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Keywords: Neoliberalism is marked by fiscal austerity. Yet, in response to the COVID-19 crisis states again,
Tax state briefly, began to exercise fiscal discretion. We reflect on the potential for a more enduring shift in
Schumpeter

fiscal politics beyond neoliberalism by placing recent developments in the historical context of

Welf?re state the ‘tax state’. We make two claims. First, we argue that different phases of capitalism are re-
Neoliberalism . o . .
Financialization flected in, and can be understood through, changes in fiscal accounting practices that demarcate

public and private, and mark turning points for the role of the state within capitalism. Charting
the unravelling of the Keynesian welfare state, we propose a fiscal understanding of neoliberalism
in which asymmetric applications of capital accounting practices facilitated the financialisation of
the state. Second, we argue democratic pressures are giving rise to forms of ‘fiscal hybridity’ that
reassert accounting symmetries between public and private wealth to potentially create ‘fiscal
space’. We examine how the fiscal actions taken by states in response to COVID-19 express hy-
bridity, reflecting contestation over neoliberal policy models that was emerging prior to the
pandemic, as fiscal politics shifts the state’s focus to its role as creditor, underwriter and investor.

Fiscal policy

1. Introduction

The COVID-19 crisis produced a radical reorientation of fiscal and monetary policy. Limits on state action were replaced by a surge
of public spending and a flood of liquidity. While much of the spending was temporary, the scale of fiscal policy and the shift in
monetary policy suggest a break with the period of neoliberalism so closely associated with fiscal constraint. Adam Tooze (2021b)
summed up this sentiment in the New York Times, arguing that the pandemic had revealed that “Budget constraints don’t seem to exist;
money is a mere technicality. The hard limits of financial sustainability, policed, we used to think, by ferocious bond markets, were
blurred by the 2008 financial crisis. In 2020, they were erased.”

Critical accountants have offered important insights into both the development of capitalist modes of accumulation in general, and
to the rise and organisation of neoliberal capitalism (Catchpowle et al., 2004; Chiapello, 2007, 2017). In the wake of COVID-19, we
bring these critical accounting perspectives into conversation with state theory from political economy, fiscal sociology and economic
geography to analyse the relationship between accounting, capitalism and statecraft over time, and reflect on future possibilities. We
argue fiscal accounting practices, that is practices used to track, account for, or quantify the exercise of fiscal power, have formed a
crucial element of statecraft. Fiscal accounting practices mediate between pressures to maintain both democratic legitimacy and
private accumulation by managing the boundaries between public and private finance. As political economists, we understand
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accounting practices to include a range of actions that translate economic ideas into ways of governing, including but not limited to
formal accounting standards. We do not argue accounting practices cause shifts in governance, but rather that changing accounting
practices reflect broader changes in the political economy as an integral component of new forms of statecraft. These ‘fiscal reflections’
are a useful lens to understand the changing role of the state in capitalism. At a time when COVID-19 has radically reshaped boundaries
between public and private, we focus on changes in fiscal accounting to explore key turning points in fiscal history and understand
contests over emerging forms of fiscal power. We analyse processes taking place across the OECD, led by Anglo-American capitalism,
which has maintained an outsized though uneven influence on shifts in fiscal accounting and politics.

Our analysis develops in five steps. First, following other scholars of neoliberalism and the state, we introduce Joseph Schumpeter’s
(1991) fiscal sociology and his concept of the ‘tax state’ as a framework for connecting changes in fiscal practice to turning points in the
reorganisation of the state’s role within capitalism. Schumpeter centres the state’s fiscal methods in his understanding of both capi-
talism and the state, which manifest in the tax state’s ability to make ‘public’ claims on ‘private’ resources. Second, we connect
Schumpeter’s public/private distinction to explanations of the rise of the welfare state and macroeconomic management, supported by
changes in state accounting practice. While Schumpeter (1991, p. 100) understood state finances as a ‘collection of hard, naked facts’,
we draw on critical accounting scholarship to identify how Keynesian fiscal accounting and budgeting practices defined and reor-
ganised public and private spheres, facilitating new fiscal strategies by unions and social democratic parties to protect the reproduction
of labour. The fiscal tools of the welfare state fostered a ‘peace formula’ to mediate between pressures on the state to maintain private
accumulation and to maintain legitimacy through public action in response to democratic demands. Third, we develop a fiscal un-
derstanding of neoliberalism by exploring how neoliberal reforms asymmetrically applied capital accounting conventions and con-
cepts within state finances to constrain the tax state. Reforms were asymmetric, we argue, in how they selectively incorporated
economic ideas of market value, investment and wealth into fiscal accounting practices to exaggerate fiscal constraints. By applying
market conventions to state finance asymmetrically, neoliberal budgeting constrained overtly democratic, public fiscal tools, while
facilitating less visible fiscal methods.

The final two sections examine ongoing fiscal politics that work with and contest the tools of neoliberal governance. Fourth, we
argue that the financialised state created by neoliberal restructuring has neither resolved nor negated democratic pressures. Rather,
capital accounting helps to redirect these tensions away from struggles over the overt use of taxation and spending powers, and to-
wards the use of financialised fiscal tools, grounded in logics of assets and debts, which combine elements of public and private finance.
Asymmetric accounting reforms, often advanced by private financial actors, limit the ability of the ‘tax state’ to respond to citizens by
imposing fiscal discipline via market creditors. New accountabilities to market creditors instead produce a ‘debt state’, while facili-
tating ‘hidden’ forms of state support to capital.

Lastly, we identify how democratic pressures are being reflected in emerging forms of ‘fiscal hybridity’ that apply symmetry be-
tween public and private wealth to create new areas of ‘fiscal space’. This trend, already evident through the Global Financial Crisis,
intensified through COVID-19, and is continuing even as austerity returns. In the fifth and final section, we reflect on fiscal responses to
COVID-19 that have applied fiscal hybridity in ways that were conditioned by, but potentially represent a break from, neoliberal
governance. We identify examples in which states, particularly the Federal Government in the United States, exercised fiscal power in
hybrid forms using categories of private finance, including as creditor, underwriter and investor. We connect these apparently
financialised policy models to earlier forms of resistance to neoliberal governance to reflect on the implications for contesting and
renegotiating the advance of asset-based logics towards more democratic ends.

2. Fiscal sociology and the rise of the ‘tax state’

We build our analysis from Joseph Schumpeter’s (1991 [1918]) account of the ‘tax state’. The essay was published in the aftermath
of WWI when states confronted a similarly sudden expansion in fiscal demands, one year before Schumpeter was appointed as Finance
Minister in the new Austrian Republic (Musgrave, 1992, p. 90). Schumpeter’s pioneering work developing ‘fiscal sociology’ has been
an important reference for theorists of neoliberalism and the state (Streeck, 2014, pp. 70-72; Jessop, 2016; Whiteside, 2021; Cameron,
2006), and can inform how we interpret the apparent sudden shift in fiscal and monetary norms accompanying COVID-19. Schumpeter
not only identifies the importance of public finance to state power, but also the distinction between public and private finance as
central to the organisation of market economies. This ‘dynamic interface’ between public and private finance is central to state
theoretic accounts of the relationship between democracy and capitalism, and the possibilities for political alternatives (August et al.,
2022).

The rise of market capitalism reflects changes in economic organisation and rationality. Critical accountants have focused attention
on the role of accounting innovation within the rise of industrial capitalism (Carruthers & Espeland, 1991), exploring how accounting
and management practices advanced together through industrialisation (Bryer, 2005). Much of this work centres the role of double-
entry bookkeeping in facilitating the practices of profit making required for capitalist modes of accumulation (Chiapello, 2007). As
Weber (1978, p. 91) outlined, ‘capital accounting’ developed as ‘peculiar to rational economic profit-making’, with its focus on valuing
‘opportunities for profit’ and verifying ‘profit-making activity’ over time. Tracing and quantifying profitability facilitates the
expansion of ‘economic advantages’ (assets) controlled by a budget unit, and thus the imperatives of accumulation within the private
sector (Weber, 1978, p. 89). However, sociologists claim it was not only changes within private business that facilitated a new mode of
production, but also the construction of ‘public’ alongside ‘private’ economic spheres.

Schumpeter argues the distinction between public and private finance lies at the heart of capitalism’s social organisation. It is the
state’s fiscal powers, that is, the ability to make legitimate ‘public’ claims over ‘private’ resources, that underpins state power. While
taxes pre-exist capitalism, Schumpeter (1991, pp. 100-101, 106-108) outlines how the rise of a general tax power, rather than rulers
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making specific claims for specific purposes, transformed the feudal prince into the modern state, and made public budgets the record
of the most significant aspects of national history. Schumpeter (1991, p. 110) argued, ‘the expression “tax state” might almost be
considered a pleonasm’. Although taxation is the archetypal tool of public finance, the boundaries of the tax state are not set by formal
taxation powers, but rather the ‘limits of its fiscal potential’ (Schumpeter, 1991, p. 111). His use of ‘fiscal’ is therefore broader than
taxation and the conventional definition of fiscal policy. Schumpeter’s definition rests on a distinction between private finance
managed by individual actors via market contract and disciplined by competition, and public finance reflecting state actions governed
by social and political logics. For example, state incomes produced through public ownership (1991, p. 116), and inflation generated
by publicly authorised monetary expansion (1991, p. 121), are equivalent to taxation, in that they represent state or ‘public’ claims on
‘private’ finances. Following this approach, our use of ‘fiscal power’ refers generally to the exercise of state power over the distribution
of resources.

