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      “Rudy Leyva shows, in a model of cumulative scholarship, that watching programmes glorifying materialism and the
      rich makes people more selfish, less critical of inequality, more punitive in their attitudes to welfare and less
      concerned with hyper-consumption. A fearless, crucially important and scary book – lucid and engagingly written
      too.”
    


    
      – Ian Gough, Visiting Professor, CASE, LSE, UK; author of  Heat, Greed and Human Need
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      Following the 2007–2008 global financial crisis, a number of prominent academics, journalists, and activists were
      quick to pronounce the demise of neoliberal capitalism and governance. This rather optimistic prediction,
      however, underestimated the extent to which neoliberalism has shaped the 21st-century world order and become
      entrenched in our sociopolitical and cognitive fabric. Indeed, 11 years after the crisis, and in spite of the
      significant levels of socio-economic inequality, psychological distress, and environmental destruction generated
      by neoliberal policies and corresponding business and cultural practices, the ideological hegemony of
      neoliberalism has not been supplanted, nor has it really faced any serious unsettling. How, then, has
      neoliberalism inflected and shaped our “common-sense” understandings of what is politically, economically, and
      culturally viable? To help answer this question, this book combines leading theories from sociology,
      media-communication research, developmental psychology, and cognitive science, and draws on primary evidence
      from a unique mix of ethnographic, survey, and experimental studies – of young people’s leisure practices and
      educational experiences, of young adults’ political socialisation processes in relation to exposure to social
      networking sites, and of the effects of commercial media viewing on material values and support for social
      welfare. In doing so, it provides a nuanced and robustly empirically tested account of how the conscious and
      non-conscious cognitive dimensions of people’s subjectivities and everyday social practices become interpellated
      through and reproductive of neoliberal ideology. As such, this book will appeal to scholars across the social and
      behavioural sciences with interests in neoliberalism, political engagement, enculturation, social reproduction,
      and media effects.
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    Introduction


    
      In the aftermath of 2007–2008 global financial crisis, several prominent Western academics, journalists, and
      politicians were quick to predict the demise of the dominant form of capitalism and governance (sc., neoliberalism) that caused it (Albo et al., 2010; Grantham & Miller, 2010; Mason, 2010;
      Stiglitz, 2008). Such prediction turned out to be rather optimistic. To be fair, during the initial post-crash
      period, across the world there was considerable popular support and mobilisation for the enactment of major
      banking reforms, regulations on derivatives markets, and demand-side economic policies. Most national
      governments, however, especially those that make up the powerful G20 consortium, pretty much ignored these public
      calls and have over the last 11 years since the crisis, continued to implement neoliberal legality and
      macroeconomic strategies (Ban, 2016; Braedley & Luxton, 2010).1 Indeed, these
      governments along with their corporate backers and servile economists retain an unwavering belief that their
      pro-market prescriptions are the most efficient and perhaps the only possible means to achieve long-term economic
      development, growth, and prosperity (Davies, 2017; Mirowski, 2014). This “staying the course” response would be
      somewhat understandable if the 2007–2008 fiasco was an outlier or relatively anomalous incident in an otherwise
      prosperous and harmonious era of neoliberalism. Yet this was only the latest of a series of similar financial
      meltdowns that have occurred throughout the past four decades of neoliberalisation (see e.g., the 1986 US Savings
      and Loan Crisis, 1994 Tequila Crisis, 1997 Asian Financial Crisis, and 2001 Turkish Economic
      Crisis).2 These crises have at different intervals, and
      to put it mildly, negatively impacted most of the developed and developing world.
    


    
      1  For example, financial deregulation policies that relaxed, if not effectively eliminated,
      capital controls such as position limits on financial speculation, leveraging practices, and capital gains taxes
      have gone largely unchanged in the UK and the European Union (Prieg et al., 2011; Stiglitz, 2012), and only
      cosmetically altered in the US (Taibbi, 2010). I bring this up because these particular types of neoliberal
      economic policies are widely believed to be a major proximal cause of the 2007–2008 global financial crisis
      (Mason, 2010).
    


    
      2  During this period, scores of national economies, such as those from Mexico, Russia,
      Argentina, Thailand to list but a few, crashed one after another due to unsustainable financial speculation,
      lapsed capital controls, and contractionary fiscal measures. These economic prescriptions and conditions were
      encouraged and facilitated by neoliberal ideologically aligned institutions including the World Bank, the
      International Monetary Fund, and the US Federal Reserve (Ellwood, 2011; Steger & Roy, 2010).
    


