. UK, 1984).


This means, fifth, that when I refer to “us” or “we” – as in the book’s title – what I’m referring to is this “Atlantic Heartland”. Basically I’m writing about just three countries; USA, UK and Canada. Aside from their relationship to the GFC, the reasons I focus on only these countries is because of my own expertise – I know more about them than others – and also because I don’t have space to go into the depth necessary to consider other countries. If you’re interested in the diversities or varieties of “neoliberalism” then there is plenty of literature out there waiting for you to read, some of which I’ve highlighted in the endnotes.10 What these three Atlantic Heartland countries share are comparable and similar political-economic characteristics, institutions and histories, as well as long-standing ties to one another. Thus I want to acknowledge now that what I’m arguing may not apply everywhere in the world; in fact it might make no sense at all for other countries. I have to leave this for others to argue about afterwards, however.


I’ve now come to the final thing I want to note and the central reason for this book. What I want to do in this book is pick apart two assumptions I’m finding increasingly problematic when we talk about the relationship between neoliberalism and financial crises. First, and as mentioned already, is the idea that neoliberalism caused the GFC; second, following logically from the first, is the idea that we were actually neoliberal in the first place. On the first of these, it is hard to support the notion that financial crises themselves are necessarily neoliberal; crises have been an endemic feature of capitalism since the 16th century as Giovanni Arrighi and others illustrate so wonderfully in their historical work.11 In his book The Long Twentieth Century, for example, Arrighi showed how financial expansion and collapse are merely the “signs of autumn” – to use Fernand Braudel’s phrase – of hegemonic world powers (e.g. Netherlands, Britain, USA). It is my conclusion from this that if financial crises – and financialization itself (see Chapter 3) – have happened before (and they have, repeatedly) then to claim that neoliberalism is the cause of financial crises now is surely to miss some critical part, or even the whole, of the story.12


However, my real interest is in the second issue, which is definitely in need of more justification and it is to this end that I’m dedicating the rest of the book. What I’ll say here is that the thing I keep coming back to is an ambiguity that rears its head again and again. On the one hand, neoliberal thinkers, their theories, free market policies, and political-economic processes (e.g. privatization, commodification) are all supposed to promote and extend free markets (and hence political freedom); yet, when we look at the actual people, ideas, policies and processes that we generally identify as neoliberal, what we find is that they support corporate monopoly and the concentration and inter-dependence of economic (and political) power. This is a central issue because, as the heterodox economist Geoffrey Hodgson points out, nowadays most economic activity takes place inside organizations and not within markets.13 It is this contradiction that I’m interested in examining in this book, the ultimate goal being to show that it is not free markets that underpin this so-called neoliberalism but rather a free-the-monopolies mentality and rationality. Thus the critical gap in existing debates and literatures I’m going to tease apart is how they ignore, or simply miss, the growing role of business organizations, especially large, multinational corporations, in our economies, the interdependence and concentration of economic power, and what this all means for the stability of our societies.


So, What is Neoliberalism?14


Before I go any further it is probably necessary to try and at least define what I and others mean by “neoliberalism” – this is, necessarily, going to be a partial definition since there is an enormous literature on neoliberalism. A lot of this has been written in the fairly recent past, especially since the year 2000, and it does not just relate to the global financial crisis.15 Whether we blame neoliberalism for this crisis – as many do – or not, it is still important to identify and define what we mean when we use this term or we end up chasing ghosts; well, zombies. Luckily for me, there are numerous examples of people – academics and others – doing exactly that. What I am going to do here – if somewhat briefly – is outline some of the ways people – and they’re mostly critics since the term “neoliberal” is now largely used pejoratively – have defined and characterized neoliberalism in all its glory. To me it is interesting that neoliberalism is used more by its critics than by its supporters, many of whom now classify themselves differently. This perhaps results from the contrast between critics trying to identify the problem (i.e. neoliberalism) and free market advocates (i.e. neoliberals) not wanting to pigeon-hole themselves or agree with one another on one perspective. This is why neoliberalism often ends up being used as a kind of background term to denote something bad – e.g. “neoliberal age” or “neoliberal capitalism” – rather than as a specific identifying thing. I am as guilty of doing this as anyone else.


I have to point out that, as a concept and term, “neoliberalism” is incredibly fuzzy; it has been used to mean a lot of things, mostly with negative connotations.16 It is, therefore, difficult to know where to start with an exercise like this. Really, there are too many definitions of neoliberalism for me to cover; it is unlikely that anyone can come to any sort of sensible or single characterization of the concept. This is not necessarily a problem, however. What confuses things is that neoliberalism is used across popular discourse, in magazines, newspaper, blogs and so on (e.g. Red Pepper, The Nation, Le Monde, The Guardian, New Left Project, etc.), as much as it is deployed in academic or scholarly debates. My personal journey has been an academic one, but I think it can be fruitful to draw on more than what are sometimes incredibly esoteric and arcane arguments when writing a book like this. Now, I’ve not reviewed everything there is to read about neoliberalism, so it is important to bear in mind that I can only provide a snapshot of an ever-expanding literature. However, that being said, I’ve still managed to read a significant proportion of the literature, and written about it,17 so will give it my best shot.


