
	

	

Brodie 1 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Patrick Brodie 
PhD student, Film and Moving Image Studies 

Concordia University 
Supervisor: Dr. Kay Dickinson 

Committee Members: Dr. Emer O’Toole and Dr. Charles Acland 
 

 
 
 

Comprehensive Exams 
 

Sections: 
-Ireland, Film and Media, and the Global 

-Transnational Media Economies 
-Financialization and Space 

-Informality, Exception, and the Common 
 

Questions: 
 

1. Section three of your reading list concentrates on how capital is spatialized, how it builds and 
depends upon infrastructures of rapid border-defying flow, zoning, hierarchy and exclusion.  
Drawing on the more film- and media-focused literatures you have selected, how might we 
sharpen our understanding of Ireland’s creative economy through recourse to critical scholarship 
on the geographies of neoliberalism? 
 
3. The final section of your list comprises a number of texts that investigate opportunist divisions 
between, on one hand, criminalized and castigated circumventions and law-breaking (piracy, for 
instance) and, on the other, liberal capital’s own exploitative evasions and exceptionalism 
(amplified precarity, the rise of free labour, the diminishment of welfare protections and such 
like).  How might insights from these studies inform the arguments about colonization, othering 
and social division that are presented by the scholars of Irish film and media in section one? 
  



	

	

Brodie 2 

Neoliberalism determines the geographies of contemporary social, political, cultural, and 

economic movements. However, as many scholars have written, neoliberalism is not a 

centralized “force” but rather a historical development, a diffused assemblage of market 

ideologies and technologies of governance, ranging from official state levels to more shadowy 

and invisible machinations of capital accumulation tactics of transnational corporations and other 

private entities. In Ireland, these transformations have a specific history, tied to the liberalization 

and uneven industrialization of a traditionally agrarian economy. The attraction and facilitation 

of foreign investment via financial incentives and zoning mechanisms has been a hallmark of 

Irish development, like in many other so-called “developing” economies. During the Celtic 

Tiger, a period of substantial economic growth driven by foreign investment in the technology 

and financial services sectors, these mechanisms were intensified, giving free reign to financial 

speculation over Irish space, which culminated in the bursting of a property bubble inflated by 

overaccumulation in housing and office development markets, highly incentivized and 

deregulated throughout the 1990s and 2000s. These broad-stroke developments have been 

discussed widely in popular and scholarly discourses within and outside of Ireland. However, 

less attention has been paid to the complicity of culture industries within these shifts, and the 

geographies of production, circulation, and finance capital within their particular milieus. 

Financialization and Uneven Development 

 To understand these histories, one must first understand the debates surrounding 

neoliberalism and the development of global infrastructures of financialized trade. David 

Harvey, in his aptly titled A Brief History of Neoliberalism, situates the beginnings of the 

neoliberal era from the onset of the 1970s. The decline of the gold standard and fixed exchange 

rates in 1971 with the dissolution of the Bretton Woods agreement signaled the end of 
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Keynesianism and “embedded liberalism” after a series of crises and devaluations (Harvey 2005, 

12). The subsequent “disorganization” of capitalism (Urry 2014, 29), echoing the fragmentation 

and supposedly liberating messiness of an emergent “postmodern” epoch, coincided with the 

growing power of supranational organizations such as the World Bank, the growth of floating 

exchange rates and money markets, and algorithmic trading, as a semi-organized contingent of 

economists espoused the principles of neoliberal theory, especially its deregulatory measures, 

through university programs and well-funded think-tanks throughout the mid-twentieth century, 

reaching practical policy implementations in the US and UK by the mid-1970s (Harvey 2005, 

20-23). These processes systematically incorporated “external” markets into a global funnel of 

accumulation (via structures of neoliberal orthodoxy) which continues to siphon goods and 

profits into the rich Global North while amplifying inequality and subjugation in the developing 

Global South (Urry 2014, 175). As Melinda Cooper describes the situation, “The integration of 

financial markets in the early 1970s initiated a period of enduring and structural turbulence in 

world economic affairs…the unpredictable was, of necessity, factored into the calculus of world 

economic futures. Henceforth turbulence could not be prevented; it could only be managed” 

(2010, 167). The swings of this turbulence are, of course, felt more strongly in the developing 

world: “The periodic financial crises of South East Asia and Latin America have been far from 

deleterious to US financial interests, since the threat of devaluation impels the private funds 

invested in states to flood back into the US markets, where they have lowered interest rates and 

fueled successive stock market booms” (168). However, in recent years, the decline of liquidity 

in US funds means that “turbulence that could once be safely exported to the peripheries of the 

world economy has now returned to haunt the heartland” (169). These periodic shifts and 
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migration of capital to new markets have structured “uneven development” debates and the new 

forms of national and regional competition under financialized capitalism (Harvey 2005, 87). 

 But these ideas of uneven development, center/periphery, Global North/South, rely on 

geographical, ideological, and temporal divisions from an ideologically “northern” perspective. 

These hierarchies, while undoubtedly tipped towards northern financial centers, are reproduced 

locally across the developing and developed worlds as capitalism, running out of “outsides” for 

productive expansion, turns inward on itself and intensifies in all places, at all times, in often 

imperceptible ways. Benjamin Lee and Edward LiPuma’s essay on the cultural imaginations of 

circulation discusses the naturalization and “collective agency” of the “market” as “circulation-

based capitalism” has become the global economic model (2002). However, these collective 

imaginations remain constant even as so-called social totality, and circulation with it, change 

with progressive cycles of capitalist accumulation, in relation to the social base: “Marx shows 

that circulation can animate a drive toward social totality under specific historical circumstances: 

when labor itself becomes a commodity on the market. The totality is constituted by value, 

realized as abstract labor time, and is characterized by an internal dynamic that, in its ‘unfolding’ 

or ‘self-positing,’ self-reflexively constitutes itself” (199). This idea supposes an immanent logic 

that both conjures and runs afoul of uneven development theories. Neil Smith ties uneven 

development to the Marxian (via Hegelian) idea of first nature (the world outside men, i.e. nature 

as traditionally conceived) and second (“the state, law, society, and the economy”) (Smith 1984, 

33). This dialectic falls apart as capitalism reaches the limits of expansion (across all “natures”) 

and turns inwards, and the “source of this qualitative change in the relation with nature lies in the 

altered relation between use-value and exchange-value” (77). This turn inwards in the absence of 

a necessary outside requires a series of naturalizations of dialectical binaries and power relations 
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through which all aspects of social life can be subsumed under exchange-value, and ensures that 

capital “creates a social totality that is in constant motion, that constantly destroys itself in 

creating and expanding itself” (Lee and LiPuma 2002, 203), driving the total imaginary of the 

“market.” This can only happen when “labor is a commodity and commodity production has 

become so generalized as to subsume and preempt relations based on kinship and community” 

(202). However, the idea that these temporal processes play out the same but unevenly in 

different locations elevates the timeline of Western modernity to the driving level of global 

circulation, which Lee and LiPuma effectively flatten out in describing capital’s constant (and 

self-reflexive) circulatory dynamics. Political relocalization to face-to-face or imagined 

communities is often counter-productive, and falls into capital’s trap—nationalism, especially 

thinking in terms of Schmitt’s primordial inside/outside of the body politic (Urry 2014, 136), can 

only serve to naturalize relations already built into capitalism, constituting new fractures in its 

expansionary dynamic, as imagining an ideal and timeless nation remains an abstraction that 

operates firmly within the value dynamics (and spatial technologies) of capitalism. 

The state-building function of modernization thus takes on a new form after 

financialization. As Hardt and Negri articulate in Empire, the unruly “multitude” becomes a 

“people” under the (supposedly democratic) modernizing thrust of the nation-state (2000, 103). 

This is echoed in their later discussion of the Spinozian theory of liberation, where, along with 

Marx’s hopeful independence of use-value from exchange-value, are “an inside that searches for 

an outside” (185). Postmodern society as described by Hardt and Negri constitutes this 

immanence, where the distinction between inside and outside progressively loses distinction: 

between public and private spaces, democracy and discipline, which dissolve as state and market 

functions seamlessly operate the same internal procedures (188). Empire describes a new 
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development or cycle of capitalism and its mechanisms of capture and control beyond 

Foucauldian disciplinary society and towards what Deleuze calls “societies of control” (23-27): 

“just as Foucault recognized the panopticon as the diagram of modern power, the world market 

might serve adequately—even though it is not an architecture but really an anti-architecture—as 

the diagram of imperial power” (190). Modernity, where places were entwined with sovereignty, 

loses dialectical weight as a spatiotemporal force of development:  

The striated space of modernity constructed places that were continually engaged in and 

founded on a dialectical play with their outsides. The space of imperial sovereignty, in 

contrast, is smooth. It might appear to be free of the binary divisions or striation of 

modern boundaries, but really it is crisscrossed by so many fault lines that it only appears 

as a continuous, uniform space…In this smooth space of Empire, there is no place of 

power—it is both everywhere and nowhere. Empire is an ou-topia, or really a non-place 

(190).  