    
      As if chronic national and international market volatility and deep recessions were not bad enough, the
      neoliberal policy package of trade liberalisation, privatisation, deregulation, low taxation, expansionary
      monetarism, and austerity has, wherever implemented, generated skyrocketing socioeconomic inequality, living
      costs, wealth concentration, and rates of precarious employment, along with persistent wage stagnation for those
      in the bottom 50th percentile of income distributions despite their increased productivity (Adler, 2009; Albo et
      al., 2010; Chang, 2010; Cummins, 2018; Dorling, 2014; Freeman, 2017). As Grantham and Miller (2010, p. 175) note,
      neoliberalism’s apogee has seen the “gap between what labour produces and what it reaps become greater than at
      any point in recorded history”. They further add that the resulting “re-concentration of wealth in the hands of
      the haute bourgeoisie is unprecedented since the advent of working-class electoral
      franchises” (Grantham & Miller, 2010, p. 175). Furthermore, neoliberalism has given rise to an unsustainable
      global political-economic and cultural system of export-oriented industrialisation and crass consumerism that is
      undermining psychological well-being (Dittmar et al., 2014; Kasser et al., 2007; Leyva, 2018b), and depleting and
      devastating the natural environment (Ellwood, 2011; Patel, 2010; Wall, 2010). And just in case you still need
      convincing on why you should be perturbed about the continued practice and reproduction of neoliberalism,
      consider the key takeaway from the latest report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (2018). In
      short, according to this report, if we don’t make significant world-wide systemic and structural changes within
      the next 12 years (as of 2019), then our current international neoliberal system will potentiate climate changes
      that may be irreversible and downright apocalyptic.
    


    
      Now, of course, it’s not surprising that ruling elites, business leaders, beltway think tanks, and mainstream
      media pundits continue to defend and advance neoliberal prescriptions (Ban, 2016; Mirowski, 2014). After all,
      they represent the interests of and/or are by and large themselves part of the 1% of people who have
      substantially benefited from neoliberal policies. As such, they have more than enough resources to insulate
      themselves from the economic desperation, social unrest, food insecurity, pollution, ill health, and mass
      migration problems that these policies and concomitant sociocultural practices engender. What is considerably
      more perplexing, however, is that in much of the world, the neoliberal paradigm has not been supplanted, nor has
      it really faced serious unsettling by the “99%”. To clarify, sporadic outbursts of public protest and social
      movements have manifested. However, these have, to all extents and purposes, been relatively short-lived,
      quelled, or co-opted, particularly in the United States (US) and the United Kingdom (UK) – the world harbingers
      and enforcers of neoliberal doctrine (Glaser, 2014; Hall & Rustin, 2015; Newman, 2016).3 Reed (2014, p.1) succinctly sums up this state of acquiescence to
      neoliberalism in the US, but note that his observations also fairly describe the UK context.
    


    
      3  This contention is not disproven or weakened by the recent rise in the number of
      far-right nationalist groups. Their alt-right movement did contribute to the 2016 Presidential election of Donald
      Trump and the Brexit outcome, but it does not yet nor is it likely to at some point pose a fundamental threat to
      the neoliberal establishment (Bessner & Sparke, 2017; Lawson, 2018).
    


    
      Today, the labour movement has been largely subdued, and social activists have made their peace with
      neoliberalism and adjusted their horizons accordingly. Within the women’s movement, goals have shifted from
      practical objectives such as comparable worth and universal childcare in the 1980s to celebrating appointments of
      individual women to public office and challenging the corporate glass ceiling. Dominant figures in the anti-war
      movement have long since accepted the framework of American military interventionism. The movement for racial
      justice has shifted its focus from inequality to “disparity”, while neatly evading any critique of the structures
      that produce inequality.
    


    
      But why is it that the majority of the American and British populations are seemingly indifferent to, or
      accepting of, the grotesque inequalities and psychological and environmental harms that neoliberalism is
      exponentially perpetrating? Or more to the point, how exactly has and does neoliberalism inflect and shape their
      “common-sense” understandings of what is politically, economically, and culturally viable? These are the
      questions that have guided the past ten years of my debilitating Ph.D. and post-doctoral research, and that this
      resulting monograph is designed to help address. In hindsight, rather than such an extremely weighty, immensely
      complicated, and ultimately depressing topic, I should have definitely researched anything else, like perhaps,
      cats and the Internet. Alas, it is much too late for that now, but before I regale and possibly depress you with
      my academic life’s work, I’ll briefly discuss how the extant scholarship more or less answers the aforementioned
      questions, and then outline how my work differs and what it offers.
    