A short and sweet definition of neoliberalism is that it represents a set of ideas and policies aimed at installing markets as the main mechanism for coordinating our societies. So, neoliberalism concerns the replacement of collective social action or political decision-making with individual interactions in (free) markets. I’ll come back to the theoretical and ethical rationale behind this aim in later chapters. For now, it’s helpful to note that neoliberalism is generally associated with the transformation of society and economy to institute these free markets. This generally comprises five processes or policies: privatizing government services, industries and other assets; liberalizing international trade and investment; controlling inflation and supply-side dynamics rather than stimulating demand; deregulating to ‘release’ business from impediments and to enable individual’s to become more entrepreneurial; and the marketization of society through the introduction of markets and commodification throughout society. Obviously what I’ve outlined here is my – and my co-author Vlad Mykhnenko – own take on neoliberalism, and so others have different perspectives.18 Others also contest the veracity and usefulness of neoliberalism as a concept that can help explain what has happened in different parts of the world.19 I’ll come back to this in the first chapter.


Should we worry that neoliberalism is a contested concept? The answer is probably yes. My primary worry is that the fuzziness of the term means that “neoliberals” have found it all too easy to disassemble and deny their culpability for the havoc they wreak, especially because they can claim not to be neoliberals after all or that we are not neoliberal enough – see the Philip Booth example above. As a result, the ongoing criticism of neoliberalism might have had the perverse effect of obscuring precisely what it is we critics want to bring down by providing a free-pass to our targets. We are, thus, risking the continuation of those things we call neoliberal in our use of the term – perhaps imprecision has become our own worst enemy. What all this has meant is that I’ve become increasingly concerned about my own use of the term and have sought to dig down through the conceptual muddle to more and more precise definitions of not only neoliberalism but also other concepts like marketization – that is, the extension of markets into previously public- or state-run enterprises, organizations, etc. Consequently, I have started to explore in more depth the intellectual histories of neoliberalism in order to find answers to my questions. When did neoliberalism emerge? How? What has changed since then? Are we neoliberal after all? Etc. This has led me to more recent and growing literature on the evolution of neoliberal thought since the early- to mid-twentieth century which I’ll come back to in the first chapter.


Outline of the Book


With all that in mind, what I want to do now is provide a brief overview of the different ways neoliberalism has been identified and defined in the academic literature. These definitions, which are all critical perspectives on neoliberalism, can be split into four groups. The first is about what Michel Foucault calls governmentality, which involves the rationalities and political technologies of neoliberalism.20 This is about how the ideas of neoliberal thinkers like Friedrich von Hayek, Ludwig von Mises, Milton Friedman, Wilhelm Ropke, Lionel Robbins, etc. are entangled with particular political technologies of power. Here, however, there is an ambiguity related to what Philip Mirowski and others have called the “neoliberal thought collective”; although this collective includes thinkers, policy-makers and many others, the ideas emanating from the theoreticians coming up with free market ideas are actually rarely reflected in the policies enacted by politicians, at least in their pure form.21 I cover this critical perspective in Chapter 1 where I explore the history of neoliberal rationalities and especially the changing attitude to (corporate) monopoly which, I argue, helps us to differentiate between earlier forms of neoliberalism and later forms of more-than-neoliberalism.


The second strand of research focuses on the influence of neoliberal ideas and morality; we could crudely call this the ideology of neoliberalism, although that would not really capture the complexity of the relationship between economics and morality. As people like Stephanie Mudge and Bruno Amable have pointed out in the journal Socio-Economic Review, neoliberalism is as much a ‘moral’ project as an intellectual one.22 Consequently, it is important to remember that neoliberalism is a response to the fears many liberals had about totalitarianism in the early- to mid-twentieth century; this is exemplified by Hayek’s 1944 classic, The Road to Serfdom.23 What is notable about this strand is that neoliberal ideas do not always successfully translate into neoliberal policy; for example, monetarism is often identified as a quintessentially neoliberal idea, but it was a policy failure in countries like the USA, UK and Canada, and was abandoned shortly after attempts at implementation. This is the topic of Chapter 2 which focuses on monetarism and public spending retrenchment as specifically neoliberal ideas which most critics use to define neoliberalism, but which have not been successfully translated into policy. What I specifically want to illustrate in this chapter is how monetarism actually led to the massive expansion of public spending and debt, which contrasts with claims about neoliberals being anti-state or anti-state spending.


A third area of research is concerned with neoliberalism as a political or class project. It is most obviously associated with the work of Marxists scholars like David Harvey, Gerard Dumenil and Dominique Levy,24 although it is not limited to these thinkers. Basically they argue that neoliberalism is a project to restore class power to economic elites and involves the reorientation of the finance sector to do so. While there is much to admire in this work, it is the strand of research that claims the most direct link between financialization and neoliberalism, which I’ve noted above is problematic in light of historical evidence. I cover these issues in Chapter 3 where I write about corporate monopoly and how neoliberals became cheerleaders for something (i.e. monopoly) that contrasted so sharply with their supposedly free market ideas and ideals. What this enabled was the concentration of financial assets and the creation of massive economic (and political) power in the hands of a few institutional investors and financial corporations – especially those deemed “too-big-to-fail”. However, it’s my argument that this results from long-standing corporate restructuring and drive towards corporate monopoly stretching back to at least the 1950s, rather than a class project.