Schumpeter argued that by making fiscal claims on private resources, the tax state not only constructed its own power; it also
facilitated the rise of market economies within a distinctly ‘private’ sphere. Schumpeter’s account of the rise of capitalism is associated
with the formal separation of economic life from political life through modernity (cf. Wood, 1995). A distinctive feature of bourgeois
society is that production is primarily organised to individual ends, in which ‘what is produced is produced for the purposes of the
private economic subjects’ (Schumpeter, 1991, p. 112). The tax state consolidated this private sphere because ‘tax brings money and
calculating spirit into corners in which they do not dwell as yet’ (Schumpeter, 1991, p. 108). Yet while capital accounting assists
business owners to maximise those private gains, fiscal claims are explicitly concerned with appropriating and redistributing re-
sources, and are grounded in a separate, collective logic. Because the state appropriates from other private interests, it cannot be seen
to act for itself, but rather ‘only as a machine for the common purpose’ (Schumpeter, 1991, p. 110). It is precisely the state’s claim on
resources for general purposes, rather than specific expenditures, that simultaneously justifies state finance in terms of collective
benefit and opens space for a private economic sphere of bourgeois rationality.

‘Public’ claims on ‘private’ resources by the tax state reinforced the operations and interests of the latter. Yet, the state’s ‘common
purpose’ increasingly became subject to forms of popular sovereignty and democratic legitimation. Taxation is directly linked to
politics, as citizens use their status as taxpayers to advance claims for representation. At the same time, the separation of public and
private finance demands limits to the tax state because private gain is the driving force of the economy. Therefore, ‘the tax state must
not demand from the people so much that they lose financial interest in production’ (Schumpeter, 1991, p. 112). The state, then, is
subject to conflicting imperatives, to act for the common good, and to constrain itself to facilitate private profit-making and accu-
mulation. While Schumpeter saw this conflict as irresolvable, leading inevitably (and disappointingly) to socialism, public finance
instead became central to the (re-)negotiation of capitalism and democracy. As Jessop (2016, pp. 99-100) summarises, ‘the tax state
must be able to adapt public finances, in their fiscal (revenue) and expenditure dimensions, to the demands of accumulation as well as
to those of political legitimacy’.

In this article, we focus on how changes in state accounting practice broadly align with the periodisations used by political
economists to understand macro-economic change. To do so, we follow Schumpeter’s crucial methodological point that public finances
not only directly mediate social contests, but are symptomatic of much wider historical ‘turning points’ (Cameron, 2006). As the role of
the state changes, so states exercise fiscal power in new ways. Thus, political-economic shifts ‘always involve a crisis of the old fiscal
methods...insofar as everything that happens has its fiscal reflection’ (Schumpeter, 1991, p. 101 emphasis added). To analyse shifts in
public finance across the Keynesian and (post-)neoliberal eras, we place Schumpeter’s theory of the tax state in conversation with
theories of the state from Polanyian and Marxist political economists. Despite coming from different political positions to Schumpeter,
these approaches have similarly analysed crises and reorganizations of the state in terms of tensions between capitalism and de-
mocracy (O’Connor, 1973; Offe, 2018; Polanyi, 1944). Indeed, economist Joan Robinson went as far as describing Schumpeter as
‘Marx with the adjectives changed’ (Harcourt, 2007, p. 56).

Schumpeter’s theory of the tax state did not explicitly address accounting. While he viewed the rise of public (and private) finance
as central to understanding capitalism, he also viewed public accounts as neutral documents: a ‘collection of hard, naked facts which
yet remain to be drawn into the realm of sociology’ (Schumpeter, 1991, p. 100). We therefore draw on critical accounting scholarship
to analyse the importance of the categories used to differentiate and govern public and private finance — categories operationalised
through accounting practices. Following Schumpeter, public and private finance are archetypally defined by fiscal relations — the
‘public’ claim of states on resources controlled by ‘private’ individuals — that are made visible and governable through accounting.
Accounting practices always make only some things visible while obscuring others, but in doing so produce organisational and social
realities (Broadbent, 2002). Accounting, as statecraft, is thus central to demarcating between public and private, which become
imbued with different kinds of structures and rationalities as purportedly political and non-political spheres (Jessop, 2016, p. 47).
Miller (1990) argues that these ‘political rationalities’ of the state are in a reciprocal relationship with the ‘technologies’ governments
use to calculate and enact — technologies that, following Schumpeter, are the ‘fiscal reflection’ of changing social relations.

3. The ‘peace formula’ of the post-war welfare state

Schumpeter’s (1991) analysis of the tax state sought to identify how states burdened by enormous debts after the Great War could
sustain themselves alongside private economies. However, Schumpeter’s view of the tax state as an ‘economic parasite’, reflecting his
political leanings, led him to diagnose a tendency towards its collapse under the weight of increasing social demands for public
expenditure (Schumpeter, 1991, p. 112). His later analysis became even more pessimistic over the fate of capitalism and its tax state,
believing the uncertainties of ‘creative destruction’ would see the state expand and eventually replace capitalism with socialism
(Schumpeter, 1943).
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Instead, the crisis-prone capitalist economies of the early twentieth century gave way to a period of unique stability and growth in
market production, at least for advanced capitalist economies. Capitalist economies sustained expansions of the public sector well
beyond that which Schumpeter thought possible (Musgrave, 1992). This was underpinned by the rise of Keynesian welfare states,
which we argue accompanied a different understanding of state finance linked to changes in fiscal and national accounting. Drawing
on Karl Polanyi’s account of the double movement, social policy scholars saw the welfare state providing a ‘peace formula’, where
public finance acted to decommodify labour, land and money while maintaining market control of other commodities (Offe, 2018). We
argue this formula can be usefully understood as distinguishing and embedding distinct public and private logics of economic inte-
gration (Polanyi, 1957). Keynesian inspired national and fiscal accounting facilitated democratic contestation by distinguishing public
and private finance, clarifying the political choices states and citizens faced.

Polanyi (1944, pp. 71-80) argued the ravages of early industrialisation reflected the expansion of the market to the ‘fictitious
commodities’ of labour, land and money. These inputs are unlike ‘real’ commodities, in that they are reproduced outside market
relations rather than being produced for sale. Families do not produce children for profit, yet their reproduction is the basis of the
future workforce and labour supply. As factors of production, land, labour and money must be incorporated into market prices to allow
the economy to be ‘self-regulating’. Because they are reproduced through different social and ecological logics, commodification
undermines their reproduction, reducing people, the planet and social trust to the price nexus. Unlike Schumpeter or Marx, Polanyi did
not see these dynamics seeding the demise of capitalism. Instead, he envisaged a ‘double movement’, in which ‘the extension of the
market organisation in respect to genuine commodities was accompanied by its restriction in respect to fictitious ones’ (Polanyi, 1944,
p. 76). The double movement echoes the chaotic dynamics of Schumpeter’s creative destruction, while viewing the state, not as the
harbinger of a socialist end to capitalist accumulation, but a moderator of capitalist crisis.

Polanyi’s analysis of the double movement underpins the account of the welfare state as ‘decommodifying’ labour (Esping-
Andersen, 1990; Offe, 2018), and echoes the Keynesian focus on macroeconomic policy to address the perils of private finance. Welfare
state scholars understand policies such as social insurance, public healthcare and wage regulation as a response to the social costs of
fully commodifying labour, reflecting a double movement to decommodify labour ‘to the degree to which individuals, or families, can
uphold a socially acceptable standard of living independently of market participation’ (Esping-Andersen, 1990, p. 37). Environmental
regulation and central banking can likewise be understood as public institutions with the potential to decommodify land and money by
mediating their reproduction according to socially, rather than market, determined principles. In Claus Offe’s (2018, p. 147) terms, the
Keynesian welfare state represented a ‘peace formula’ between the imperatives of private business and the demands of mass publics.
Offe described this formula as directed towards ‘limit[ing] and mitigat[ing] class conflict, to balance the asymmetrical power relation
of labour and capital, and thus to overcome the condition of disruptive struggle and contradictions that was the most prominent feature
of pre-welfare state, or liberal, capitalism’ (Offe, 2018, p. 147). Offe’s peace formula had its fiscal reflection in new modes of mac-
roeconomic management and public financing, which in turn required new accounting tools for both the national economy and
government budgets, built to reflect the macroeconomic aims and understandings of its Keynesian architects (Rollings, 1988; Suzuki,
2003).

Welfare state politics was facilitated by new practices of statecraft tied to economic expertise (Mitchell, 1998; Tooze, 2001). Over
the twentieth century states developed accounting practices that were distinct from the private sector, which were formalised in
different international accounting standards and separate international accounting bodies (Barton, 2005). Where private firms
adopted forms of what Weber had called ‘capital accounting’, states generally adopted models focused on changes in annual revenues
and expenditures, based on methods of cash accounting (Barton, 2007). These differing methods reflected different purposes. Capital
accounting identifies profit and the accumulation of stocks of wealth within the firm, enabling private control of resources. In contrast,
cash accounting techniques, more suited to state imperatives, track flows of income to and from the private sector and across their
borders over a given time. The welfare state grew alongside Keynesian public accounting tools developed to create this macroeconomic
view of the state and economy.