    
      The collection of empirical and theoretical accounts concerned with explaining the resilience and embeddedness of
      neoliberalism can be broadly broken up into two major branches. The first branch is composed of political-economy
      and neo-Gramscian sociological works that focus on analyses of the various interlocked policy, discursive,
      economic, and civil society factors, conditions, and mechanisms that enable the structural manifestation of
      neoliberalism (see e.g., Ban, 2016; Cerny, 2014; Hall, 2011; Mirowski & Plehwe, 2009; Steger & Roy,
      2010). The second branch comprises accounts of youth subjectivity formations. These focus on examining the ways
      that neoliberal institutional and cultural conditions shape the developmental processes of subjectification, and
      on how this then contributes to the broader processes of neoliberal social reproduction (see e.g., Binkley, 2011;
      Coakley, 2011; Gill, 2008; Lloyd, 2012).4
    


    
      4  Subjectification refers to the formative process of becoming a knowing subject i.e.,
      formations of the self. Social reproduction is defined and used somewhat differently across social science
      disciplines. This is not the appropriate space to review these differences but broadly speaking, in macro-level
      sociological and political-economy research, social reproduction refers to the structural and institutional
      conditions that breed capitalist social formations (Gill, 2003). However, the broader conception used here is the
      one widely used in micro-level sociological, education, anthropological, and cultural studies research. This
      conception of social reproduction generally pertains to “all the mechanisms, processes, and practices by which
      multiple social hierarchies, divisions and relations of wealth, power, and influence are sustained and re-created
      over time” (Gewirtz & Cribb, 2009, p. 86).
    


    
      There are other delineations and differences between these two branches. Nevertheless, there is a lot of
      theoretical overlap between them such that what can be reasonably considered or inferred as their most
      approximate answers to the research questions posed earlier are quite similar and complementary. For example,
      works from the first branch tend to explicitly or implicitly suggest the following. Existing power structures,
      along with the systemic and policy imperatives of global capitalism and the circulation of free market, consumer
      sovereignty, individualism, and responsibilisation discourses via civil society institutions (e.g., mass media,
      churches, universities), have made it so that the majority of the “99%” misguidedly, although at times
      begrudgingly, accept and adopt accordant sociocultural norms, values, and practices. In doing so, these subjects
      consent, submit, and contribute to the everyday production and maintenance of the neoliberal social order even
      though they are to varying degrees subordinated, marginalised, and detrimentally impacted by it (Braedley &
      Luxton, 2010; Chomsky, 2011; Hall & Rustin, 2015; Harvey, 2005; Gill, 2003). On the other hand, accounts from
      the second branch generally argue that Western youth from the millennial generation (i.e., post-1980 birth
      cohorts) do actively construct and negotiate their selfhoods and practices around the competing discursive
      systems of culture and value available to them. However, these self-constructions are very often, as Harvey et
      al. (2013, p. 9) put it, substantially influenced by and reflective of “the circulation of global tropes of
      consumption and idealised neoliberal subjectivities” (see also e.g., O’Flynn & Petersen, 2007; Stahl et al.,
      2017; Weidner, 2009).
    


    
      The synopsis outlined is certainly a gross simplification of a highly insightful and compelling literature that
      describes and explains many of the structural, organisational, and interactional components underpinning the
      durability and continuity of neoliberalism. That said, I have to make what will hopefully be the uncontroversial
      proposition that the scholastic outputs from this literature are for the most part, and irrespective of their
      nuances, sophistication, and contextual differences, essentially premised on or positing theories of cultural
      hegemony. As such, they are mired in, tied to, or at least very much reflect or insinuate the dated Marxist
      notion of false consciousness, i.e., “the holding of false beliefs that are contrary to one’s social interest and
      which thereby contribute to the disadvantaged position of the self or the group” (Jost, 1995, p. 397). To
      reiterate, and no matter how sensitively applied, updated, or tacitly alluded to in the extant literature, these
      false-consciousness types of explanations suggest that subjects hold a cognisant but misguided awareness of their
      consent, contribution, and submission to the existing social order. Additionally, newer versions of this thesis,
      especially those from the second branch of the literature, also imply that subjects are perpetually and
      consciously aware of, reflecting on, adopting, and negotiating between the neoliberal discourses and practices
      that they are institutionally and culturally presented with. The problem with all these explanations is that they
      do not quite capture how human cognition works or facilitates social reproduction as I will elaborate on
      throughout the book. But, a more pressing limitation of this scholarship is that it doesn’t specify what
      constitutes a neoliberal false consciousness or subjectivity, nor provides a testable conceptualisation of what
      causes these social-psychological phenomena or how they are behaviourally expressed. Even if it did – and
      although I agree with its assertion that systemic imperatives, unequal material conditions, coercive power
      relations, ideological mystification, and agentic consent are important contributing factors – this still would
      not sufficiently explain how capitalist systems continue to endure and evolve. Nor how these become accepted and
      reproduced by a critical mass of people – including those that are the most systemically disadvantaged and
      exploited (Bourdieu, 2000b). What is required to make fuller sense of this perplexity is, as Bourdieu (2000a)
      argues, a theory of how agents’ embodied sociocultural dispositions can direct them to non-consciously and
      routinely enact social discourses and practices that ultimately perpetuate and enable the recreation of the
      status quo.
    