But as a non-place, imperial sovereignty fails to articulate the actual spatial dimensions of these 

shifts, even as labor markets continue to be produced within bordered formations in “real” space, 

however post-, trans-, or supranational the sovereignty over these spaces may be. As Doreen 

Massey argues, the imagination of “complexity theory” (like that of Deleuze, from whom Hardt 

and Negri borrow heavily) often tends to “move straight through from a billiard-ball world of 

essentialized places to a claustrophobic holism in which everything everywhere is already 

connected to everywhere else. And once again it leaves no opening for an active politics” (2005, 

77). Any “non-place” is a produced space, highly aesthetic and highly policed, existing in real 

spaces and criss-crossed with material circulations. These circulations, existing in all spaces at 

once and yet apparently nowhere at all, are in fact highly spatialized by zoning, border 
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mechanisms, and infrastructures of residual state power and multinational corporate sovereignty, 

where power relations on a global scale are reproduced locally, multiplied across sequestered 

zones, and given the appearance of seamless neoliberal utopia. Keller Easterling calls this 

“extrastatecraft”: “As a site of multiple, overlapping, or nested forms of sovereignty, where 

domestic and transnational jurisdictions collide, infrastructure space becomes a medium of what 

might be called extrastatecraft—a portmanteau describing the often undisclosed activities 

outside of, in addition to, and sometimes even in partnership with statecraft” (2014, 15). This 

space operates a certain kind of disorganization, circulated by conflicting sovereignties, part of a 

mechanized system of rule that nonetheless relies on the biopower of geographically distributed 

but highly policed labor pools often strategically divided along class, ethnic, and gender lines to 

weaken claims to rights and citizenship (Ong 2006). Rather than flattening out regional and 

national borders, “globalization can be seen as the process of the integration and differentiation 

of multiple, alternative, and competing capitalisms, each subject to specific local, regional, and 

historical contingencies” (Lee and LiPuma 2002, 205). The decline of the gold standard, and the 

onset of financialization, “decoupled national identifications (e.g., the U.S. dollar) from a fixed, 

universal equivalent in gold” (205). National identifications lost further material and social 

legitimacies on the world market, through which derivatives and speculation, uncoupled from a 

standard base, mean that “the leading edge of capitalism is no longer the mediation of production 

by labor, but rather the expansion of finance capital” (208)—or rather, these processes ensure “a 

dynamic of constant expansion, in which labor’s place is taken by risk” (207). The markets, 

effectively naturalized, drive the economy, and not vice versa (209), as biopower (and its labor 

forces) across an entire range of social and geopolitical contexts is mobilized in the form of 

supranational imperial “right” (via spaces of exception and police technologies) in the project of 
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imperial capital accumulation (Hardt and Negri 2000, 26-27), effectively creating a market in 

which labor falls behind algorithmic financial abstraction. The formation, ideology, and policy of 

nation-states under neoliberal capitalism is mobilized for continued intensification of the global 

system itself. As Harvey notes, “the neoliberal state needs nationalism of a certain sort to 

survive. Forced to operate as a competitive agent in the world market and seeking to establish the 

best possible business climate, it mobilizes nationalism in its effort to succeed. Competition 

produces ephemeral winners and losers in the global struggle for position” (2005, 85).  

Ireland’s entry as a participant in the slipstream of the global economy is a generative 

case study that complicates uneven development theses, especially in relation to the spatial 

development of modernity. One could argue that Ireland’s emergence in the global market during 

the Celtic Tiger represented a transition from lingering structures of imperialism to the embrace 

and distribution of Empire (in Hardt and Negri’s conception) which occurred in Ireland through 

the liberalization of trade and the directed (and de-regulated) growth of the financial and tech 

sectors through the 1980s and 1990s. With this shift, Ireland moved from what Dipesh 

Chakrabarty calls the “imaginary waiting room of history” (2000, 8), “a period that is needed for 

the transition to capitalism at any particular time and place” to which postcolonial states are so 

often consigned (65), into the slipstream of global technologies of movement and sovereignty. 

Liberalization occurred through the 1960s-1970s, but Luke Gibbons notes that this was a stilted, 

fragmented process that ideologically divided the industrialized (cosmopolitian) cities from the 

rural (nationalist) countryside (1996, 84). Quoting Robert Ballagh, Gibbons points to the yoking 

of modernity and tradition in the Irish state’s developmental ideology during early stages of 

liberalization: “those who judge Ireland by its promotional images [from the 1970s-1980s] 

abroad must risk a certain cultural schizophrenia: ‘You have the IDA [Industrial Development 
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Authority] out in the US selling Ireland as a modern progressive go-ahead capitalist society. 

Invest in Ireland and make a profit. And you have Bord Fáilte eulogizing roads where you won’t 

see a car from one end of the day to the other: it’s almost as if they’re advertising a country 

nobody lives in’” (86, my emphasis). The Irish state prepared an ideological space through which 

capital could flow unchecked, over unspoiled nature, with no human life to get in the way:  

The location of advanced technological factories in remote, often spectacular, settings 

was motivated, not by a love of the picturesque as the IDA’s own copy would have us 

believe, but by the more prosaic imperatives of a regional policy which guided the IDA’s 

industrial strategy until the early 1980s. This policy could be described as 

industrialization without urbanization. Part of the attraction of outlying rural areas for 

industrial investment was that they lacked the strong traditions of trade union militancy 

which are characteristic of the urban working class (88). 

Echoing a well-worn narrative of Ireland’s distinctive timeline of (European) modernization, 

incomplete industrialization gave way to premature informationalization of production in tech 

and financial services sectors (via foreign investment), as Hardt and Negri note occurred in Italy 

in the 1970s (2000, 288), moving straight from a kind of partial-Fordism to post-Fordism, from 

partial modernity to postmodernity, during which labor was systematically disempowered, 

disaggregated, and mobilized for maximum profit within emergent systems of production.  

However, such ideas still carry residual baggage of uneven development and historicism. 

Massey critiques temporal depthlessness in new histories generated by postmodern formulations 

(like those of Fredric Jameson): “Under Jameson’s reading of the modern, actually-existing 

differences, such as uneven development, are characterised temporally: they are residues, they 

lend ‘us’ a notion of history…and, correlatively, of the new and of the future…Under his reading 
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of postmodernity, because the laggards have now caught up or been obliterated or simulacralised 

and we are all in a single time, which is the present, a condition which in turn makes it 

impossible for us to have a sense of temporality, of history, at all” (2005, 78). She continues, 

“The shift in viewpoint, so common in comparisons of modernity and postmodernity, from one 

history to no histories, from a single (progressive) story to a synchronic depthlessness, in both 

eras though in radically different ways, denies the real challenge of the spatial” (78). Or, “Just 

because…capital gets ideally beyond every limit posed to it by ‘national barriers and prejudices,’ 

‘it does not by any means follow that it has really overcome it’” (Chakrabarty 2000, 58). 

Massey’s critique proposes a deeper engagement with space as a (dis)organizing mechanism for 

historical time, especially in the sense that the depthless “non-place” of formulations like 

postmodern Empire occlude and set aside more than they solve. Space, no matter how global, has 

material life, history, and affective signature, continuously in (social) development. But spatial 

disorganization also characterizes the growth of the “creative economy” in Ireland associated 

with post-Fordist, financialized, and service-based industries, which has determined the future of 

much of the country’s industrial, infrastructural, and spatial development, and related labor and 

policy dynamics, to the extent that Ireland’s contemporary economic history must be understood 

in terms of global dynamics of finance. Far from “placeless” or “depthless,” these circulations 

actively occlude sources and power: “securing and revealing secrets form part of the complex 

processes in a neo-liberal world order…Offshore engenders yet more offshoring” (Urry 2014, 

26). The favored technology of these offshoring mechanisms is “logistics.” 

Logistics 

Studies of global logistics infrastructures attempt to locate and define material circulation 

in the age of finance capital. Deborah Cowen provides an overview of the development of 
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logistics from its military origins to its current role as a sovereign driver and organizer of global 

trade: “new boundaries of belonging are being drawn around spaces of circulation. These 

‘pipelines’ of flow are not only displacing the borders of national territoriality but also recasting 

the geographies of law and violence that were organized by the inside/outside of state space. 