The development of public accounting practices was an integral component of the ‘Keynesian revolution’ (Rollings, 1988). The
alignment of state accounting practices and Keynesian theory is not simply a coincidence, nor solely the result of Keynes describing an
existing reality. As Suzuki’s (2003) and Rollings’ (1988) meticulous accounts of the UK’s public accounting systems demonstrate,
many of those driving the development of new public sector accounting systems were committed Keynesians, self-consciously
embedding his ideas. National accounting systems aligned to Keynesian macroeconomic categories were developed in the UK, US
and other advanced capitalist countries from the 1930s, and were entrenched by the 1950s. Accounting played a critical role in
constructing the very idea of the macroeconomy as an object of state management (Suzuki, 2003). To realise these goals, governments
also needed a Keynesian revolution in fiscal accounting. The Keynesian understanding of aggregate demand, reflected in national
accounts, included income flows between households, firms and governments. Keynesian budgeting was needed to distinguish be-
tween the public and private sectors that make up the national economy, and assess the net addition or reduction in aggregate demand
from flows between public and private spheres. Rollings (1988, pp. 292-294) shows that from the 1940s there were a series of
budgetary reforms in the UK designed to account for the impact of the budget on aggregate demand. These and other similar reforms
(for the US parallel, see Barber, 1996, p. 88) helped create the fiscal techniques governments could use to manage inflation and
promote full employment, a goal enshrined in many countries through the successful and contentious politics of union movements.

Keynesian accounting facilitated the rise of the welfare state peace formula by asserting clear boundaries between private and
public. These distinctions institutionalised what Polanyi (1957) termed different ‘forms of economic integration’ between a private
sector based on market exchange and a public sector based on state redistribution (see Bryant & Spies-Butcher, 2020). Accounting both
crystalized the distinction between private exchange and public redistribution and was used to resolve tensions that arise between
them. The welfare state addressed conflict over the most acute instances of Schumpeter’s capitalism-democracy tension,
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decommodifying aspects of land, labour and money by placing them into the public, political sphere, while supporting expanded
commodification in a growing private sector (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Offe, 2018). As Mudge (2018) argues, Keynesian-inspired
‘economistic’ leftism displaced explicit socialism and played a crucial role in welfare state settlements. It was Keynesian ‘economist
theoreticians’ that mediated between capitalist economics and democratic politics, allowing publics to understand the choices they
could make between taxation and spending, facilitating social democratic demands to expand the tax state (Mudge, 2018).

The tools of public budgeting reflected the political imperatives of nation building, playing an analogous role to capital accounting
for private firms and accumulation within the development of industrial capitalism. Keynesian accounting facilitated analysis of flows
of income and, thus, ‘economic management’. The ‘public’ was constructed in accounting terms to capture revenues collected and
expenditures paid in each period, allowing a calculation of the net stimulatory or contractionary impact of fiscal policy, but also the
boundaries of public finance. Unlike private capital, public money was subject to an explicitly democratic logic, grounded in social
needs, which facilitated various combinations of redistribution and decommodification. By clearly separating ‘public’ and ‘private’,
citizens could understand trade-offs and democratically determine the bounds of the tax state.

Challenging Schumpeter’s parasitic conception of public finance, Marxist political economists emphasised the necessary role of the
state in materially supporting private accumulation. Yet, mirroring Schumpeter’s earlier pessimism, these accounts similarly diag-
nosed a tendency towards crisis arising from democratic claims on public finance. Offe foresaw a crisis of the peace formula that
underpinned the welfare state. He ([1984] 2018, pp. 148-149) argued that ‘the very diversity of the forces that inaugurated and
supported the welfare state could not be accommodated forever within the institutional framework which today appears to come
increasingly under attack.” O’Connor (1973) identified the same tendency driving a ‘fiscal crisis of the state’, anticipating the 1975
debt crisis in New York City which was a forerunner to broader neoliberal austerity. As populations demanded greater protection, the
tensions underlying the peace formula generated renewed conflict. Drawing on O’Connor and Schumpeter, Streeck (2014) argues this
tendency for the size of state finances to grow over time, partly in response to democratic pressure to protect citizens from market risk,
drove a political movement to reassert fiscal limits on the state, and thus limits on democratic (rather than private) control of resources.
Prompted by a number of interconnected economic crises that simultaneously produced high unemployment and inflation throughout
the 1970s, most countries moved, unevenly, from Keynesian welfare to neoliberalism. Governments liberalised labour and capital
markets to reinforce market norms, producing patterns of rising inequality and relative wage stagnation (Cahill & Konings, 2017).

4. Asymmetric neoliberalism and fiscal austerity

Neoliberalism challenged the Keynesian fiscal order by attempting to constrain democratic control over state finance. Overt
retrenchment of the welfare state, however, has proven difficult in advanced capitalist democracies (Pierson, 2001). Instead,
neoliberal reform restructured the state along market lines, ‘encouraging elected representatives and public servants to think and act as
if they are business entrepreneurs’ (Morales et al., 2014, p. 424). Neoliberalism blurred Keynesian distinctions between public and
private to undermine the former as a sphere of democratic politics, while legitimating private accumulation. These changes applied the
imaginary and conventions of capital accounting to the public sector to construct apparent limits to the fiscal (public) powers of the
state, making the state more ‘market-like’ and ‘business-like’ (Bracci et al., 2015; Christensen et al., 2019). By asserting market forms
of equivalence on the state, the neoliberalisation of public budgeting was another instance of capitalist accounting facilitating ‘ever
deepening commodification, into the heart of social life’ (Catchpowle et al., 2004, p. 1041). As critical accountants note, such
application was often asymmetric and incomplete (Ellwood, 2003; Ellwood & Newberry, 2007), precisely, we argue, because its goal
was to limit the scope of democratic claims on public finance, rather than state power generally. Changes to accounting rules were
advanced both by economists explicitly committed to advancing market competition over democratic control (see discussion of
Buchanan in Ellwood & Newberry, 2007) and by large private accounting firms, which benefited from market reform and privatisation
(Arnold & Cooper, 1999).

Enforcing limits on the state’s fiscal capacity became a key site of political struggle from the 1980s, leading to what Brenton (2016)
calls a ‘politics of budgetary surplus’. In the United States, constitutional limits were successfully introduced in California to prevent
increases in taxation, and rules limiting the issuing of debt (the ‘debt ceiling’) were (re-)introduced nationally in the 1990s. In Europe,
conditions of the Maastricht Treaty placed limits on debt finance, while other changes within European economies limited the
discretion of state agencies to manage debt and conduct monetary policy, restructuring administrative decisions within bureaucracies
as contractual arrangements managed by private markets (Lemoine, 2017a, 2017b). Structural Adjustment Programs were enforced on
the Global South to create selectively strong fiscal limits on emerging tax states (Ruccio, 1991). Streeck (2014) argues that these and
other reforms heralded a transformation of the state from tax state to ‘debt state’. Under the debt state, the democratic politics and
citizen accountability of the tax state was replaced by the imposition of discipline on the state via threats from ratings agencies and
bond vigilantes to raise the costs of debt, or from international financial institutions to impose conditionality on loans.

Legal limitations on state borrowing and taxing powers had their fiscal reflection in fiscal strategies that mimicked and combined
with forms of market exchange, such as public private partnerships and marketisation — strategies facilitated by new accounting
techniques that applied principles of capital accounting to state finances. These accounting changes shifted the imaginary of the state
from one grounded in Keynesian macroeconomic management to a conception of the state as pseudo corporation focused on (in)
solvency. As Ellwood and Newberry (2007) outline, these changes were influenced by public choice theories and were explicitly
developed in opposition to Keynesian economics. Accounting reforms sought to apply capital accounting standards from the private
sector to public sector activities, ostensibly to facilitate ‘a level playing field’ between public and private finance but which favoured
forms of privatisation (Christophers, 2018, pp. 199-203). These reforms included the adoption of accrual accounting practices from
the private sector by government agencies (Olson et al., 1998). However, the application of these principles to the state is not straight
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forward. The state does not generate a profit and its ability to operate (trade) in the future is not based on a store of assets, but grounded
in its claim of sovereignty and capacity to levy taxes and issue currency (Barton, 2005). Thus, budget reforms proved both partial and
contradictory, because the debt state remained predicated on the tax state.

Critical accountants identify two types of accounting changes that shaped processes of liberalisation, both of which were advanced
to reconfigure state activity along market lines. First, market advocates argued that public services should be forced to account for their
capital costs and do so on market terms (Bracci et al., 2015; Christensen et al., 2019). In many countries, capital expenditures asso-
ciated with public services were undertaken by public works departments, accounted for and organised separately from service de-
livery. Neoliberal reformers argued incorporating the costs of capital into public service provision on a market basis would facilitate a
level playing field between public and private providers (Ellwood & Newberry, 2007). Because states can access lower cost finance, the
changes also inflated the apparent cost of public provision. The changes obscured the macroeconomic role of public infrastructure
spending, often leading to substantive reorganisation of budget control, allowing contracting out and facilitating corporatisation and
privatisation of publicly run activities. The same principles of capital accounting were implemented unevenly. Reformers sought to
equate public costs to private costs, negating the unique macroeconomic benefits of public spending. However, the full logic of capital
accounting — that is the expansion of ‘economic advantages’ controlled by the budget unit (Weber, 1978, p. 89) — was not applied to
expand public wealth. Instead, ‘pragmatic privatisation” had the effect of reducing budget deficits despite running down government
net worth (Aulich & O’Flynn, 2007, p. 159).