    
      




    




Book attributes, objectives, and
      structure


      
        So while certainly informed by and indebted to the literature previously described, this monograph differs from
        it in at least four ways. First, it presents a hitherto absent specific conceptualisation of a) both the
        socio-structural and cognitive-affective mechanisms through which subjects consciously and non-consciously
        acquire and reproduce neoliberal ideology, and b) the distinct dispositional mental representations and
        corresponding behaviours that are held and enacted by a typical neoliberal subject. Thus, this book provides a
        new and testable theory of how neoliberal subjects develop, think, feel, and act, which can supplement and
        advance understandings of the processes of neoliberal hegemony and reproduction. Second, this new theory
        incorporates leading paradigmatic tenets from the cognitive sciences, and is in this way a response to
        longstanding calls for sociologists to engage with these fields in order to help clarify the psychological
        assumptions that are implicit in all sociological accounts of culture and subjectivity (Cerulo, 2010;
        Srivastava & Banaji, 2011; Turner, 2007). Further, this incorporation is a sincere effort to promote
        cross-disciplinary fertilisation, as well as to heed Turner’s (2007) warning that if sociologists continue to
        minimise the cognitive instead of actually engaging with cognitive science, they will then end up pushing
        “social theory to the far periphery of knowledge, into a ghetto of its own making” (p. 359).
      


      
        Third, to empirically support my theory, I present findings from three separate but complementary studies that
        I conducted over the last ten years. These include, in chronological order, 1) a 2010–2013 cross-national
        critical ethnographic study that explored how in London and Los Angeles, young people’s cultural and political
        dispositions and practices reflected the prevailing neoliberal congruent discourses of their respective
        societal environments (N = 41, ages 16–19). 2) A 2015 UK-based web-survey study that examined associations
        between new media usages and the formation of neoliberal subjectivities (N = 271, ages 18–29). And, 3) a 2017
        UK-based experiment that tested the effects of exposure to materialistic media on the cultivation and
        expression of neoliberal-congruent dispositional attitudinal, value, and behavioural orientations (N = 487,
        ages 18–45). In other words, I support my theory with extensive multimodal data that has been collected through
        primary qualitative, quantitative, and experimental research, which is, to my knowledge, fairly rare. Fourth,
        to further bolster my theory, I also incorporate within it leading theoretical tenets, concepts, and empirical
        insights from relevant subfields in political economy, political communications, and social psychology.
        Accordingly, the main objectives of this monograph are to
      


      
        	Put forth an interdisciplinary theoretical and methodological framework that can be used to explain and
        examine how socialisation, enculturation, and social reproduction might be interpreted in neoliberal
        contexts.


        	Inform the development and application of systematic social and digital research methods that can help
        improve the transparency, precision, replicability, and scientific validity of social science research.


        	Contribute new understandings on how the Internet and media-culture can hinder or potentiate individual and
        collective action needed to address the growing rates of socioeconomic and political participatory inequalities
        that are rampant in advanced market democracies.


        	Provide non-specialist readers with an overview of some of the key paradigms, terms, and latest findings
        from major subfields of political sociology, cultural studies, media-communication, developmental psychology,
        and cognitive neuroscience.