Those on the outside of the system, who aim to contest its flows, face the raw force of rough 

trade without recourse to normal laws and protections” (Cowen 2014, 4). Logistics’ favored 

operation spaces are the “ungovernable” (138) territories of sea, air, and shore, zoned to ensure 

the smooth flow of goods and services at the expense of human labor. Infrastructure is crucial to 

their functional operation as “built networks that facilitate the flow of goods, people, or ideas and 

allow for their exchange over space. As physical forms they shape the nature of a network, the 

speed and direction of its movement, its temporalities, and its vulnerability to breakdown. They 

comprise the architecture for circulation, literally providing the undergirding of modern 

societies, and they generate the ambient environment of everyday life” (Larkin 2013, 328). Put 

shortly, “Infrastructure makes worlds. Logistics governs them” (Rossiter 2016, 5). Global 

logistics infrastructure and its violence speaks to the “smooth world” of Empire:  

Logistics maps the form of contemporary imperialism…If logistics was a residual 

military art of the geopolitical state…then logistics as a business science has come to 

drive geo-economic logics and authority, where geo-economics emphasizes the 

recalibration of international space by globalized market logics, transnational actors 

(corporate, nonprofit, and state), and a network geography of capital, goods, and human 

flows (Cowen 2014, 8).  

“Geo-economics” represents a material engagement with both abstract flows and real violence 

enacted at given points of friction and breakdown, representing the material life of networks of 
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global trade, with key consequences for sovereignty, citizenship, and territoriality. However, 

Cowen emphasizes that despite the stated goal of logistics to secure the smooth “circulation of 

stuff,” “This is not to suggest that uneven and exceptional spaces have become smooth—global 

space is if anything as divided, segregated, and differentiated by rule and force as ever—but 

rather that the spatial logics of contemporary warfare and biopower are also shifting” (16). These 

spatial shifts take on new formations: “In the realm of supply chain security, the border has been 

reshaped, molded to fit transnational networks of circulation, perhaps best conceptualized as a 

‘pipeline.’ The management of the security of this pipeline has been internationalized, digitized, 

and largely privatized” (90). The “sovereign exception” has extended beyond demarcated spaces 

and into the “fluid ecosystem” of external trade flows (Ong 2006, 20). The financial flows and 

“production pipeline” of media production are similarly globalized, informationalized, and 

securitized. What might this say about Ireland, an industrial space and also a “choke point,” a 

former colony of a global empire that offers spaces (and even a template) for extractive 

production (of circulation, of immaterial labor), and also new points of resistance and disruption? 

Ned Rossiter proposes an approach to logistics and its “nightmares” that accounts for 

what he calls “logistical media,” “technologies, infrastructure, and software” that “coordinate, 

capture, and control the movement of people, finance, and things” (2016, 5). While Cowen traces 

the biometric technologies that govern the movement of workers and commodities in and out of 

ports, Rossiter proposes expanding the definition of logistical media that make markets 

operational, from trade to finance. When software comes to coordinate these global systems, 

“media become sovereign” (5) as the “commercialization of data generated through such 

devices, and from the technification of the body, also registers the financialization of biopower” 

(28). But as Ramon Lobato and Julian Thomas note, software and maintenance failures reflect 
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the tension of “the flat, friction-free geography of digital media where everything is just a click 

away, and the real-world geographies of corporate location, infrastructure, differential pricing 

and tax regimes. It is the ‘flat’ earth of economic globalization theory…versus the hilly terrain of 

corporate media realpolitik” (Lobato and Thomas 2015, 103). The expansion of global 

communications infrastructure, which Nicole Starosielski (2015) outlines in the form of 

telegraph and later fiber optic cables following established colonial routes (in a kind of 

reproductive colonialism governed primarily within the private sector), culminates in the 

governance of geo-economic trade and financial flows facilitated by a variegated and highly 

privatized network of communications technology, a system of fiber optic cables, data centers, 

satellites, office spaces, and the hardware and software meant to ensure smooth operation and 

minimal interference. As the “logistics cities” of ports and free trade zones are built and 

disseminated, they stitch “together diverse cities and regions across the global North and South, 

continuously reconfiguring connections according to just-in-time demands of supply chains and 

contingencies that disrupt their smooth operation. Whenever a new diagram of relations is set 

into play, a new logistical world is created in which difference must either be displaced or 

absorbed” (Rossiter 2016, 36). This “elasticity of space” “accompanied by modulations of time 

whose rhythms, pulses, and vibrations” and “synchronized with the financialization of labor and 

life” (46) takes shape in the built space of logistics cities: “key informational, infrastructural, 

economic, and political zones” (Cowen 2014, 12, my emphasis).  

Zones 

Ireland’s path to development can in this way be yoked with those of the East Asian 

“Tiger” economies to which the Celtic Tiger owes its name. Aihwa Ong’s notion of “graduated 

sovereignty,” which distributes sovereignty across the fissures multiplied through the apparently 
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smooth space of contemporary capitalism, circulated and policed by finance capital and logistical 

governance, offers a way to avoid historicist understandings which relegate developing countries 

to the “waiting room” of a unilateral European timeline of modernity. Understanding Irish space 

in terms of graduated sovereignty, which Ong applies to East Asian economies, points to key 

ways in which the plugging of Irish space into global networks of trade (via tech and financial 

sectors) has distributed and hierarchized sovereignty over demarcated zones of development: 

This patterning of production and technological zones was designed to facilitate the 

operations of global capital; it thus entails de facto or practical adjustments and 

compromises in national sovereignty. This territorial concentration of political, economic, 

and social conditions mobilizes foreign investment, technology transfers, and 

international expertise to specific zones. I thus use the term graduated sovereignty to 

refer to the effects of flexible management of sovereignty, as governments adjust political 

space to the dictates of global capital, giving corporations an indirect power over the 

political conditions of citizens in zones that are differently articulated to global 

production and financial circuits. By creating zones of graduated sovereignty, 

postdevelopmental strategies make these sites more ‘bankable’ than other developing 

regions (Ong 2006, 78).  

This means that, “Ironically…emerging economies can be both threatened and sustained by the 

logics of neoliberalism” (96). Subject to the “disciplinary neoliberalism” of supranational bodies 

like the IMF (93), Ireland in particular has been subject to austerity measures imposed by the 

troika as well as held hostage by the unpaid tax bills of massive tech corporations such as Apple, 

attracted to Irish shores by exceptionally low corporate tax rates, especially on intellectual 

property and research and development. 
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It is thus useful to look at the built space of Ireland through the multiplication of zones 

across its limited space. As Andrew MacLaran and Sinéad Kelly note, property-tax incentives for 

development in the built environment were implemented in the late-1980s, especially in the 

Docklands area of Dublin and with the establishment of the deregulated International Financial 

Services Center in 1987 (2014, 22-24). The subsequent rise of the Celtic Tiger led to a faith in 

“light-touch” neoliberalism as foreign investment ballooned in the tech and financial sectors and 

GDP per capita surpassed the UK (25). MacLaran and Kelly note the use of Integrated Area 

Plans (31) as well as Strategic Development Zones designed to “streamline” development 

(Murphy et al. 2014, 55), notably successful with the International Financial Services Center 

which by 2010 “had become the second largest off-shore financial centre in Europe” (MacLaran 

and Kelly 2014, 24). As Urry notes, “Many offshore financial centres have developed more 

recently, some encouraged by the UK, the US and related ‘imperial’ states. Many were 

essentially small and poor developing countries forced in a postcolonial era to forge a new 

economic position within the emerging global economy” (2014, 50). The Tiger era also saw the 

“social partnership” model take hold, which reduced the power of trade unions by enticing them 

into a “social-corporatist ideology” which “effectively denied the essential conflict of interest 

between labour and capital and obscured the capitalist state’s fundamental role of securing 

conditions favourable to capital accumulation” (MacLaran and Kelly, 26). During this time, “a 

strategic alliance became forged between urban planning, the economic boosterism lobby and the 

property-development sector to reinvent the image of the city, to make it ‘livable’ and more 

attractive to the middle class. The influence of the ‘creative city’ concept, which became core to 

the thinking of many Irish urban planners, underpinned the ‘gentrification’ of the inner city as a 

strategy for regeneration” (30). The spatial proximity of the tech and finance sectors in 
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proliferating industrial parks and within the Docklands points to the internalization of creative 

city initiatives of planning bodies such as the Dublin City Council, as zoning designed to attract 

middle-class “creatives” coincided with the constraining of labor organization. Those in media 

studies have pointed out the challenges and effects of these distributions in the entry into a global 

competitive regime, centered on the development of cities as “media capitals” and “fueling a 

race to the bottom” at the expense of media workers (Curtis and Sanson 2016, 7). Feeding labor 

issues are the fact that both space and media act as conduits for fictitious capital (Marx 1993) in 

the free-zoning of Irish space. Alliances of city planning and capital, through the rampant 

employment of public/private partnerships, “in many respects tied the fortunes of [Dublin] to the 

highly cyclical performance of property-development markets” (MacLaran and Kelly 2014, 34). 