Second, new accounting techniques reconceptualised expected public spending in the future (such as pensions and healthcare) as
liabilities (Zorn, 2009, pp. 71-75). ‘Liability budgeting’, as Baker et al. (2020) call it, focused attention on a future fiscal crisis. For
example, Generational Accounting (GA), calculates future spending based on demography, but calculates future tax revenues as a fixed
proportion of GDP, reflecting an ideological commitment to fiscal constraint (Spies-Butcher & Stebbing, 2019). Fixing revenues as a
proportion of the economy both underestimates increases in tax revenues caused by the combination of rising real incomes and
progressive tax rates, and obscures the cost of fiscal welfare used to subsidise private provision.

The asymmetric nature of neoliberal accounting reforms is highlighted by attempts to both enforce ‘a level playing field’ between
public and private sector capital costs, and frame future public spending as a liability. As critical accountants note, these reforms were
designed to promote austerity by enforcing fiscal discipline on democratic politics while denying the discretion afforded to private
actors by market-based accounting rules (Arnold, 2009; Barton, 2009). Constrained from substantively rolling back the state,
neoliberal reforms had instead adopted ‘roll out’ strategies that reconfigured fiscal powers so they were less visible and thus less
subject to democratic accountability (Peck & Tickell, 2002). While state activities were reorganized along market lines, private ac-
tivities remained heavily embedded in the fiscal powers of state distribution. Neoliberal budgeting rules conceal the fiscal commit-
ments involved in, for example, public-private partnerships and tax concessions, legitimating inequalities as if they are the result of
free exchange (Ashton et al., 2012; Tapp, 2019). The increasing size of state spending over the neoliberal period demonstrates that
neoliberal budgeting rules were applied selectively and failed to impose fiscal discipline in general (Cahill & Konings, 2017).
Budgetary asymmetries and the related strategies of private accountancy firms instead allowed the tax state to mobilise its fiscal
powers to systematically redistribute wealth upwards (Hacker & Pierson, 2010; Sikka, 2015).

5. The financialisation of the state and fiscal hybridity

The financialisation of capitalism in the neoliberal period had its fiscal reflection in an increasingly financialised state. Market-
based accounting conventions in the public sector were themselves financialised. Rather than the distinctive public and private
spheres of the Keynesian era, fiscal questions were increasingly posed in financial market terms. As we explore in this section,
financialised budgetary practices shift fiscal power away from democratic politics, facilitating inequality. However, they have also
created new political terrain for contesting fiscal space, through strategies that challenge the asymmetries of neoliberal budgetary rules
that selectively imposed fiscal constraint. We argue that this has given rise to ‘hybrid’ forms of fiscal power in which democratic claims,
rather than being fully quashed, are redirected, mediated and advanced through financial tools and logics. Fiscal hybridity, we argue,
is central to understanding the dynamics of the tax state in the 21st century, and reveals possibilities for contesting neoliberalism and
building a more democratic post-COVID statecraft.

Critical accounting scholarship has demonstrated that the financialisation of capitalism in the neoliberal era was mutually
constituted by the financialisation of accounting standards and practices (Chiapello, 2015). Key here were changes to financial ac-
counting standards, in particular the emphasis on fair value accounting for asset values, which were originally designed to account for
the value of assets such as financial derivatives on corporate balance sheets (Miiller, 2014; Perry & Nolke, 2006; Zhang & Andrew,
2014). As these changes filtered through to the corporate accounting rules adopted by states, state budgeting processes were finan-
cialised. Fiscal activities were increasingly shifted from conventional fiscal accounts using ‘off budget’ and ‘off balance sheet’ tech-
niques such as loan guarantees and special entities (Merton et al., 2013). Financial market accounting practices broke down the
distinction between public and private finance by restructuring fiscal power in forms that evaded traditional budget accountability
processes, facilitating the (re-)commodification of money in Polanyian terms.

The financialisation of the state (Aalbers, 2017; Peck & Whiteside, 2016) extends new modes of governance based on financial
logics and practices into new domains, including social, environmental, infrastructure and monetary policy (e.g. Bryant, 2019; Cohen
etal., 2021; Lagna, 2016; O’Neill, 2017). Identifying the emergence of the ‘financialised state’, Bryan et al. (2020, p. 262) argue that,
taken together, these ‘apparently discrete policy changes...can be seen to involve the strategic management of leverage and liquidity
and embed a logic of financial derivatives.” Reflecting the key metric of private finance, the management of risk, especially in times of
crisis, is now central to how states maintain both legitimacy and accumulation.
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We argue that the financialisation of the state has both closed off previous spheres of democratic politics while opening new sites
for contestation. Most critical analyses of the financialisation of the state emphasise negative implications for democracy (cf. Streeck,
2014). According to Karwowski et al. (2020), the financialisation of the state reduces democratic accountability, necessitating a
program of ‘de-financialisation’ to rebuild democracy. Such perspectives recognise that neoliberalism threatens democracy not by the
retreat of fiscal power, but by its reconfiguration. Financialised accounting practices make certain kinds of fiscal activity look less
‘state-like’ in order to avoid fiscal constraints on spending and debt, and expectations of democratic accountability. The financialised
state only appears to retreat because fiscal power does not neatly align with traditional (accounting) measures of ‘public’ control in
government budgets. This potentially undermines democracy because those ‘public’ actions of states were previously demarcated as
spheres of legitimate political influence subject to normative principles such as social need.

Reconfiguring fiscal power can obscure opportunities to impose democratic accountability, but it does not remove democratic
pressures. As economic geographers have shown (Ashton et al., 2016; Beswick & Penny, 2018), ongoing democratic pressures produce
new forms of political contestation over financialised statecraft. The political constituencies of established welfare state institutions
resist retrenchment, even as neoliberal budgeting practices appear to make retrenchment inevitable, while previously excluded
populations demand new protections (Esping-Andersen, 1999; Pierson, 2001). Rather than revert to the pre-welfare state nineteenth
century, the ‘disembedding’ nature of neoliberal budgeting is met with constant pressure to ‘re-embed’ financialised state action in the
social (Broadbent, 2002), creating a distinct fiscal politics.

The financialisation of the state effected a shift from Keynesian models of managing the social risks of the present, to new forms of
governance and fiscal tools that are focused on managing future financial risks. While the former was focused on labour market in-
comes in order to manage aggregate demand, the emphasis of the latter is on liquidity in order to manage the solvency of indebted
households. This analysis parallels Adkins et al.’s (2020) recent distinction between the Keynesian and Minskyan household linked to
the increasing role of asset-based logics in the structure of capitalist society. These asset-based logics have their fiscal reflection in the
reconfiguration of fiscal power through the advance of capital accounting within the state, which elevates the fiscal management of
wealth — both household wealth and public wealth — as the key focus of the tax state. Fiscal power is now being exercised through
financialised policy tools, not simply as a means of financing state activity, such as by issuing bonds, but in the structure of social,
economic and environmental policy itself. Crucially, these tools have become sites of contentious politics over the management of
public and private wealth as a means of redistributing resources and reorganising risk.

We argue that resistance to the financialisation of the state has given rise to forms of fiscal hybridity. Hybridity refers to the way
‘markets coexist with other forms of integration, usually in awkward and contradictory ways’ (Peck, 2013, p. 1557), combining state
and market forms of economic integration. New financial modes of governing citizens and the economy are hybrid when they combine
distinctive elements of public (redistribution) and private (contract) finance. Rather than subsuming public finance into private
finance in the imagined neoliberal model, fiscal hybridity responds to the practical constraints of neoliberalism by finding ways to
exercise fiscal power through the categories of private finance. Conventional tools of public finance, such as taxation, may be redefined
as private expenditure, while private financial instruments, such as loans, may be used by states to expand the fiscal base (Bryant &
Spies-Butcher, 2020; Tapp & Kay, 2019). Fiscal hybridity is often a pragmatic or technocratic response to real political economic
pressures, such as democratic politics and economic crises, like that which coalesced with COVID-19. Such pressures make fiscal
austerity untenable, forcing state actors, who cannot simply return to the Keynesian era, to create fiscal space in new ways.

The financialised state mobilises fiscal hybridity as a mode of governance, drawing on, and modulating between, different cate-
gories of public and private finance (Jessop, 2016, pp. 171-178). Fiscal powers to increase or mitigate inequality, or privatise or
socialise risk, remain but are redirected and exercised via financialised policies. Neoliberalism demanded the asymmetric application
of capital accounting rules within the state. Asymmetries ensured that in forcing the state to act like a firm, capital accounting rules
reduced democratic control over fiscal power, facilitating state support for the accumulation of private (rather than its own) wealth.
Fiscal hybridity maintains this orientation to wealth, but reflects a reassertion of politics over how wealth should be governed. Instead
of returning to Keynesian tools such as nationalisation, fiscal hybridity increases fiscal discretion by asserting symmetry in the
application of the capital accounting rules extended to states by neoliberal reformers. In the final section of this paper, we identify
emerging forms of statecraft that create fiscal hybridity through more symmetrical applications of financial accounting logics in
budgetary practices. We focus on how neoliberal accounting asymmetries have been challenged as the relationship between de-
mocracy and capitalism is contested and negotiated within financialised policy models.