      


      
        Admittedly, what I am pitching here does at first glance seem conceptually and epistemologically incompatible,
        if not straight up incoherent, but if you bear with me, I will make a cogent connection between everything I
        discussed so far. To do so, I start Chapter 1 by mapping
        the historical and intellectual development and structural consequences and effects of neoliberal theories,
        policies, and discourses from the mid-1940s onwards as they apply to UK and US societies. This sets the
        political-economic context that this book and research are situated in, and describes the socio-institutional
        and organisational factors that my theory draws on. In Chapter
        2, I review key tenets from major neurocognitive development and social cognition theories. I then
        synthesise these tenets within a modified formulation of Bourdieu’s (2000a) “habitus” construct, to sketch a
        model for explaining and empirically exploring core socio-cultural values, attitudes, and behaviours that
        individuals raised in neoliberal societies may potentially cultivate and enact. Next I test this model across
        each of my three aforementioned studies in Chapters 3,
        4, and 5, respectively. In these chapters, I review relevant cultural studies,
        media-communication, and developmental psychology literatures, and detail my methodological designs and
        analyses procedures. I should warn you that this includes some statistics, but before you close the book, keep
        in mind that I have attempted to make the stats sections accessible to math-phobic readers. Finally, in
        Chapter 6, I combine all of the disparate theoretical and
        empirical insights that I reviewed and examined in each of the previous chapters into a unified macro-, meso-,
        and micro-level cognitive-sociological theory of neoliberal reproduction.
      

    


    
      Why millennial youth?


      
        Before proceeding to Chapter 1, I need to mention that the
        main arguments and theoretical framework that I lay out in this monograph apply to people who have spent a
        considerable amount of their lives residing in neoliberal or neoliberalising societies. However, the empirical
        studies from which they are derived, mostly focus on UK and US millennials, and so will much of this
        book.5 The reasons for this are firstly, because UK and US millennials have
        been directly bombarded and surrounded by neoliberalism more than any other previous generation (Coakley, 2011;
        Harvey et al., 2013; Stahl et al., 2017). They also represent the most immediate generation of emerging and
        young adults who recently became or will be eligible to participate in the electoral process. Therefore, they
        offer a unique vantage point from which to examine the effects of everyday exposure to social institutional
        promoted neoliberal congruent discourses and practices on cultural and political subjectivity formations.
        Secondly, millennials are and will have to face the most severe consequences of neoliberal policy inputs and
        outputs. These include, for example, higher university tuition fees; disappearing social safety nets; decreases
        in employment security, benefits, wages, pensions; and increasing privatisation and militarisation of public
        spaces. Thirdly, individual and organised groups of millennials have consistently fuelled, established, and
        participated in global movements against neoliberalism. At the same time, it is also millennials, through for
        instance their consumption practices, that significantly help to maintain and reproduce the system and
        consequently fuel the processes of neoliberal economic and cultural “globalization” (Miles, 2015). Fourthly,
        according to extensive developmental research, durable and usually lifelong cultural and political values and
        attitudes begin to crystallise during late adolescence and early adulthood (Döring et al., 2016; Eckstein et
        al., 2011; Krosnick & Alwin, 1991; Loughlin & Barling, 2001; Sears & Levy, 2003).
      


      
        5  Full disclosure, I am a millennial. Moreover, this book is not meant to bolster popular
        depictions of millennials as self-entitled, unmotivated, and unwilling to commit to steady employment. Such
        dispositions maybe in some way a product of neoliberal policy and structural changes, but there is currently
        conflicting empirical evidence that millennials exhibit these dispositions more so than previous birth cohorts
        (Leyva, 2019).
      


      
        Lastly, young people possess the creative capacity to manipulate culture in indefinite and unpredictable ways
        that have the potential to generate new modes of creative, expressive, and practical thought and action, which
        can impact the established social arrangements of society. To wit, youth tend to inhabit a variety of cultural
        forms – some of which are unique to young people. They also, more often than the rest of the population, tend
        to strongly identify themselves in relation to specific cultural forms ranging from mainstream, subcultural,
        and countercultural. This coupled with the fact that “the political views of younger generations are rarely
        carbon copies of the parents’ views” (Flanagan, 2008, p. 294), means that youth occupy a privileged position
        from which to observe wider processes of social continuity and social change (Furlong & Cartmel, 2007).
        Therefore, research on the sociocultural cognitive frameworks and practices of contemporary young people from
        the UK and the US can help to illuminate the barriers to, and the possibilities of, successfully contesting the
        harmful elements and growing societal problems of the present neoliberal conjuncture. As Shildrik and
        colleagues (2009, p. 457) argue, “if new cultural trends emerge or significant social developments happen, it
        is feasible that they will be seen here first or most obviously, among the coming new generation of young
        adults”.
      