Irish Media and Creative Industries 

Thus, industries and zoning technologies in Ireland should be understood in terms of 

financialized (via informationalization) mechanisms of post-industrial development and control, 

via the distribution of sovereignty and collapse of public and private interests through 

mechanisms such as logistics and supranational financial (de-)regulators. In Ireland, industrial 

shifts either preceded or were spurred on by entry into these global networks, coming at a 

historically specific point in Ireland’s global development that saw the country finally lay down 

the architecture for ascendance into informationalized European (post)modernity. As Gibbons 

points out, the ideology and propaganda of central government planning (with bodies such as the 

IDA) were important in the development and naturalization of these shifts (1996, 86-88). The 

production of a visual culture internally thus came to drive and exemplify the development logic 

of the Irish state throughout liberalization. Justin Carville expands on Gibbons’ ideas, noting that 

Irish “visual culture” more broadly has frequently been characterized by an “absence,” as images 
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of Ireland have either come from outside of the country or been centrally directed to a touristic 

audience (2013, 17-18). This he relates to a perceived “anxiety surrounding the visual in Irish 

cultural production” (13). Although he challenges the supposed “aesthetic primitivism” of Irish 

“visual culture” (27), he still takes recourse to the representational field within the frame to tease 

out hidden meanings and histories. Anne Mulhall promotes a more complex engagement with 

what she calls “Brand Ireland,” as the “borders between heritage and spiritual tourism are 

particularly indeterminate in relation to the marketing of Ireland, at least in part because the 

‘Celticity’ that is a staple of the Irish tourist industry constitutes Ireland as a therapeutic 

landscape so that the appeal to the ‘mystical and the spiritual’ is fundamental to Ireland as a 

global brand” (2013, 147). She notes that “even as the economic boom was in the ascendance” 

Ireland was represented as “a refuge from modernity” (Kneafsey qtd. in Mulhall 147) in Bord 

Fáilte advertising. So, while global economic flows have driven the spatial development and 

structure of Ireland’s indigenous industries, most attention at this point in the study of Irish 

media industries has been paid to aesthetic and cultural developments in terms of “national” 

artistry and industry as opposed to looking at deeper entanglements of culture and media 

industries within these spatial-financial, or “geo-economic,” flows of global capitalism.  

John Horgan, Barbara O’Connor, and Helena Sheehan outline the squabbling of content 

analysis, Marxists, and postmodernists in attempts to find approaches that most accurately 

articulate the stakes of scholarship and how to best study the real histories and discourses of 

culture and media (2007, 7). However, an approach that plugs such analysis into an array of 

understandings about the spatial distribution of power across a financialized global landscape can 

better understand the proliferation of inequalities, the multiplication of borders, and the modes of 

policing these spaces that keep given hierarchies in place. The groundwork is there. For example, 
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many in Irish film studies have lamented lost elements of cultural authenticity upon entering 

these slipstreams (Crosson 2003; McLoone 2008), but much has also been written about the 

founding of Ardmore Studios in 1957 as a mechanism for building an indigenous industry by 

attracting foreign film production (Barton 2004, 76) and about the spatial implications of Dublin 

as a representational “absent center” in terms of its relation to global (particularly imperial) 

currents and industries (Barton 2004; Holohan 2010). Still needed is a more on-the-ground, 

spatially- and labor-sensitive approach to media industries in Ireland could have the effect of de-

centering discourses of quality and authenticity that plague Irish film and media studies, and plug 

the discussions into the material conditions driving contemporary Irish development and its 

effects on the lives and labor of those living in and passing through Irish space. The dynamics of 

transnational media finance and co-productions, as David Huw Jones points out, means that the 

“logistics” of media co-production drive logics of filming locations and determine, through 

statistical considerations and “cultural tests,” the “cultural identity” of media productions, 

leading to situations where films set in London are shot entirely in tax havens like Luxembourg 

(2016, 5-9). Bhaskar Sarkar’s approach to the Indian and Chinese film industries is useful, if 

necessarily on a different scale, in understanding the global dynamics of spaces as “outposts” in 

terms of their media industries: “I use the term ‘outpost’ in a conscious mobilization of its two 

sense of ‘settlement’ and ‘frontier’: China and India have been colonized by the forces of global 

capital…their incorporation within a global order remains incomplete and tenuous…they are 

characterized by a certain lawlessness…and they are now widely seen as the engines of global 

economic growth” (2010, 37). While the last two stipulations fail to apply to a small nation like 

Ireland, his approach emphasizes the fact that globalization necessarily implies an incorporation 

of different local logics into global systems. Plugging local industries in has far greater 
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implications in the material conditions of production and reproduction than in taking recourse to 

Western approaches to representation and the screen. Tax breaks and financial incentives for 

production rarely contribute to local economies beyond unmeasurable cultural capital and the 

often superficial metrics of jobs, easily co-opted by neoliberal discourse and limiting the field of 

view: “the relevant stakes for the media sector go well beyond the numbers of jobs, important 

though such considerations remain even in the ‘new’ Ireland. The combination of technology-

centred and commodification logics, as described and prescribed by the neo-liberal knowledge 

society discourses, pose multiple implications for the media sector” (Preston 2007, 91). 

An approach to such economies inevitably risks swinging too far towards the anti-idealist 

notion of culture which, as Gibbons argues, “is simply its mirror-image, for ideology and cultural 

identity are still conceived primarily in ‘spiritual’ or mentalistic terms” (Gibbons 1996, 9). While 

this note of caution is well-taken, I would argue that an intensified focus on these economies is 

required under current conditions, especially considering the dearth of research on the financial 

structures of media diplomacy in supranational formations like the EU. The political economy of 

culture and media is increasingly inextricable from the financial circulations of informational 

capitalism as conglomerations in these various sectors continue to collide and consolidate. The 

scale and complexity of these economies require greater attention to the infrastructures of their 

operation. As Lee and LiPuma argue, “from a cultural and historical standpoint, the very 

separation of economics and culture…can be seen to depend on the idea that social phenomena, 

such as class, race, and ethnicity, are statistical in nature—an idea that is itself the product of a 

long, historically contingent development” (208). In response to these growing consolidations in 

the media sector, Curtin and Sanson analyze how “workers are increasingly caught up in a global 

production apparatus…the central tension is not one between local laborers in different 
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regions—a perspective that feeds too easily into the hands of producers—but is rather a struggle 

against the diverse yet increasingly interconnected modalities of exploitation in screen media 

production around the world” (2016, 16). These processes constitute what Toby Miller has called 

the “New International Division of Cultural Labor” (2010). As the labor pools of creative 

workers grow in Ireland and elsewhere with “disposable human material” (Marx 1992, 786), 

capital (especially in the form of multinational media conglomerates) will migrate to the most 

profitable centers of production (Curtin and Sanson 2016, 7). If local and supranational 

governments provide the proper incentives and exploitable constant and variable capital 

(facilities/tech and workers), this process will continue unless labor solidarity and organization 

respond to the current transnational arrangement of diverse manifestations of finance capital (7). 

As “creative city” policies in Dublin have demonstrated, the capture of so-called creative modes 

of production occurs at the level of spatial planning, laid out by public and private organizational 

bodies hoping to encourage further investment from actors primarily interested in harvesting 

surplus value, through privileged use of space, infrastructure, labor, and more immaterial forms 

of social life that arise in their interstices. Analysis of the spatial economies of media industries 

addresses the pratfalls and blindspots of focusing so intently on the screen. 

Conclusion 

With Brexit negotiations still in process, and the border between the Republic and the 

North set to become a new EU land border “as frictionless and seamless […] as possible” 

(Rankin 2017), the imbrications of global trade, geopolitics, and security at both levels require a 

reevaluation of our approaches to transnational industries that have often tried to theorize or plan 

territory out of existence. While uneven development theses relegate postcolonial spaces to the 

“waiting room of history,” discussions of the “smooth world” and spatial discourses of 
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postmodern Empire are intimately tied to material social and economic factors in the expansion 

of global finance across zones and pipelines of deregulation, exemplified by logistics. While 

critical theory and cultural studies can sometimes over-theorize these shifts in the realm/mode of 

culture and aesthetics, “harder” social sciences are often under-theorized in terms of tracing these 

factors. Both often fail to fully trace the intimate imbrication of culture and media industries, and 

their imaginative procedures, within global systems of capital and the attendant shifts in 

sovereignty and power. Ireland offers an excellent space of analysis for these various global 

movements, as Horgan et al. offer: “In its uniqueness as a small country, which speaks a world 

language though containing a significant minority language and also exhibiting a substantial 

degree of cultural specificity, Ireland offers major opportunities as an accessible, variegated, 

open and yet contained laboratory for the many and subtle interactions between media, culture, 

and society” (13). It can also point to sites of potential resistance. Keller Easterling proposes the 