6. The asset state: New fiscal spaces in the age of COVID-19

COVID-19 created fertile conditions for a turning point in fiscal politics, understood through the Schumpeterian lens of managing
the boundary between public and private finance. States responded to the health threat by enacting a sudden and far-reaching
contraction of the private sector, partly compensated by an unprecedented, though temporary, expansion of the public sector. The
latter self-consciously built from both the experience and lessons of the 2008 financial crisis. Chief among these was the enhanced
coordination of fiscal and monetary policy, which saw central banks shift from key enforcers of fiscal discipline in the neoliberal era, to
key financers of government deficits through quantitative easing (QE) programs focused on buying government bonds (Gabor, 2021a;
Tooze, 2021a). Indeed, this so-called ‘fiscal QE’ makes Schumpeter’s expansive understanding of the tax state’s ‘fiscal’ powers,
encompassing both fiscal and monetary policy, more visible. These moves, as Gabor (2021a) and Tooze (2021a, pp. 146-149)
emphasise, were primarily motivated by the aim of stabilising global financial markets and managing ‘systemic risk’ (see Ozgode, 2021
on the history of the latter). To the extent that this was successful, the wave of liquidity inflated asset prices across equity and housing
markets, exacerbating wealth inequalities (Adkins et al., 2021).
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However, the pandemic response also intensified the emergence of new forms of financialised fiscal politics across a wide range of
policy domains. Highlighting examples from the United States, we identify three kinds of hybrid state action that operate through
asset-based categories of private finance - as creditor, underwriter and investor — to explore how hybridity is expanding fiscal space.
While examples of each of these actions long pre-date COVID-19, we argue their expansion signals an emerging ‘asset state’ that
potentially counters the asymmetric fiscal discipline of the neoliberal debt state. Thus, debates over pandemic recovery plans are a
fiscal reflection of continuing contestation and uncertainty over the nature of COVID-19 as a potential turning point. Our comments are
necessarily provisional and speculative, however we connect our analysis to trends that were already underway (see e.g. Alami &
Dixon, 2021 on the institutionalisation of “state-capital hybrids™), which have been accelerated by the unique and far-reaching crisis
conditions of the pandemic.

First, states responded to COVID-19 by acting as a creditor for an economy facing a sudden and severe crisis. The fiscal response to
the pandemic was notable for the extent to which it relied on off-budget measures designed to secure liquidity for banks, firms and
households. IMF data show that, between March 2020 and September 2021, the average additional on-budget fiscal response (i.e.
‘above the line’ fiscal expenditure) in advanced economies of 11.7 per cent of GDP was matched by an average of 11.4 per cent of GDP
in off-budget measures. These off-budget measures included ‘below-the-line’ equity injections, loans, asset purchases and debt as-
sumptions, and contingent liabilities including loan guarantees and the ‘quasi-fiscal’ operations of special government entities (In-
ternational Monetary Fund, 2021). In the United States, for example, the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act
of March 2020 included both direct loans for distressed business and a Treasury backstop for Federal Reserve purchases of corporate
bonds (International Monetary Fund, 2021). These moves both increased fiscal space, and raised new political questions about how the
state should act as a creditor, including what risks it should be exposed to and how this should be decided (Tooze, 2021a, pp. 127-128).

Questions about the role of the state as a creditor are playing out through ongoing debates, spurred on by COVID-19, about student
loans, where formal public sector accounting practice is most explicitly implicated in emerging forms of fiscal hybridity (Bryant &
Spies-Butcher, 2020). The expansion of student loans reflects the neoliberal reimagining of higher education as an investment in
human capital (Feher, 2009). However, the ongoing politics of accessing higher education as a right, and the financial risks involved in
private debt markets for student loans, has led to forms of state intervention to provide credit to otherwise risky student borrowers.
Changes in public budgeting rules from cash to accrual accounting facilitated the expansion of government student loan schemes,
particularly in Anglophone university systems (McGettigan, 2013; Shireman, 2017; Spies-Butcher & Bryant, 2018). The changes
allowed governments to treat loans as an asset on the government’s balance sheet rather than a recurrent cost. In the US, these changes
saw the Obama administration shift from guaranteeing private bank loans for students, to directly providing student loans, the value of
which represents over one-third of the Federal Government’s assets (US Department of the Treasury, 2021).

The hybrid construction of student loans opens space for citizens to contest what kind of creditor the state should be. The loans take
the form of a debt for the student, but are issued by and ultimately repaid to the state, challenging the asymmetric focus on government
as borrower under neoliberalism. The COVID-19 pandemic saw the Trump administration pause student debt repayments on federal
loans, a policy significantly extended by the Biden administration. This signalled a shift away from treating student debt as a private
contract, to something that is a tool of macroeconomic management and redistribution in a time of crisis and subject to democratic
politics. The pause on loan repayments was an explicit fiscal response to the pandemic-induced crisis in the labour market, akin to the
role played by more conventional automatic stabilisers. Student debt cancellation operates on a similarly ‘public’, macroeconomic
terrain to that of pausing repayments. Proponents argue that cancellation is a means to reduce racial and other wealth inequalities,
while opponents question the progressivity of the move, or the potential to create inflation (Gandel, 2022).

Second, COVID-19 witnessed an expansion and shift in the role of the state as underwriter of economic and social risk. Neoliberal
budgeting facilitated the rise of ‘asset-based welfare’, particularly in Anglophone liberal states, shifting social risks once assumed by
states and corporations onto households (Bryant et al., 2022; Hacker, 2019). States subsidized private asset ownership as an alternative
to secure employment while making welfare increasingly conditional (Stebbing & Spies-Butcher, 2016). The global financial crisis,
however, revealed the limits of this model, not only for households whose wealth was threatened by a crisis in the housing market, but
for a financial sector dependent on household debt repayments. States responded asymmetrically. On one hand, through a series of
bailouts for private banks, states developed their capacity to underwrite Wall Street via novel and ‘off book’ fiscal and monetary policy.
At the same time, millions of homes in the US and elsewhere were foreclosed and indebted governments imposed austerity on citizens
(Bieler & Morton, 2018; Cahill & Konings, 2017).

The onset of the pandemic witnessed a reorientation of the underwriter state in the vein of the hybrid fiscal model. States did not
renege on their role as underwriter for capital (Gabor, 2021a; Konings, 2022; Tooze, 2021a). However, signs of a different kind of
underwriter state also emerged that sought to extend liquidity support to households, countering the asymmetry of the financial crisis
bailout model (though with continued inequalities in which households were bailed out). These state responses made use of both
conventional, on-budget, above the line fiscal tools, and off-budget, quasi-fiscal powers. As economies locked down, governments
around the world enacted wage subsidies, increased unemployment benefit rates while reducing conditionality, and made other
relatively universal cash payments to households (Adkins et al., 2022; Gentilini et al., 2020; Spies-Butcher, 2020). In the United States,
the CARES Act passed at the onset of the pandemic increased unemployment payments by $600 per week while expanding eligibility.
Complementing on-budget measures in the CARES Act was loan forbearance, which allowed homeowners to suspend payments on
federally backed mortgages. Prior to the pandemic, mortgage forbearance had been extended to particular communities affected by
natural disasters, but never on an economy-wide basis (Loewenstein & Njinju, 2022). Rather than stimulate demand, these measures
primarily sought to underwrite the liquidity households needed to repay debts and remain solvent, or allow insolvent households to
keep their assets, preventing the widespread delinquencies and foreclosures seen in the global financial crisis (Dettling & Lambie-
Hanson, 2021). These policies signal an emerging politics of who and what the state should underwrite. In the hybrid fiscal model,
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indebted households have political leverage to demand social protection in the interests of financial stability, contesting fiscal ac-
counting distinctions between public and private welfare.

Finally, contestation over post-COVID-19 ‘recovery’ centred on the role of the state as (social) investor. Neoliberal budget reforms
created imperatives for states to manage public investment through private markets. Public-private partnership models conceal flows
of (future) public money and the socialization of the risks faced by capital. Gabor (2021b) describes this as the ‘de-risking state’. In
parallel, liability budgeting models for social spending create debt-like relationships between the state and its own citizens. With
taxation politically constrained, this puts states under pressure to reduce liabilities by cutting expenditure. In response, states have
created ‘innovative’ policy tools such as social impact bonds that promise to reduce state liabilities by providing opportunities for
private investment in ‘risky’ citizens. Such bonds are attractive because the state’s financialised accounts effectively move current
social spending off the headline budget by contracting future public payments to private investors as a contingent liability. Typically,
the financial benefits of social impact bonds are privately appropriated, while the risks of failure remain in the state (Harvie et al.,
2021).

Welfare state advocates have advanced a more symmetric application of balance sheet logics within the state, calling for a ‘social
investment state’. Advocates reverse liability-based understandings of the costs of future public spending, and instead emphasise
future fiscal returns from the welfare state, arising from higher tax revenues and avoided costs. This enables the care economy to be
reframed in hybrid terms as social infrastructure that can be invested in to build public wealth. Rather than state as taxer-spender
managing aggregate demand in the present, the state becomes a ‘social’ investor managing social value (wellbeing) over the long-
term. The social investment state, developed most strongly in Northern Europe (Deeming & Smyth, 2015; Hemerijck, 2015), lever-
ages its own fiscal base to invest in citizens over their life course in areas such as education and housing, and by managing labour
market transitions. It projects future revenues from higher citizen incomes and banks savings from avoided curative and carceral
spending. Calls to ‘defund the police’ by the Black Lives Matter movement can be understood as the inverse of the same strategy
(Movement for Black Lives, 2020). The demand challenges another asymmetry of neoliberal budgeting, by applying fiscal constraint to
law and order spending that is usually exempted from fiscal rules, and highlighting the fiscal benefits of ‘reinvesting’ this money in
communities (Bryant & Spies-Butcher, 2022).