    

  


  
    1 Homo economicus and the neoliberal society


    
      
        This chapter provides a brief documentation and overview of how neoliberalism came to be, what it entails, and
        how social discourses and practices consistent with its ideology are institutionally and culturally presented
        to and imposed on Britons and Americans. To facilitate this endeavour, I first review the intellectual history,
        ontological presuppositions, evaluative dimensions, and policy implications and rationale of neoliberalism.
        Secondly, I describe how neoliberal ideas have helped form some of the major economic and public policies
        implemented by British and American governments since the 1980s. Then, I describe how these policies have
        shaped the governance, educational institutions, urban centres, and media-cultural environments of contemporary
        UK and US societies.
      


      
        What is so new about liberalism?


        
          In the influential global bestseller, The End of History and the Last Man,
          political scientist Francis Fukuyama (1992) famously declared that the neoliberal or what he referred to as
          the liberal-democratic model, is the final evolutionary form of human ideological, governmental, and economic
          organisation.1 That is, Fukuyama draws on Karl Marx’s materialist conception
          of history, and (likely unknowingly) a pre-Darwinian understanding of evolution derived from the
          long-discredited orthogenetic hypothesis of progressionism. As such, his central thesis positions
          neoliberalism as a natural and historical inevitability, i.e., the ultimate and most optimal outcome of a
          presumably impartial and determined process of sociocultural natural selection. However, numerous
          anthropological and political-historical works on imperial, feudal, plutocratic, theocratic, and collectivist
          societies clearly show that at any time and in any part of the world where people inhabit, any number of
          different economic bases and accompanying superstructures can emerge and take root (see e.g., Diamond, 2004;
          Habermas, 1991; Graeber, 2004; Polanyi, 2001; Voutsaki, 1997). Most of these
          societal systems eventually collapsed, but others have throughout history re-emerged in classic or modified
          forms. In any case, their genesis, longevity, and/or reoccurrence have been primarily shaped by the available
          material resources, ideas, customs, histories, and neighbouring sovereign communities that volitional
          individuals within any given society are exposed to; and the economic, human, and social capital and
          practices that they can then choose to generate from these availabilities. Societies can, therefore,
          progress, regress, or completely break down, but their development and endurance – far from being preordained
          – are largely the product of indeterminate historical happenstances and human agency. What all this means is
          that the neoliberal model represents a historically coincidental social construction. Its societal
          manifestation is thus no more fated, viable, permanent, and independent of political machinations than say
          chattel slavery or anarcho-syndicalism. Nevertheless, by appealing to the falsified Lamarckian view of linear
          evolution (see Leyva, 2014b), and by understating the role of human volition in the enactment and maintenance
          of political-economic orders, Fukuyama’s (1992) book has helped to serve two ideological functions. The first
          is to convince or reassure many readers – and especially those who are in positions of power – that the
          global expansion of neoliberalism is a sort of nouveau and unstoppable manifest destiny. The second is to
          obscure the fact that this expansion has, in the first instance, been the result of an ongoing and currently
          70-year-long active political project (Harvey, 2005; Mirowski, 2014).
        


        
          1  The term “liberal-democracy” can also refer to pre-neoliberal forms of
          political-economic organisation that marked early 20th century Western societies. However, from the context
          of Fukuyama’s (1992) arguments (which were written as a response to the fall of the Soviet Union), it can be
          inferred that he is specifically referring to the neoliberal model of open global markets and
          representative/parliamentarian modes of democratic governance that underpinned the 1980s UK and US neoliberal
          revolutions (Hall, 2011; Gill, 2003).
        


        
          You might now rightfully be thinking, “okay, but what exactly is neoliberalism?” Well, frankly, like
          “post-modernism” or “Foucauldian”, it is often just an academic buzzword that is loosely exclaimed but
          vaguely explained. Moreover, even when used correctly and discussed seriously, the term “neoliberalism”
          applies to a plethora of political-economic assumptions, theories, and geographic contexts rendering any
          attempt at an exact definition somewhat problematic. Still, despite these caveats, a cohesive framework for
          understanding neoliberalism, consisting of its key ideological and policy features, can be sketched by
          reviewing the genealogy of ideas developed by the group of Western intellectuals who have been instrumental
          in creating and enacting neoliberalism. Formed in 1947, this group is known as the Mont Pelerin Society
          (MPS). Among other highly prominent economists, historians, and philosophers, original MPS members included
          Friedrich von Hayek, Milton Friedman, George Stigler, Karl Popper, and Ludwig von Mises (Mirowski &
          Plehwe, 2009), and their initial convergence and raison d’être stem from the
          following historical context.2
        


        
          2  The MPS is still around, highly active, and its past and present membership comprise
          a venerated who’s who list of predominantly old, rich, white, and male academics and political elites.
        