Finally, there is a burgeoning literature on neoliberalism as a process – so, rather than a set of conditions or policies and their effects or outcomes, several critics argue that neoliberalism is more properly thought of as a process of neoliberalization. That is, as the extension of market-like rule through state power according to the likes of Jamie Peck and Adam Tickell.25 While the process perspective avoids the ambiguities of trying to identify specific neoliberal people, ideas or projects, what it ultimately does is leave us with an empty chair when we want to lay blame. It is never clear who is responsible as almost anyone can be part of this process. In Chapter 4, where I discuss these issues, I also highlight how corporate monopolies and the concentration of financial and other assets can be better characterized as the assetization of society rather than neoliberalization. My aim in doing this is to identify those who might be responsible for the GFC by taking a meso-level perspective and looking at the role of corporations, as organizations, in creating the mess we’re in right now.


What this brief run-down is meant to show is that neoliberalism is many things to many people. As mentioned, I’ll come back to each of these four critical perspectives in each chapter, addressing one in each chapter as a means to situate my arguments. Before the Conclusion, I include a chapter on ways you – the reader – might contest the changes I identify over the last half century. This is Chapter 5, which I’ve very deliberately called “A Manifesto for a Doomed Youth” because it is directed at readers who are experiencing the worst effects of the GFC in the Atlantic Heartland, as well as further afield in places like Greece, Spain and Portugal where young people face crazy levels of youth unemployment. As a manifesto it is not a radical call to arms, to break down the barricades or storm the banks, it is rather – and intentionally so – meant as a more mundane programme centred on getting out of our entanglement in the current financial and economic systems.




1   The “zombie neoliberalism” trope is so popular that if you Google zombie + neoliberal you end up with over 4 million results.


2   Bruno Latour (1993) We Have Never Been Modern. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.


3   In a recent book, John Quiggan identifies “the great moderation”, efficient market hypothesis, dynamic stochastic general equilibrium, trickle-down economics and privatization as “zombie economic” ideas: see Quiggan, J. (2010) Zombie Economics: How Dead Ideas Still Walk among Us. Connecticut: Princeton University Press.


4   Here I’ll just reference two important examples of this sort of argument: Harvey, D. (2010) The Enigma of Capital and the Crises of Capitalism. Profile Books; and, Dumenil, G. and Levy, D. (2011) The Crisis of Neoliberalism. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.


5   In the introduction and conclusion to our edited book, we highlight several of these claims: see Birch, K. and Mykhnenko, V. (eds) (2010) The Rise and Fall of Neoliberalism. London: Zed Books.


6   The Institute of Economic Affairs (IEA) is a free market think tank founded in 1955 by Sir Anthony Fisher, a businessman who was supposedly tasked by Friedrich von Hayek to found the IEA: see, Cockett, R. (1995) Thinking the Unthinkable: Think-tanks and the Economic Counter-revolution, 1931-1983. London: Harper Collins Publishers.


7   This was in an interview, available online: http://​hungarianglobe.mandiner​.hu/cikk/20121107_​philip_booth_there​_has_never_been_neoliberal​_world_​order


8   Gowan, P. (2009) Crisis in the Heartland: Consequences of the New Wall Street System. New Left Review 55:5-29.


9   See, for example, the likes of Blyth, M. (2013) Austerity. Oxford: Oxford University Press.


10  The following are just a small sample of the literature dealing with the varieties of neoliberalism around the world: Birch, K. and Mykhnenko, V. (2009) Varieties of neoliberalism? Restructuring in large industrially dependent regions across Western and Eastern Europe. Journal of Economic Geography 9(3): 355-380; Cerny, P. (2008) Embedding neoliberalism: the evolution of a hegemonic paradigm. The Journal of International Trade and Diplomacy 2: 1–46; Fourcade-Gourinchas, M. and Babb, S. (2002) The Rebirth of the Liberal Creed: Paths to Neoliberalism in Four Countries. American Journal of Sociology 108 (3):533-579; and, Jessop, B. (2010) From hegemony to crisis?: The continuing ecological dominance of neo-liberalism, in Birch, K. & Mykhnenko, V. (eds.) The Rise and Fall of Neoliberalism: The Collapse of an Economic Order? London: Zed Books, p. 177-187.


11  Arrighi, G. (1994[2010]) The Long Twentieth Century: Money, Power and the Origins of our Times. London: Verso.


12  I’ve written more about this in a free, online working paper if anyone is interested: Kean Birch (2011) Have we ever been neoliberal? http://www.iippe.org/wiki/images/c/cd/Working_Paper_Ever_Neoliberal.pdf


13  Hodgson, G. (2005) Knowledge at work: Some neoliberal anachronisms. Review of Social Economy 63(4): 547-565.
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