“redesigning” or “hacking” of “the political power of disposition in infrastructure space” as a 

mode of activism in order to “sponsor the ongoing reconditioning or revolutionizing of a spatio-

political climate” (2014, 214). However, I prefer the notion of disruption, the “Achilles heel of 

global logistics systems” (Cowen 2014, 56), to innovation in terms of its potential for collective 

action in the creative production of dissent. Under finance capital, and its extraction of 

immaterial labor, violence occurs at any point of friction, segregation, discrimination, 

oppression, within systems of work and production themselves, and in the increasingly 

capitalized sphere of social reproduction. It is thus equally important for studies of media and 

other creative industries to understand these machinations in order to better find spaces of 

resistance, which more often than not do not materialize on a screen, but in the disorganized 

spaces, the choke-points, bottlenecks, and points of friction, immanent to neoliberal capitalism.  
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Primitive Accumulation of Wealth and Power 

Marx’s history of capital begins with an exceptional event: “The whole movement… 

seems to turn around in a never-ending circle, which we can only get out of by assuming a 

primitive accumulation…which precedes capitalist accumulation; an accumulation which is not 

the result of the capitalist mode of production but its point of departure” (1992, 873). The story is 

simple, and has been reproduced endlessly: the capital-relation begins with formation of “two 

very different kinds of commodity owners; on the one hand, the owners of money, means of 

production, means of subsistence, who are eager to valorize the sum of values they have 

appropriated by buying the labour-power of others; on the other hand, free workers, the sellers of 

their own labour-power, and therefore the sellers of labour” (874). The system is founded on the 

power to acquire property against the mere power to sell oneself: “thus it came to pass that the 

former sort accumulated wealth, and the latter sort finally had nothing to sell except their own 

skins” (873). Once this initial relation is established, capitalist production “not only maintains 

this separation, but reproduces it on a constantly expanding scale” (874). Thus, the dispossessed 

and the subjugated are “forcibly torn from their means of subsistence, and hurled onto the 

labour-market as free, unprotected and rightless proletarians” (876, my emphasis). 

 Although Marx describes this as a “pre-history of capital,” the basis of its proliferation is 

an exceptional event which became a right. The social distinction between the rightful and the 

rightless under capitalism is founded on this relation of property. If we look at capitalism as a 

system of social laws that have been naturalized (Smith 1984), and territorial bourgeois 

liberalism as the dominant foundation of contemporary governance (Hardt and Negri 2000, 123-

124), the politics of accumulation and expropriation seem to be a basis of relations of law as it is 

exercised today. As Giorgio Agamben describes law in the context of exception, “The law has a 



	

	

Brodie 25 

regulative character and is a ‘rule’ not because it commands and proscribes, but because it must 

first of all create the sphere of its own reference in real life and make that reference regular” 

(1995, 26). The exception is the “originary form of law” (26), law which in the Hobbesian 

sovereign body politic courses with the violence of the “state of nature” incorporated within 

society, “as a state of indistinction between nature and culture, between violence and law, and 

this very indistinction constitutes specifically sovereign violence” (35). While operating in 

delimited spaces of exception, Agamben notes that the “state of exception is thus not so much a 

spatiotemporal suspension as a complex topological figure in which not only the exception and 

the rule but also the state of nature and law, outside and inside, pass through one another” (37). 

Property, in a capitalist system, forms the basis of right, in the Enlightenment sense (Appadurai 

1996, 36; Crosson 2003, 4), but “In actual history, it is a notorious fact that conquest, 

enslavement, robbery, murder, in short, force, play the greatest part…Right and ‘labour’ were 

from the beginning of time the sole means of enrichment, ‘this year’ of course always excepted. 

As a matter of fact, the methods of primitive accumulation are anything but idyllic” (Marx 1992, 

874). The violence of expropriation becomes the standard basis of the capitalist system, which 

relies on perpetual operation of this initial relation. Thus a system is established by which a body 

can be stripped of right, by the imposition of right in the first place, itself via forceful seizure. 

Embedded within post-Marxist debates is the reformulation and reconsideration of class 

and labor under contemporary forms of accumulation and governance. As Elizabeth Povinelli 

explains, “Some think that the new globally striated nature of accumulation by dispossession will 

provide the possibility for new supranational grassroots political alliances…Others propose that 

class struggle might be giving way more generally to the ‘multitude’ or to a loosely organized 

anarchist Left” (2011, 19). Italian autonomists posit that the Spinozian multitude has been both 
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emancipated and subject to different forms of control by globalization and contemporary 

information technologies (Hardt and Negri 2000). Tiziana Terranova’s outline of “free labor,” or 

the “different (rather than completely new) logic of value” of the post-industrial knowledge 

economy (2000, 35), posits an extension of Marx’s model of the “freed” but rightless worker 

within the realm of immaterial and affective labor. She suggests that this different modality of 

“free labor” arises not from expropriation of peasants from land, but the expulsion of workers 

from factories in postindustrial societies (37). The growth of the “social factory,” the extension 

of capital’s valorization into the realm of social reproduction, has led management theory to 

investigate the ways to best capture these immaterial forms of production, especially in spaces 

supposedly “outside” of work: “in the digital economy the worker achieves fulfilment through 

work and finds in her brain her own, unalienated means of production. Such means of production 

need to be cultivated by encouraging the worker to participate in a culture of exchange, whose 

flows are mainly kept within the company but also need to involve an ‘outside,’ a contact with 

the fast-moving world of knowledge in general” (37-38). This is the realm of the “general 

intellect,” as Terranova expands upon Italian autonomists’ understanding of Marx’s Grundrisse, 

which can exist with or without machines in the “free affective and cultural labor” of the masses 

(43-46). “Capital, after all, is the unnatural environment within which the collective intelligence 

materializes” (44). The informal social infrastructures of cultural exchange are thus revealed to 

be a constitutive part of this transformation within capitalism: “the digital economy is not a new 

phenomenon but simply a new phase of this longer history of experimentation” (39). The 

dominant form of sociality in postindustrial society is not a new transformation but a process of 

immanent valorization, the turn inwards of capital into life itself. The uneven compensation of 

labor within such an economy means that some receive compensation for this labor while others 
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do not (52), and this is the class-based technological divide: “After all, if we do not get on-line 

soon, the hype suggests, we will become obsolete, unnecessary, disposable” (39), reproducing 

the ghettos and gated communities of global capitalism (40). The system intensifies, 

expropriating the immaterial labor of social life and signaling shifts in Marxist notions of 

property and the “common.” The capture, expropriation, and valorization of knowledge work 

operates a form of governance against risks, or what Roberto Esposito refers to as “immunitas,” 

which “protects the one who bears it from risky contact with those who lack it” and “restores its 

own borders that were jeopardized by the common” (2008, 50). Capitalism and liberal 

governance are enriched by socially prescribed precarity and division. 

Immunization and the Risk of the Common 

An avenue for entry into Esposito’s immunitary paradigm is through his analysis of 

property and biopolitics. The paradigm can be understood in both individual and collective 

senses: “Just as in the medical practice of vaccinating the individual body, so the immunization 

of the political body functions similarly, introducing within it a fragment of the same pathogen 

from which it wants to protect itself, by blocking and contradicting natural development” 

(Esposito 2008, 46). Using Hobbes as a starting point, who relates “being” and “having” to the 

notion of “common” and “property” as a precondition for permanence and sovereignty, Esposito 

finds that this dialectical relation is also enfolded in the application of sovereignty: “it emerges 

as an ‘inside’ that is inclusive of an ‘outside’ that in turn subsumes it within” (65). This he takes 

through to Locke, for whom “property is the continuation of subjective identity,” as “the 

potential risk of a world given in common…is neutralized by an element that is presupposed by 

its same originary manifestation because it is expressive of the relation that precedes and 

determines all of the others: the relation of everybody with himself or herself in the form of 
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personal identity…Once the proprietary logic is wedded to a solid underpinning such as 

belonging to one’s own body, it can now expand into communal space” (66-67). Within this 

“communal” space, after the moment of appropriation, “every other individual loses the right 

over it, such that one can be legitimately killed in the case of theft. Seeing how through work the 

appropriate object is incorporated into the owner’s body, it then becomes one with the same 

biological life, and is defended with the violent suppression of the one that threatens it as the 

object has now become an integral part of his [sic] life” (66). Law can then regulate the private, 

proprietary self, at the same time community becomes impossible under these parameters, as the 

threat of others becomes the dictate of community among mutually immune individuals (51). 

Abandonment is not only the legal application of a sovereign ban, as Agamben proposes (1995, 

29), but a more complex relation—an immanent recognition of “other” life via its negation. 