        
          After experiencing the failures of laissez-faire economics that led to the 1929
          Great Depression, and the devastation of the Second World War that followed, Western governments implemented
          a post-war system of robust market regulation. Heavily influenced by the demand-side economic theories of
          economists John Maynard Keynes and Harry Dexter White, advocates of the then leading post-war consensus
          argued that left to their own devices, markets would create large-scale unemployment, social inequalities,
          and volatile and unpredictable business cycles. Therefore, in order to avoid a
          repeat of the mass unemployment and discontent that helped cause World War II, Western governments led by
          Britain and America implemented the 1944 Bretton Woods Agreement. This agreement created a post-war global
          monetary system of capital controls supported by fixed currency exchange rates pegged to the price of gold.
          The purpose of this system was to spur international economic development and prevent competitive
          devaluations, balance of payment deficits, and capital flight (Ellwood, 2011; McNally, 2009). At the domestic
          level, these governments instituted robust financial, health, safety, and wage standards and protections;
          increased funding for and access to higher and vocational education; and set up a series of anti-poverty
          welfare institutions that would guard the less fortunate against extreme poverty and destitution. Labour were
          also granted major concessions, such as the rights to organise and to collective bargaining (Harvey, 2005;
          Steger & Roy, 2010).
        


        
          The MPS, however, dismissed Keynesianism and the positive freedom that it sought to advance as naïve and
          inherently authoritarian. Founding and present members of the MPS were and are instead moved by the notions
          of instrumental rationality and negative freedom of 18th-century classical liberalism (Davies,
          2017).3 According to their reformulation of these notions, human beings are
          predominantly possessive and rational individuals who will, primarily and mostly behave in accordance with
          their perceived self-interests (Friedman, 2002). Importantly, the conception of rational/rationality
          fashioned by the MPS refers to the making of decisions and choices that garner the most benefit or utility
          for the individual regardless of how much this impacts others.4 This differs
          considerably from the more familiar philosophical and scientific conception, which refers simply to the
          ability to reason, viz., to be able to consciously establish and verify facts,
          apply logic, and change or justify beliefs and practices based on existing or new information (Kompridis,
          2000). Anyways, from their cynical and essentialist understanding of human nature follows their normative
          position that people’s self-interested predispositions can and should be channelled for progressive
          socioeconomic development. But, this must only be done through political economies that engender the legal
          protection and appropriation of private capital, relatively unfettered market forces, and negative freedom
          (Hartwell, 1995; Hayek, 1994).
        


        
          3  In political philosophy, negative freedom refers to the capacity to act free from
          external and unjust social restraints of any form, not just those of the state. However, the neoliberal
          reformulation of negative freedom only refers to the capacity to engage in economic activates free from
          government interference – such as the freedom to choose between competing consumer products and services, or
          dump toxic waste into rivers and poor neighbourhoods. This narrower formulation does not entail freedom from
          coercive, intrusive, and oppressive corporate authority, nor the freedom to challenge the autocratic powers
          and actions of property owners over non-property owners (Chomsky, 2011; Polanyi, 2001).
        


        
          4  This ontological view of humans as essentially hyper selfish and anti-social agents
          mirrors John Stuart Mill’s characterisation of Homo Economicus (Patel, 2010).
          Interestingly, the only people who actually behave like this are clinical psychopaths (which make up about 1%
          of the population), and kindergarteners – most of which go on to naturally develop pro-social dispositions
          and behaviours in late childhood (Geraci & Surian, 2011).
        