The Biden Administration’s COVID-19 recovery plans attempted to leverage the role of the state as social investor, though with only
partial success. Its Build Back Better plans were framed around, and explicitly connected, investment in both physical, and social,
infrastructure, drawing parallels between the role of government spending on, for example, public transport and home care (Foroohar,
2021). By expanding the boundaries of ‘infrastructure’, the package reflected contestation over the asymmetric fiscal limits on social
spending under neoliberalism, which were constrained while states found ways to hide fiscal support for private physical infra-
structure. However, while a physical infrastructure bill was passed with bipartisan support, a social and climate spending bill was
blocked in the Senate by Republicans and conservative Democrats, ostensibly due to concerns about rising inflation. Eventually, a more
modest proposal, re-framed the Inflation Reduction Act, passed. The bill stripped away most of the original social infrastructure
ambitions, but included a series of significant climate measures that were justified through a social investment logic. The Biden
Administration argued that the bill would ‘improve the long-term fiscal health of the Federal ledger’ by ‘reduc[ing] the future financial
risks from climate change for the Federal Government and for taxpayers’ (The White House, 2022). The primary fiscal tool used to
support green investment in the package — tax credits — have long been used by governments in the US to deliver fiscal support that is
not accounted for as government spending. In the Inflation Reduction Act, tax credits provided a hybrid fiscal means to deliver on this
social investment logic by effectively borrowing from future tax revenue to expand private investment in the present.

While fiscal hybridity is often most visible, and useful, in a crisis, the COVID-19 response leveraged tools that were developed prior
to the pandemic. Contestation over the expanding role of hybrid fiscal tools continued through the post-pandemic inflationary spike
and the resulting return of austerity pressures. Biden’s student loan forgiveness plans were challenged by Republican-led states in the
US Supreme Court, who contested the authority of the Biden administration to act as a creditor by restructuring the terms of debt
through executive power (Cowley, 2023). The bailout announced by the US Treasury, Federal Reserve and Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation in response to the collapse of Silicon Valley Bank in early 2023 ignited a debate over who exactly — depositors, share-
holders or the financial system as a whole — was being, and should be, underwritten by the US government (Weisenthal, 2023). The
effects of the Inflation Reduction Act reverberated beyond the United States to Europe. The European Commission responded by
proposing to ease fiscal constraints on state spending, which had been temporarily suspended during COVID-19, on a more ongoing
basis to allow European governments to match US subsidies (Espinoza & Fleming, 2023).

7. Conclusion

COVID-19 signalled a break in neoliberal orthodoxy, at least temporarily. Fiscal constraints seemingly dissolved while monetary
policy was reorientated to expansionary fiscal goals. Placing recent developments into the context of a longer fiscal history, however,
suggests the response to COVID-19 may highlight a more significant turning point that was underway before the pandemic, but became
more visible in the crisis response. The politics of the tax state are anchored in struggles over the relationship between capitalism and
democracy. Those struggles are mediated by accounting statecraft that demarcates and realigns public and private finance. Changes in
the organisation of the state and political economy are therefore often reflected in changing fiscal methods, supported by new fiscal
accounting techniques. Changes in national accounting accompanied Keynesian macroeconomic management and the rise of welfare
states. Neoliberalism arose alongside forms of financial accounting in the private sector that were then applied asymmetrically within
the state to narrow fiscal horizons. State responses to COVID-19, in part drawing on hybrid policy models, worked with the tools of the
financialised state while challenging asymmetries in neoliberal budget rules to re-create ‘fiscal space’. As the state takes on
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financialised roles more directly so it opens the possibility of democratic negotiation over the way it exercises its power in new, asset-
based forms, such as creditor, underwriter or investor.

Changes in the state’s ‘fiscal reflection’ potentially signal a broader change in the political economy. Keynesian tools are well suited
to manage the business cycle of industrial production and the dominance of physical commodities to profitability. Asset-based logics
not only reflect the advance of neoliberalism, but potentially respond to different democratic challenges. States have always acted to
underwrite capitalism, but new crisis management tools such as the explicit use of quantitative easing during the financial crisis
clarified the political choices being made. The movements that emerged in response demanded states underwrite households, not only
capital. The COVID-19 experience suggests the political fallout from the financial crisis had some sway. Investment and liability logics
have also become central to efforts at ecological transformation, where the upfront costs of climate action are routinely justified by
mitigating very long run risks (Wagner & Weitzman, 2016). Finally, fiscal hybridity is potentially more compatible with economies
where traditional divides between public and private, and paid and unpaid work, are being challenged by efforts to assert the value of
care. None of this suggests particular outcomes, rather it points to a different terrain, or statecraft, through which the tensions between
political legitimacy and capitalist accumulation will play out.

Declaration of Competing Interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to
influence the work reported in this paper.

Data availability
No data was used for the research described in the article.
Acknowledgements

The authors extend their thanks to Jane Andrew, Christine Cooper, and two anonymous reviewers for their generous feedback and
editorial support. Gareth Bryant acknowledges funding from the Australian Research Council Discovery Early Career Research Award
DE210101175.

References

Aalbers, M. B. (2017). Corporate financialization. In D. Richardson, N. Castree, M. F. Goodchild, A. Kobayashi, W. Liu, & R. A. Marston (Eds.), International
encyclopedia of geography: People, the earth, environment and technology. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118786352.wbieg0598.

Adkins, L., Bryant, G., & Konings, M. (2021). The asset economy during and after the Covid-19 crisis. IPPR Progressive Review, 28(3), 242-252. https://doi.org/
10.1111/newe.12273

Adkins, L., Bryant, G., & Konings, M. (2022). Asset-Based Futures: A Sociology for the 21st Century. Sociology, Online early.

Adkins, L., Cooper, M., & Konings, M. (2020). The asset economy. Polity Press.

Alami, I., & Dixon, A. D. (2021). Uneven and combined state capitalism. Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space, 0308518X211037688. 10.1177/
0308518X211037688.

Arnold, P. J. (2009). Global financial crisis: The challenge to accounting research. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 34(6), 803-809. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
a0s.2009.04.004

Arnold, P. J., & Cooper, C. (1999). A tale of two classes: The privatisation of Medway Ports. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 10(2), 127-152. https://doi.org/
10.1006/cpac.1998.0228

Ashton, P., Doussard, M., & Weber, R. (2012). The financial engineering of infrastructure privatization. Journal of the American Planning Association, 78(3), 300-312.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2012.715540

Ashton, P., Doussard, M., & Weber, R. (2016). Reconstituting the state: City powers and exposures in Chicago’s infrastructure leases. Urban Studies, 53(7), 1384-1400.
https://doi.org/10.1177,/0042098014532962

August, M., Cohen, D., Danyluk, M., Kass, A., Ponder, C., & Rosenman, E. (2022). Reimagining geographies of public finance. Progress in Human Geography, 46(2),
527-548. https://doi.org/10.1177/03091325211054963

Aulich, C., & O’Flynn, J. (2007). From public to private: The Australian experience of privatisation. Asia Pacific Journal of Public Administration, 29(2), 153-171.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23276665.2007.10779332

Baker, T., Evans, J., & Hennigan, B. (2020). Investable poverty: Social investment states and the geographies of poverty management. Progress in Human Geography, 44
(3), 534-554. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132519849288

Barber, W. J. (1996). Designs within disorder: Franklin D. Roosevelt, the economists, and the shaping of American economic policy (pp. 1933-1945). Cambridge University
Press.

Barton, A. (2005). Professional accounting standards and the public sector—A mismatch. Abacus, 41(2), 138-158. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-6281.2005.00173.
X

Barton, A. (2007). Accrual accounting and budgeting systems issues in Australian governments. Australian Accounting Review, 17(41), 38-50. https://doi.org/
10.1111/§.1835-2561.2007.tb00452.x

Barton, A. (2009). The use and abuse of accounting in the public sector financial management reform program in Australia. Abacus, 45(2), 221-248. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1467-6281.2009.00283.x

Beswick, J., & Penny, J. (2018). Demolishing the present to sell off the future? The emergence of ‘Financialized Municipal Entrepreneurialism’ in London. International
Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 42(4), 612-632. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.12612

Bieler, A., & Morton, A. D. (2018). Global capitalism, global war, global crisis. Cambridge Core: Cambridge University Press.

Bracci, E., Humphrey, C., Moll, J., & Steccolini, I. (2015). Public sector accounting, accountability and austerity: More than balancing the books? Accounting, Auditing
& Accountability Journal, 28(6), 878-908. https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-06-2015-2090

Brenton, S. (2016). The politics of budgetary surplus. UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 10.1057/978-1-137-58597-4.

Broadbent, J. (2002). Critical accounting research: A view from England. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 13(4), 433—-449. https://doi.org/10.1006/cpac.2002.0543

Bryan, D., Harvie, D., Rafferty, M., & Tinel, B. (2020). The financialized state. In C. Borch, & R. Wosnitzer (Eds.), The Routledge handbook of critical finance studies (pp.
261-277). Routledge.

10


https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118786352.wbieg0598
https://doi.org/10.1111/newe.12273
https://doi.org/10.1111/newe.12273
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2009.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2009.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1006/cpac.1998.0228
https://doi.org/10.1006/cpac.1998.0228
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2012.715540
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098014532962
https://doi.org/10.1177/03091325211054963
https://doi.org/10.1080/23276665.2007.10779332
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132519849288
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0065
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6281.2005.00173.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6281.2005.00173.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1835-2561.2007.tb00452.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1835-2561.2007.tb00452.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6281.2009.00283.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6281.2009.00283.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.12612
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0090
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-06-2015-2090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0100
https://doi.org/10.1006/cpac.2002.0543
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0110

B. Spies-Butcher and G. Bryant Critical Perspectives on Accounting xxx (xxxx) xxx

Bryant, G. (2019). Carbon markets in a climate-changing capitalism. Cambridge University Press, 10.1017/9781108377591.