The entanglement and perhaps confusion that emerges here between sovereign power, 

law, and the right of property has been investigated by a variety of scholars in terms of the 

“pirate” figure, one who transgresses ordinary property rights and relations. Daniel Heller-

Roazen articulates the classical basis of what he calls the “piratical paradigm,” based on Cicero’s 

doctrine of the pirate as “the common enemy of all” (2009, 10). While enemies are subject to 

certain rightful treatments under Roman law (15), the pirate is constructed across history as “a 

figure who, while human, stands resolutely outside [the fellowship of the human species]” (17-

18). These “abandoned” and “faithless” figures outside of society, who cannot be by definition 

“lawful enemies,” garner exceptional treatment, and exceptional cruelty under the law of nations 

(18-19). This intimate relation of piracy to the construction of law and regulation under an 

international system, now controlled and enforced by liberal governments of the Global North, 

formally constructs a “common enemy” whose life is negated, who can be killed by anyone, 
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which negates the very project of a common humanity. Bhaskar Sarkar updates Heller-Roazen’s 

formulation in terms of the figure of the ideological construction of the “pirate-terrorist,” the 

“specter” of which “remains a potent embodiment of today’s anxious zeitgeist, a distillation of 

various risks and threats—actual, virtual, imagined” (2016, 349). This spectral, multitudinous 

otherness is conceived as an uncontrollable form of life, a contagion that must be “immunized” 

against, in Esposito’s definition. As Sarkar continues (via Esposito), this governmentality 

“requires a categorical separation of a vulnerable ‘us’ from a menacing ‘them,’ an interior ‘here’ 

from an exterior ‘there.’ These monsters and outsiders are constituted within the overall system: 

their overall status as internal exteriorities (spatialized as prisons, ghettos, camps) helps manage 

the liberal tension between control and freedom” (350). It is important that the focus on piracy 

has frequently re-emerged in terms of intellectual property. The transgressors of this supposedly 

rightful immaterial property relation are considered among the most abandoned and faithless, at 

the same time that the process of harvesting of value from uncompensated cognitive labor is 

normalized in the overdeveloped Global North (Terranova 2002). Sarkar notes that supranational 

agreements on intellectual property represent external imposition of liberal legality as well as 

internal “fetishization of creative labor as a ‘higher form of labor’” among the middle-class 

Global South, despite the complicated and competing determinants of legitimacy and position of 

the piratical in these contexts (2016, 353). But with the signing on to supranational intellectual 

property regimes, nation-states introduce “overlapping sovereignties” into spaces of piracy and 

informality, and “these ‘schizoid’ spaces [render] the separation of legal from illegal practically 

impossible. Laws, it turns out, are never simply laws” (354). Thus, thresholds of legitimacy 

operate on the daily level of illegality and valorize certain types of “creativity” in technological, 

enterprise-based economies: “Whose ‘creativity’ and ‘potential’ are being invoked here?” (355)  
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As neoliberal governance constantly posits an outside and a spectral figure of repression 

or assimilation, “It is because of the ultimate unfeasibility of such markers and barriers that 

gestures of immunization and securitization remain largely performative, a performativity that 

embodies the contradictions of liberalism, including the need to simultaneously mobilize and 

regulate, isolate and assimilate” (351). These hollow gestures emphasize the performative 

dimension of what Povinelli refers to as the “failure” of “social investment” under neoliberalism, 

as both social welfare programs and cultural recognition are performed failures by governments 

in the service of market integration (2011, 23-24). Labor in the so-called “survival sector” of 

informal economies, in particular around technological media, is entwined with the failure of 

digital economies and their attempted regulation, with particular dynamics of innovation, 

entrepreneurialism, and creativity (Sarkar 2016, 356-358). These are valorized in complex, 

speculative ways, including via the normativizing impulse of Western responses to the 

contagions and potentiations of piratical activity, which mirror the metaphors of “network 

society” and prompt perennial attempts at regulation and incorporation (362). However, the 

immunitary impulse of modern governmentality does not necessarily shut down these activities, 

“its legion human parasites” (362), as it requires these forms of social “innovation” for 

enrichment. Rather, Sarkar asks, “how does the parasitical nature of the pirate become an 

aperture to a world constituted on a basis of such mutualities [of viral socialities]?” (363) 

Outlined below, Povinelli discusses the “sprawling social worlds” that are revealed by looking in 

the shadow of liberal governance (2011, 78), in the survival sector of those “making do and 

getting by” (Sarkar 2016, 356). Lisa Parks describes such spaces not as purely informal, but as 

“part of a ‘multitude of interlocking systems and forces,’ grasping the complex dynamics of 

causation, and tracking the ‘changing location and nature of capacities for agency’” as they 
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reveal the large and small-scale dynamics of technological infrastructures and their relation to 

everyday life in specific places (2015, 119). In rural Zambia, “Internet infrastructure is 

inseparable from the electricity and human biopower that energizes it,” but this biopower is 

employed and utilized in a variety of formal and informal ways by the companies and agencies 

providing these services (119-120). As Ramon Lobato and Julian Thomas put it, “Formal and 

informal media economies dance together under the sign of technological modernity” (2015, 29). 

What studies of these spaces can reveal, at points of mediation between official 

infrastructures and dispossessed populations, are the ways in which infrastructures abandon or 

are enriched by the biopower of given populations, whether in the realm of welfare, culture, 

circulation, technology, and then how populations continue to live in these gaps. As both 

Elizabeth Povinelli and Dipesh Chakrabarty articulate, those consigned to the “imaginary waiting 

room of history” (Chakrabarty 2000, 8) are relegated to an always-yet-to-come future, put in the 

“brackets of recognition” as “what form, or mode, recognition takes when this moment of 

intelligibility is deferred, bracketed, or denied and recognition is not able to overcome liberal 

intolerance” (Povinelli 2011, 76). Those consigned to the waiting rooms of history “are living 

within these waiting rooms,” suspended between tenses, the trauma of the past and the promise 

of a more comfortable future (78). So even though historiography must overcome the historicist 

tendency to consign such spaces, this does little to address the durative aspects of living within 

them, of “making do and getting by” (and this is key to her repeated critique of Agamben’s camp 

metaphor [10]). Recognition provides temporary protection or alleviation, as “norms provide a 

feeling of safety insofar as they provide an experience of possible judgment and assessment and, 

retroactively, a place of certainty. But these norms hardly make these spaces [of abandonment] 

disappear for those who inhabit them” (129). As Sarkar describes the market dynamics of 
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recognition: “Without the guarantee of a job, a roof, or the next meal, liberal assertions of 

‘economic opportunity for all’ or ‘equality in the eyes of the law’ ring hollow” (2016, 356). But 

the informal socialities of such spaces, the contagion or the risk of the common, human 

community negated by liberal governance’s individualizing mechanisms and in-built exceptions, 

generates an other that can be brutally persecuted or simply left to die in the unfeeling 

mechanisms of the market without the protection of the state, denied claims to ownership of the 

proprietary body politic of governed humanity as infrastructures of governance are built around, 

on top, or in place of them. 

(Neo)liberalism and Abandonment 

These forms of governance arise and multiply throughout the twentieth century, but 

intensify with the rise of neoliberalism. Povinelli poses neoliberalism in relation to “late 

liberalism” to describe the governance of social abandonment, especially in settler colonial and 

postcolonial contexts. Although she distinguishes between the two, they are not external to one 

another (2011, 29). Elaborating on Ursula Le Guin’s “The Ones Who Walk Away from 

Omelas,” Povinelli discusses how social abandonment is structured into the “happiness” of 

dominant societies, in the metaphor of a suffering child in a broom closet that everyone knows 

about, but does nothing to help, or risk compromising the happiness of the society (1-5). The 

suffering of socially abandoned populations is “ordinary, chronic, and cruddy rather than 

catastrophic, crisis-laden, and sublime” (3), and yet the socially abandoned share in the same 

social body, as the unhappiness of the part is necessary for the happiness of the whole (4). 

Through what David Harvey calls “accumulation by dispossession,” or the continuous process of 

primitive accumulation through various forms of imperialism (18), “The internal spoils of this 

new organization of neoliberal governmentality did not lead to a general rise in the life-worlds of 
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all people. Rather than the doors of various broom closets being swung open, the occupants of 

these closets were shuffled around while new justifications for belonging and abandonment 

emerged” (19). But what interests Povinelli in her conception of late liberalism is not necessarily 

dispossession but rather Foucault’s description of the “noncorrespondence between laissez-faire 

liberalism and neoliberalism” (21). New forms of governmentality, in the normativization of the 

“market” through “aggressive social policies,” meant transformation in liberal governance of life 

and death: “Any form of life that could not produce values according to the market logic would 

not merely be allowed to die, but, in situations in which the security of the market (and since the 

market was now the raison d’etre of the state, the state) seemed at stake, ferreted out and 

strangled…Any form of life that is not organized on the basis of market values is characterized 

as a potential security risk” (22). The risk of the common, the risk of the informal, the risk of 

non-normative social worlds. Failure is built into the neoliberal logic, as the social investment of 

the state (the politics of recognition) glosses over the abandonment of inclusion, of subjecting 

populations to the care of the “market” (23): “from the perspective of the future good that market 

integration would bring, this present suffering, we were told, should be bracketed. Focus on the 

future” (24). “Late liberalism,” then, describes the responses of liberal governmentality in the 

face of “legitimacy crises in the wake of anticolonial, new social movements, and new Islamic 

movements” as well as long-standing and unresolved formations of social difference (25). As 

these spaces were heightened and intensified,  

this legitimacy crisis was…turned into a crisis of culture for the governed as state after 

state instituted formal or informal policies of cultural recognition (or cognate policies 

such as multiculturalism) as a strategy for addressing the challenge of internal and 

external difference that they faced…the crisis would no longer be a crisis of liberal 
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legitimacy but a crisis of how to allow cultures a space within liberalism without 

rupturing the core frameworks of liberal justice. In short, in late liberalism to care for 

difference is to make a space for culture to care for difference without disturbing key 

ways of figuring experience—ordinary habitual truths. And thus to assess care in late 

liberalism is to assess the capacity of culture as an agent of care (26).  