Bryant, G., & Spies-Butcher, B. (2020). Bringing finance inside the state: How income-contingent loans blur the boundaries between debt and tax. Environment and
Planning A: Economy and Space, 52(1), 111-129. https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X18764119

Bryant, G., & Spies-Butcher, B. (2022). From marketisation to self-determination: Contesting state and market through ‘justice reinvestment.” Environment and
Planning A: Economy and Space, 0308518X221125797. 10.1177/0308518X221125797.

Bryant, G., Spies-Butcher, B., & Stebbing, A. (2022). Comparing asset-based welfare capitalism: Wealth inequality, housing finance and household risk. Housing
Studies, Online early, 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2022.2056150

Bryer, R. A. (2005). A Marxist accounting history of the British industrial revolution: A review of evidence and suggestions for research. Accounting, Organizations and
Society, 30(1), 25-65. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.205.2003.11.002

Cahill, D., & Konings, M. (2017). Neoliberalism. John Wiley & Sons.

Cameron, A. (2006). Turning point? The volatile geographies of taxation. Antipode, 38(2), 236-258. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8330.2006.00578.x

Carruthers, B. G., & Espeland, W. N. (1991). Accounting for rationality: Double-entry bookkeeping and the rhetoric of economic rationality. American Journal of
Sociology, 97(1), 31-69.

Catchpowle, L., Cooper, C., & Wright, A. (2004). Capitalism, states and ac-counting. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 15(8), 1037-1058. https://doi.org/10.1016/
$1045-2354(02)00214-9

Chiapello, E. (2007). Accounting and the birth of the notion of capitalism. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 18(3), 263-296. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cpa.2005.11.012

Chiapello, E. (2015). Financialisation of valuation. Human Studies, 38(1), 13-35. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10746-014-9337-x

Chiapello, E. (2017). Critical accounting research and neoliberalism. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 43, 47-64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2016.09.002

Christensen, M., Newberry, S., & Potter, B. N. (2019). Enabling global accounting change: Epistemic communities and the creation of a ‘more business-like’ public
sector. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 58, 53-76. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2018.04.006

Christophers, B. (2018). The New Enclosure: The Appropriation of Public Land in Neoliberal Britain. Verso Books.

Cohen, D., Nelson, S., & Rosenman, E. (2021). Reparative accumulation? Financial risk and investment across socio-environmental crises, 25148486211030430
Environment and Planning E: Nature and Space. https://doi.org/10.1177/25148486211030432.

Cowley, S. (2023, February 27). Challenges to Student Loan Cancellation Reach Supreme Court. The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2023/02/27/
business/student-loan-debt-supreme-court.html.

Deeming, C., & Smyth, P. (2015). Social investment after neoliberalism: Policy paradigms and political platforms. Journal of Social Policy, 44(2), 297-318. https://doi.
0rg/10.1017/50047279414000828

Dettling, L., & Lambie-Hanson, L. (2021, March 4). Why is the default rate so low? How economic conditions and public policies have shaped mortgage and auto
delinquencies during the COVID-19 pandemic. FEDS Notes, Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/
feds-notes/why-is-the-default-rate-so-low-20210304.htm.

Ellwood, S. (2003). Bridging the GAAP across the UK public sector. Accounting & Business Research, 33(2), 105-121. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00014788.2003.9729638

Ellwood, S., & Newberry, S. (2007). Public sector accrual accounting: Institutionalising neo-liberal principles? Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 20(4),
549-573. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570710762584

Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The three worlds of welfare capitalism. Polity Press.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1999). Social foundations of postindustrial economies. University Press.

Espinoza, J., & Fleming, S. (2023, March 9). EU opens subsidy race with US to fight exodus of green projects. Financial Times.

Feher, M. (2009). Self-Appreciation; or, The Aspirations of Human Capital. Public Culture, 21(1), 21-41. https://doi.org/10.1215/08992363-2008-019

Foroohar, R. (2021, April 18). The US infrastructure most in need of investment is human. Financial Times. https://www.ft.com/content/6b0a30a2-6ad8-49b3-8578-
fa8ab09a8bc5.

Gabor, D. (2021a). Revolution Without Revolutionaries: Interrogating the Return of Monetary Financing. Transformative Responses to the Crisis, Finanzwende,
Heinrich-Boll-Foundation.

Gabor, D. (2021b). The Wall Street Consensus. Development and Change, Online early. 10.1111/dech.12645.

Gandel, S. (2022, August 24). Student loan relief stokes a debate about its effect on inflation. The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2022/08/24/business/
student-loan-debt-relief-inflation.html.

Gentilini, U., Almenfi, M., Orton, 1., & Dale, P. (2020). Social protection and jobs responses to COVID-19. World Bank.

Hacker, J. S. (2019). The Great Risk Shift: The New Economic Insecurity and the Decline of the American Dream (Second Edition). Oxford University Press.

Hacker, J. S., & Pierson, P. (2010). Winner-take-all politics: How Washington made the rich richer—and turned its back on the middle class (1st Simon & Schuster hardcover
ed.). Simon & Schustser.

Harcourt, G. (2007). The theoretical and political importance of the economics of Keynes: Or, what would Marx and Keynes have made of the happenings of the past
30 years and more? In M. Forstater, S. Mongiovi, & S. Pressman (Eds.), Post-Keynesian macroeconomics: Essays in Honour of Ingrid Rima (pp. 56-69). Routledge.

Harvie, D., Lightfoot, G., Lilley, S., & Weir, K. (2021). Social investment innovation and the ‘social turn’ of neoliberal finance. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 79,
Article 102248. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2020.102248

Hemerijck, A. (2015). The quiet paradigm revolution of social investment. Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State & Society, 22(2), 242-256. https://doi.
org/10.1093/sp/jxv009

International Monetary Fund. (2021, October). Fiscal Policies Database. IMF. https://www.imf.org/en/Topics/imf-and-covid19/Fiscal-Policies-Database-in-
Response-to-COVID-19.

Jessop, B. (2016). The State: Past, Present, Future. Polity Press.

Karwowski, E., Shabani, M., & Stockhammer, E. (2020). Dimensions and determinants of financialisation: Comparing OECD countries since 1997. New Political
Economy, 25(6), 957-977. https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2019.1664446

Konings, M. (2022). Contradictions of the Bailout State. In V. Lemm, & M. Vatter (Eds.), The Viral Politics of Covid-19: Nature, Home, and Planetary Health (pp.
163-179). Springer Nature. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-19-3942-6_10.

Lagna, A. (2016). Derivatives and the financialisation of the Italian state. New Political Economy, 21(2), 167-186. https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2015.1079168

Lemoine, B. (2017a). Measuring and Restructuring the State: Debt Metrics and the Control of Present and Future Political Order. In D. King, & P. Le Gales (Eds.),
Reconfiguring European States in Crisis (pp. 313-330). Oxford University Press.

Lemoine, B. (2017b). The Politics of Public Debt Financialisation: (Re)Inventing the Market for French Sovereign Bonds and Shaping the Public Debt Problem
(1966-2012). In A. Niitzenadel, M. Buggeln, & M. Daunton (Eds.), The Political Economy of Public Finance: Taxation, State Spending and Debt since the 1970s
(pp. 240-261). Cambridge University Press. 10.1017/9781316498958.011.

Loewenstein, L., & Njinju, B. (2022). Mortgage borrowers’ use of COVID-19 forbearance programs. Economic Commentary (Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland),
2022-11. 10.26509/frbc-ec-202211.

McGettigan, A. (2013). The great university gamble: Money, markets and the future of higher education. Pluto Press.

Merton, R. C., Billio, M., Getmansky, M., Gray, D., Lo, A. W., & Pelizzon, L. (2013). On a new approach for analyzing and managing macrofinancial risks (corrected).
Financial Analysts Journal, 69(2), 22-33. https://doi.org/10.2469/faj.v69.n2.5

Miller, P. (1990). On the interrelations between accounting and the state. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 15(4), 315-338. https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682
(90)90022-M

Mitchell, T. (1998). Fixing the economy. Cultural Studies, 12(1), 82-101. https://doi.org/10.1080/095023898335627

Morales, J., Gendron, Y., & Guénin-Paracini, H. (2014). State privatization and the unrelenting expansion of neoliberalism: The case of the Greek financial crisis.
Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 25(6), 423-445. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2013.08.007

11


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0115
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X18764119
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2022.2056150
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2003.11.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0140
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8330.2006.00578.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0150
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1045-2354(02)00214-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1045-2354(02)00214-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2005.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2005.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10746-014-9337-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2016.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2018.04.006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0180
https://doi.org/10.1177/25148486211030432
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/02/27/business/student-loan-debt-supreme-court.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/02/27/business/student-loan-debt-supreme-court.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279414000828
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279414000828
https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/feds-notes/why-is-the-default-rate-so-low-20210304.htm
https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/feds-notes/why-is-the-default-rate-so-low-20210304.htm
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2003.9729638
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2003.9729638
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570710762584
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0220
https://doi.org/10.1215/08992363-2008-019
https://www.ft.com/content/6b0a30a2-6ad8-49b3-8578-fa8ab09a8bc5
https://www.ft.com/content/6b0a30a2-6ad8-49b3-8578-fa8ab09a8bc5
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/08/24/business/student-loan-debt-relief-inflation.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/08/24/business/student-loan-debt-relief-inflation.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0270
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2020.102248
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxv009
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxv009
https://www.imf.org/en/Topics/imf-and-covid19/Fiscal-Policies-Database-in-Response-to-COVID-19
https://www.imf.org/en/Topics/imf-and-covid19/Fiscal-Policies-Database-in-Response-to-COVID-19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0290
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2019.1664446
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-19-3942-6_10
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2015.1079168
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0330
https://doi.org/10.2469/faj.v69.n2.5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(90)90022-M
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(90)90022-M
https://doi.org/10.1080/095023898335627
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2013.08.007

B. Spies-Butcher and G. Bryant Critical Perspectives on Accounting xxx (xxxx) xxx

Movement for Black Lives. (2020). INVEST-DIVEST — M4BL. https://m4bl.org/policy-platforms/invest-divest/.

Mudge, S. L. (2018). Leftism reinvented: Western parties from socialism to neoliberalism (1st edition). Harvard University Press.

Miiller, J. (2014). An accounting revolution? The financialisation of standard setting. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 25(7), 539-557. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cpa.2013.08.006

Musgrave, R. A. (1992). Schumpeter’s crisis of the tax state: An essay in fiscal sociology. Journal of Evolutionary Economics, 2(2), 89-113. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF01193535

O’Connor, J. (1973). The fiscal crisis of the state. St: Martin’s Press.

Offe, C. (2018). Contradictions of the welfare state (J. Keane, Ed.; First edition.). Routledge.

Olson, O., Guthrie, J., & Humphrey, C. (Eds.). (1998). Global warning: Debating international developments in new public financial management. Cappelen Akademisk
Forlag.

O’Neill, P. (2017). Infrastructure’s contradictions. In B. Christophers, A. Leyshon, & G. Mann (Eds.), Money and finance after the crisis (pp. 169-190). Ltd: John Wiley &
Sons. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119051374.ch7.

0Ozgode, O. (2021). The emergence of systemic risk: The Federal Reserve, bailouts, and monetary government at the limits. Socio-Economic Review, mwaa053. https://
doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwaa053

Peck, J. (2013). For Polanyian economic geographies. Environment and Planning A, 45(7), 1545-1568. https://doi.org/10.1068/a45236

Peck, J., & Tickell, A. (2002). Neoliberalizing space. Antipode, 34(3), 380-404. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8330.00247

Peck, J., & Whiteside, H. (2016). Financializing Detroit. Economic Geography, 92(3), 235-268. https://doi.org/10.1080/00130095.2015.1116369

Perry, J., & Nolke, A. (2006). The political economy of international accounting standards. Review of International Political Economy, 13(4), 559-586.

Pierson, P. (2001). Coping with permanent austerity welfare state restructuring in affluent democracies. In P. Pierson (Ed.), The new politics of the welfare state (pp.
410-456). Oxford University Press.

Polanyi, K. (1944). The great transformation. Farrar & Rinehart.

Polanyi, K. (1957). The economy as instituted process. In K. Polanyi, C. Arensberg, & H. Pearson (Eds.), Trade and market in the early empires: Economies in history and
theory (pp. 243-269). Free Press.

Rollings, N. (1988). British budgetary policy 1945-1954: A “Keynesian Revolution”? The Economic History Review, 41(2), 283-298. https://doi.org/10.2307/2596059

Ruccio, D. F. (1991). When failure becomes success: Class and the debate over stabilization and adjustment. World Development, 19(10), 1315-1334. https://doi.org/
10.1016/0305-750X(91)90076-T

Schumpeter, J. A. (1943). Capitalism, socialism, and democracy. G. Allen & Unwin.

Schumpeter, J. A. (1991). The crisis of the tax state. In R. Swedberg (Ed.), The economics and sociology of capitalism (pp. 99-140). Princeton University Press.

Shireman, R. (2017). Learn now, pay later: A history of income-contingent student loans in the United States. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social
Science, 671(1), 184-201. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716217701673

Sikka, P. (2015). The hand of accounting and accountancy firms in deepening income and wealth inequalities and the economic crisis: Some evidence. Critical
Perspectives on Accounting, 30, 46-62. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2013.02.003

Spies-Butcher, B. (2020). The temporary welfare state: The political economy of job keeper, job seeker and “snap back”. Journal of Australian Political Economy, 85,
155-163.

Spies-Butcher, B., & Bryant, G. (2018). Accounting for income-contingent loans as a policy hybrid: Politics of discretion and discipline in financialising welfare states.
New Political Economy, 23(6), 768-785. https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2017.1393406

Spies-Butcher, B., & Stebbing, A. (2019). Mobilising alternative futures: Generational accounting and the fiscal politics of ageing in Australia. Ageing & Society, 39(7),
1409-1435. https://doi.org/10.1017/50144686X18000028

Stebbing, A., & Spies-Butcher, B. (2016). The decline of a homeowning society? Asset-based welfare, retirement and intergenerational equity in Australia. Housing
Studies, 31(2), 190-207. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2015.1070797

Streeck, W. (2014). Buying time: The delayed crisis of democratic capitalism. Verso.

Suzuki, T. (2003). The epistemology of macroeconomic reality: The Keynesian Revolution from an accounting point of view. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 28
(5), 471-517. https://doi.org/10.1016/50361-3682(01)00061-7

Tapp, R. (2019). Layers of finance: Historic tax credits and the fiscal geographies of urban redevelopment. Geoforum, 105, 13-22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
geoforum.2019.06.016

Tapp, R., & Kay, K. (2019). Fiscal geographies: “Placing” taxation in urban geography. Urban Geography, 40(4), 573-581. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02723638.2019.1585141

The White House. (2022). OMB analysis: The social benefits of the Inflation Reduction Act’s greenhouse gas emission reductions. https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2022/08/0MB-Analysis-Inflation-Reduction-Act.pdf.

Tooze, A. (2001). Statistics and the German state, 1900-1945: The making of modern economic knowledge. Cambridge University Press.

Tooze, A. (2021a). Shutdown: How Covid shook the world’s economy. Allen Lane.

Tooze, A. (2021b, September 1). What if the coronavirus crisis is just a trial run? The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2021/09/01/opinion/covid-
pandemic-global-economy-politics.html.

US Department of the Treasury. (2021, May 3). Financial report of the United States Government—Executive Summary. Bureau of the Fiscal Service. https://fiscal.
treasury.gov/reports-statements/financial-report/where-we-are-now.html.

Wagner, G., & Weitzman, M. L. (2016). Climate shock: The economic consequences of a hotter planet. University Press.

Weber, M. (1978). Economy and society: An outline of interpretive sociology (G. Roth & C. Wittich, Eds.). University of California Press.

Weisenthal, J. (2023, March 13). Why the US backstop after SVB’s failure is a bailout. Bloomberg.Com. https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2023-03-13/
why-the-us-backstop-after-svb-s-failure-is-a-bailout-joe-weisenthal.

Whiteside, H. (2021). Beyond death and taxes: Fiscal studies and the fiscal state. Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space, 0308518X21993125. 10.1177/
0308518X21993125.

Wood, E. M. (1995). Democracy against capitalism: Renewing historical materialism. Cambridge University Press, 10.1017/CB0O9780511558344.

Zhang, Y., & Andrew, J. (2014). Financialisation and the conceptual framework. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 25(1), 17-26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cpa.2012.11.012

Zorn, H. (2009). Recounting the beans: The statistical construction of fiscal reality [PhD Thesis]. Cologne: University of Cologne.

12


https://m4bl.org/policy-platforms/invest-divest/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0360
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2013.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2013.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01193535
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01193535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0385
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119051374.ch7
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwaa053
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwaa053
https://doi.org/10.1068/a45236
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8330.00247
https://doi.org/10.1080/00130095.2015.1116369
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0430
https://doi.org/10.2307/2596059
https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-750X(91)90076-T
https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-750X(91)90076-T
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0445
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716217701673
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2013.02.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0465
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2017.1393406
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X18000028
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2015.1070797
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0485
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00061-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2019.06.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2019.06.016
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2019.1585141
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2019.1585141
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/OMB-Analysis-Inflation-Reduction-Act.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/OMB-Analysis-Inflation-Reduction-Act.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0515
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/09/01/opinion/covid-pandemic-global-economy-politics.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/09/01/opinion/covid-pandemic-global-economy-politics.html
https://fiscal.treasury.gov/reports-statements/financial-report/where-we-are-now.html
https://fiscal.treasury.gov/reports-statements/financial-report/where-we-are-now.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0530
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2023-03-13/why-the-us-backstop-after-svb-s-failure-is-a-bailout-joe-weisenthal
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2023-03-13/why-the-us-backstop-after-svb-s-failure-is-a-bailout-joe-weisenthal
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0550
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2012.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2012.11.012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1045-2354(23)00047-3/h0560

	The history and future of the tax state: Possibilities for a new fiscal politics beyond neoliberalism
	1 Introduction
	2 Fiscal sociology and the rise of the ‘tax state’
	3 The ‘peace formula’ of the post-war welfare state
	4 Asymmetric neoliberalism and fiscal austerity
	5 The financialisation of the state and fiscal hybridity
	6 The asset state: New fiscal spaces in the age of COVID-19
	7 Conclusion
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Data availability
	Acknowledgements
	References