Through these processes, the “truth” of social others came to be judged by their potentiality (29), 

which could only be unleashed by incorporation into the market, the liberal state’s privileged 

mechanism of abandonment. In neoliberalism, crisis-laden, clearly defined events tend to be 

absorbed into governing technologies that intensify state power and open market areas for 

exploitation (145-146). But late liberal responses to these crises, and the crises themselves, are 

not isolated events, but a series of unfolding circumstances brought on and responded to by a 

variety of adaptive governing procedures. These configurations of difference 

allow the killing of all social projects that do not produce market forms of life to be 

justified on the basis of a distinction between societies of freedom and those of 

constraint, and the security risk of allowing the latter to gain a footing in the former. They 

make these forms of killing and letting die seem right, reasonable, and good. They figure 

the relationship between dominant forms, justifications, and experiences of social 

belonging, abandonment, and endurance and changing economic forms such as the recent 

dramatic cycle between capital accumulation and concentration and capital contraction 

and realignment (29).  

These forms of late liberal governance are facilitated through mechanisms of inclusion into a 

market system and its “ways of making live, making die, and letting die” (29), maintaining 

normative monopoly and evading the re-distribution of proprietary right. 



	

	

Brodie 35 

Ireland, Media, and the Politics of Recognition 

While representational analyses are important to understand the cultural imaginations of 

given sociopolitical conditions and populations, they fail to account for the immanent social lives 

of abandoned populations represented, and the ways in which representation itself can either 

account for, glosses over, or normalizes formal responses to social issues. Povinelli provides a 

rubric for responsible ethnographic approaches to these theoretical issues under the traditions of 

critical theory, weaving in and out of discourse and on-the-ground engagement and politics. As 

she asks herself in terms of “immanent critique”: “If the possibilities of new forms of life dwell 

and are sheltered within the variation between the force of existing and the power of acting 

within these intensified zones of being and not being, then what does immanent critique demand 

of those who live in these zones?” (10) Her recognition of the cultural technologies of liberal 

normativity meant to incorporate and incapacitate during crises of legitimacy articulates the 

stakes of studying social division under late liberal governance in settler colonial and 

postcolonial states. The cultural crisis that provokes the normativizing response of the liberal 

state is a recurring topic in the discourses of national cultural formations during globalization, 

especially in Ireland. A renewed focus on internal social division has been among the most 

generative (if abject) hangovers from the Tiger era and globalization. Ireland’s postcolonial 

specificity is most often posed in relation to the colonizer, and has informed most discourses of 

oppression in the colonial surveillance and governance of Irish subjects but also as its “cracked 

mirror image” (Kearney 1997, 11). However, Ireland has also been absorbed under Western 

modernity (and Irishness incorporated as a “white” ethnicity) (Asava 2013, 5-9). These tensions 

often belie the “quagmire” of feminist and nationalist politics, the residues of Catholic 

dominance in the country, and the historical duration of the state’s governance of women’s 
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bodies: the “construction of a uterus as national space masks the actual dynamics of a patriarchal, 

borderline-theocratic postcolonial state that not only regulated women’s access to birth control 

and abortion, but also sanctioned the incarceration of women in Magdalene laundries” (Scarlata 

2013, 41-42). The state, Church, community assemblage of surveillance and repression 

emphasizes the everyday functioning of discipline in a postcolonial state negotiating and 

policing, ideologically and physically, its forcefully maintained national body politic (43-52). 

There has been a growing body of work addressing the complicity of Irish missionaries and 

conquerors in the expansion of British colonial rule (Asava 2013, 8fn11), which repudiate and 

complicate Republican victim narratives, especially in terms of renewed white nationalism 

among both Irish citizens and the diaspora (33). So while productive in terms of unpacking the 

particular problematics of Ireland as divided, Western, postcolonial nation-state, representational 

discourses often reproduce arguments of identity against identity, taking recourse to competing 

claims of subjugation and victimhood which, while vital in the everyday political functioning of 

safety and survival for oppressed and impoverished populations across the globe, fail to address 

the complicities and complexities of such narratives of recognition in the structural functioning 

of neoliberal governance, which amplifies divisions and individualism to ensure the continued 

impotence of communitarian counter-organization (Harvey 2005, 7-8; Esposito 2008, 50-51). 

While much Irish cinema immediately preceding the most forceful tectonic movements 

of globalization, during the “first wave” in the 1970s-1980s, investigated the gender, racial, and 

class dynamics of nationalism and partition (Barton 2004, 85), leaps have been made within 

cinema and media in terms of investigating the heightened complexities of social division under 

global (neoliberal) capitalism. However, representational modes of analysis often take precedent 

over engagement with the material processes of cultural globalization. Frequent identifications of 



	

	

Brodie 37 

“crises” of cultural representation following consumer waves of globalization (Radley 2013), 

especially with regards to the negotiation of a more tolerant multicultural space in relation to 

racial and gender politics (Harrower 2007; Asava 2013), often take recourse to unintentionally 

immunitary politics of “national” identities and bodies of work. In terms of probing the place of 

“others” within Irish space, the continued study of onscreen representation and counting 

inclusion in the national output succumbs to what Zélie Asava identifies, but fails to diagnose as 

a process of immunitary cultural recognition, in terms of the change in the Irish Citizenship Act 

in 2004 which signaled a less “multicultural” definition of Irishness: “there have been many 

developments since then which evidence a cultural shift, as many have adapted to a new 

understanding of what it means to be Irish; a definition tied less to history and linked more to 

contribution” (3, my emphasis). This neoliberal logic, that contribution to a national culture, 

vaguely defined (but assumed in a quantifiable sense), determines the place of marginalized 

communities within any given milieu, discounts forms of creativity and community generated by 

such differences within a given space. Difference is made apprehensible, measurable, and 

potentially profitable. Representational discourses, which tie the current and future conditions of 

marginalized groups to inclusion within an official national or supranational identity formation 

based on recognizable contribution, act to ensure the maintain the liberal state’s administration of 

such difference by policing legitimacy and amplifying other exclusions (those not easily 

incorporated into the body politic as neutralized risk), those removed from the care of the state 

and left to the market. Natalie Harrower, in her discussion of queer representation in Liz Gill’s 

Goldfish Memory, also points to this: “The politics of gay/lesbian/bisexual identity have not been 

fully hashed out on Irish screens, but the appearance of Goldfish Memory signals that the 

mainstream market, at least in the darkened halls of the cinema, is ready to incorporate images of 
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nonnormative sexualities as part of an evolving definition of Irishness” (2007, 226, my 

emphasis). This seamless equation of a national body playing out its desires in the market, 

through which it can be re-defined and normalized, allows only a future tense of desires for 

equality in the compromise of speculative market incorporation: “the presentation of sexuality 

does for Irish cinema what the Spire on O’Connell Street does for Irish architecture: it wishes 

into existence a pluralist moral landscape that a newly multicultural, post-Celtic Tiger Ireland is 

only starting to experience” (227). Multicultural visual representation is designated as a positive 

(if incomplete) result of the rise of globalized consumer (white and middle-class) culture (226), 

and situates consumerism alongside a newly multicultural paradigm that positions national 

cinema next to an immunitary definition of the body politic, echoing Povinelli’s reference to the 

future-tense of market integration (2011, 12). The incorporation of “non-normative” identities 

into the body of a (mostly state-funded) “national cinema” reproduces and serves an immunitary 

function, ensuring the proliferation of the nation-state as a normative model (albeit transformed 

with multiplicities and mobilities of a heightened globalism) under neoliberal logics of rule and 

marketized (in)tolerance: “Ireland’s emergence as a modern nation is dependent on a divorce 

from the past, an embrace of the Euro, and a new European identity. However, the celebration of 

Ireland’s cosmopolitanism and modernity is not the opposite of nationalism, it is merely a 

mutated form of nationalism, one tailored to accommodate globalization” (Scarlata 2013, 251).  

In addition, sociological approaches in media studies addressing populations left in the 

shadow of official infrastructure, such as recent immigrant populations (Kerr 2007), swing the 

scales towards more statistical representations of data as a form of understanding these messy 

spaces in terms of a more quantifiable and instrumental methodology. Povinelli notes that the 

“science of statistics” forces a given imaginary which allows the state to conjure knowledge of 
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its population by obliterating the lived, cumulative reality of what statistics represent, forcing the 

situation to conform to normative definitions of eventfulness and “its ethical dictates of 

empathetic identification. As a result, nothing new happens” (2011, 153). A similar imaginary 

applies to market-driven discourses of representation and access, which impose normative 

standards onto the visibility of given social groups. Nonetheless, in media studies, the space of 

the screen retains a strong pull. Scarlata’s approach to Irish cinema in a national formation 

addresses this “quagmire” of representation and politics via strong recourse to historiography and 

critical theory. Her focus is on the cinematic representation of the space and technologies of 

violence under contemporary sovereignty, especially in the highly precarious spaces of 

incarceration, forced servitude, and torture, intimately related to Ireland’s history of nationalism. 

Similar to Sarkar’s identification of overlapping constructions of (il)legitimacy, Scarlata 

addresses the “crucial link between nationalism, state power, and the policing of gender and 

sexuality. A study of incarceration in Irish film facilitates a potent critique of state-of-emergency 

discourses and reveals the global relevance of Irish cinema and history to questions of terrorism, 

counter-insurgency strategies, and the inclusion of sexual and gender transgression in ever-

lengthening lists of crimes against the nation” (2013, 3). 

The space of exception is intimately related to the governance and suppression of 

Northern Irish subjects and the policing of the border across modern Irish history, as both states 

on the island “normalized the exclusion and incarceration of specific populations who, 

accidentally or deliberately, challenged the political, social, and religious systems that prevailed 

on either side of the Irish border” (2). However, she notes that this overt conflict has often 

overshadowed the more subtle forms of oppression that have intensified since the Republic 

gained independence: “while violence and martial law in the North became the most overt way 
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that Ireland was occupied, the rest of the island was occupied by a conservative form of Irish 

nationalism that colluded with the Catholic Church in policing the borders of gender and 

sexuality” (4). Nationalism is intimately tied to this sectarian ideology, and Catholicism tied to 

and mobilized by feelings of dispossession, as Protestantism was historically tied to the 

landowning ascendancy class (Kearney 1997, 7). Thus, by including the Republic in her 

“analyses of cinematic zones of abandonment, I demonstrate the need for postcolonial 

historiography to guard against the amnesia and nostalgic appeal of nationalism as well as 

colonialism” (Scarlata 2013, 5-6). While Asava and Radley are by no means amnesiac 

nationalists, there remains a focus on the national body that forgoes its complexity and the perils 

of reforming Irish identity around a globalized, multicultural framework that is always at some 

point in the future, Irish somehow, and operating under logics of market expansion. Scarlata 

identifies a more productive “permanent crisis” of Irish political identity, related to the 

“geographical invisibility” of the border between the North and the Republic that nonetheless 

remains a definitive feature of national constructions (8). As a discursive tool, the border is 

constitutive of “Irishness” as an always-policed formation:  

homegrown borders along class, gender, religious, and ideological lines are both informal 

and formalized; they are self-imposed as well as imposed from outside. Internal divisions 

within Ireland, North and South, often correspond to physical spaces of confinement—

the home, Magdalene laundries, prisons, northern working class neighborhoods bounded 

by barbed-wire walls and army checkpoints, and low-income housing estates in the 

republic…so that while the Irish border contradicts the easy movement through space 

promised by tourism, internal borders point to the limited mobility of certain segments of 

the population in both states on the island. Dedicated to confining and controlling the 
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bodies of people construed as threats to society, the state, and national security, these 

spaces reproduce zones of abandonment, turning Ireland into an echo chamber of 

exceptionality, exclusion, and alienation (13).  

Scarlata’s approach helps understand and move past the incorporation of social difference into a 

fixed (state) body politic by understanding the ways in which the ideological and physical space 

of Ireland produces, polices, and circulates with internal mechanisms and technologies of social 

division and abandonment, addressing “the peculiarities of Irish history (including colonialism, 

partition, and a near-constant stream of emigration since the mid-nineteenth century) as well as 

those of Irish film history (weak state support, tax incentives for foreign production companies, 

and the presence of non-Irish funding and talent from the silent era to the present)” (14). This 

points to how the exception is constitutive of any arrangement of the “nation” as exceptional 

spaces and policies have driven both national and industrial development in the Republic related 

to external economic and geopolitical flows (Gibbons 1996; MacLaran and Kelly 2014; Murphy 

et al. 2014). While still focusing on representation, Scarlata acknowledges that films set in the 

Republic are “a stark reminder that the politics of the body cannot be separated from the politics 

of the state” (2013, 15). In the neoliberal state, biopolitical comparisons become grimmer: 

“Neoliberalism works by colonizing the field of value—reducing all social values to one market 

value—exhausting alternative social projects by denying them sustenance” (Povinelli 2011, 134). 

As the Irish state has followed the doctrine of neoliberalism like a textbook (MacLaran and Kelly 

2014), and social protections and cultural infrastructures have been publicly slashed and heavily 

privatized on equal planes (Hearne 2014; Lawton et al. 2014), an understanding of these 

dynamics is crucial to the study of governance and social division in contemporary Ireland. 

Immanence 
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But Scarlata never takes the next step to immanence: how did, and how might in the 

future, these resistances and images open space for solidarity across the oppressed, precarious, 

and dispossessed of the world, for more vital forms of community and political mobilization 

which necessarily must fall outside of the purview of the state? In other words, how do the 

spaces of living labor and social abandonment operate the internal destructive tendency of the 

capitalism that vitalizes (and keeps alive) the liberal governance of life and death within these 

spaces? How does the common survive in spaces designed to enact its absolute sequestration and 

subjugation? In Ireland, powerful movements towards the elimination of differential governance, 

as in protests around abortion referenda and the history of community and prison activism in 

Northern cities (Scarlata 2013; Barton 2004), have been generated in the spaces of those subject 

to be killed or left to die by the technologies of the state, and have been among the vital forces in 

Leftist politics on the island. But one must remember that the “positive exception” (Ong 2006, 

101) retains a monopoly on the legitimate uses of violent force and the “right to kill,” which as 

Achille Mbembe notes, “are no longer the sole monopoly of states” (2003, 31). To valorize 

precarity’s political vitality runs the risk of reproducing it—Povinelli notes that the “conditions 

of excess always sit side by side with conditions of exhaustion and endurance that put into 

question the neat capture of substance by capital and other biopolitical projects and complicates 

the simple ethical investment in the thresholds and transitions of becoming within biopolitics” 

(2011, 130). But the interrelation of increasing precarity of life and labor across all aspects of 

social life is evident, and should be thought of in terms of the biopolitical governance and 

capitalization of life itself, through which the system (as a body) enriches itself and finds new 

outlets and inputs for intensification and abandonment. The privatization of risk and the 

individualization of care, which responds to the elimination of infrastructures designed to share 
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or alleviate the burden (157), points to the refusal of the late liberal state to preserve life outside 

of market value, but is also the condition of social reproduction and labor in late liberal society 

(159). In a neoliberal state, “all goods are generated in a system of distributed misery,” and “any 

social investment that does not have a clear end—a projected moment when input value (money, 

services, care) can be replaced by output value—is not merely economically suspect but morally 

suspect, no matter the life-enhancing nature of the investment” (162). The moral edifice of 

legitimacy based on market-value structures the logics of care in the neoliberal state, and the 

thresholds of life that can be protected, persecuted, killed, or left to die under official legal 

structures. But if these logics of care were restructured for the day-to-day “ease of coping” of 

abandoned populations, “What it would discover there is that everything is jerry-rigged. Rather 

than menacing terrorists, they would find people trying to make a small, frail shelter” (160). 

Conclusion 

Spaces of informality, exception, and abandonment exist, and continue to be reproduced 

on a global scale and locally in any space touched by capitalism. Povinelli’s question is crucial: 

“If it is true that to be in these spaces of abandonment, exhaustion, and excess radically reduces 

being and true also that it is being in these spaces that provides the possibility of being otherwise, 

then what should an ethically informed politics be?” (2011, 129) Analyzing forms of governance 

by which these conditions are created, governed, policed, and proliferated is necessary, and the 

representation and awareness of such spaces is equally vital. However, it is within the zones of 

the oppressed that these systems of governance will run into their greatest resistance. It is thus 

important to understand the complexities of culture and care, and to use the toolboxes of both 

theory and the common to articulate a future politics to overcome the limitations continually 

erected by liberal governance as capitalism adapts to its own destructive tendencies.  
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