        
          In other words, rather than try to hinder or sublimate people’s innate and basically psychopathic
          dispositional and behavioural properties, the MPS argues that political-economic systems should instead let
          these run free because natural and unhindered market mechanisms will ensure outputs that are beneficial to
          both the individual and society (Friedman, 2002). This may seem like a paradoxical view, but according to
          this logic if people are free to pursue their own selfish goals and desires (e.g., prestige and/or capital
          accumulation), and if these pursuits are channelled through unrestricted competitive market endeavours, then
          positive societal outcomes will organically manifest themselves. Let me elaborate on this point.
          Selfie-sticks, mobile phones, fast-fashion clothing, pumpkin-spice lattes, and subject-specific academic
          essays are all examples of commercial products that are readily available because of self-interested goals
          and competitive behaviours. For the businesses that provide these goods do so solely because of their
          motivations to accumulate wealth. And, since they are in competition with other businesses that are also
          seeking to maximise profits, we as customers benefit by having a variety of these goods at varying prices and
          quality that we are free to purchase based on our calculated needs and means. Businesses unable to provide
          market-demanded products or services at competitive prices and quality will, therefore, eventually shut down,
          whereas those that can, will continue to thrive and improve. Thus the theory goes that, in aggregate, these
          micro and organisational economic behaviours will generate -the most efficient supply chains and
          manufacturing procedures; -perpetual innovations in services and technologies; and -fair compensation for
          capable, risk-taking, and hard-working entrepreneurs and their workers.
        


        
          Conversely, any attempts to harness the powers of the state to redistribute wealth and regulate markets for
          the public good, however benevolent and well intentioned, will have disastrous social and economic results.
          This is primarily because these objectives as traditionally advanced by state socialism and to a lesser
          extent by Keynesian forms of regulated capitalism, require excessive government economic intervention that
          distorts the natural pricing equilibrium mechanisms of supply and demand. Invariably, this results in the
          inefficient and wasteful allocation of finite resources and services (Friedman, 2002). The long bread lines
          in the former Soviet Union are often cited as an example of this economic inefficiency (Chang, 2010).
          Further, these political-economic systems necessarily infringe on individuals’ freedom to utilise their
          capital as they choose. This has the consequent effect of stifling the psychological incentives necessary for
          entrepreneurial innovation and economic growth.5 Coupled, all these
          cumulative macro and micro effects inevitably generate high inflation, stagnant economies, and unproductive
          state-dependent citizenries that in extreme cases can lead to despotism (Hayek, 1994). Polanyi (2001, p.
          260), writing in direct response to these MPS arguments, notes that
        


        
          Planning and control are being attacked as a denial of freedom. Freedom and enterprise and private ownership
          are declared to be essential to freedom. No society built on other foundations is said to deserve to be
          called free. The freedom that regulation creates is denounced as unfreedom; the
          justice, liberty and welfare are decried as a camouflage of slavery.
        


        
          5  So, for example, why bother working for a promotion, or starting a new business that
          creates jobs if this is going to increase your marginal income tax, or so this type of thinking goes.
        


        
          Guided by their homo economicus ontological assumptions and unwavering faith in
          the role of the metaphysical “invisible hand” of the free market in correcting economic inefficiencies and
          externalities, the MPS zoomed, narrowed, and morphed classical liberalism into a Social Darwinian variant
          that we now know as and term “neoliberalism”. To wit, classical liberalism, and Adam Smith’s version in
          particular – which is unfortunately often conflated with neoliberalism – are not just based on the innate
          selfishness of humanity. Classical liberalism is much more nuanced than is commonly depicted, and very much
          coincided with the thinking of Enlightenment Age that valued reason, creativity, and human freedom over dogma
          and all forms of oppressive authority deemed to be an affront to human dignity. In that context, classical
          liberalism largely underscored humanist and even radically leftist values and ideas (Patel, 2010). For
          instance, Smith (1796) did posit that humans are selfish, but also noted extensively and eloquently in his
          less well-known work The Theory of Moral Sentiments that people are equally
          compassionate and altruistic. Based on this more complex understanding of human nature, and predating Karl
          Marx, Smith even went as far as to rail against corporate privileges, rent-seeking, greed, the
          over-commodification of social life, and the concentration of private wealth (Norman, 2018). He also
          supported public education and government policies that favoured the working classes. For example, in
          The Wealth of Nations, the landmark book that many neoclassical (i.e.,
          neoliberal) economists,6 often cite but likely have never actually read,
          Smith (1796. p. 93) writes that “when the regulation, therefore, is in favour of the workmen, it is always
          just and equitable; but it is sometimes otherwise when in favour of the masters”.
        


        
          6  To be fair, for most of its 100-plus-year existence, neoclassical economics was not
          inherently neoliberal. However, and despite political and some ideological differences between MPS type
          neoliberal theorists and university neoclassical economists, for over the last 20 years, these two camps have
          very much worked in tandem to advance basically the same economic prescriptions (Mirowski, 2014).
        


        
          Furthermore, much of what Adam Smith, David Ricardo, and most classical liberals argued for was in many ways
          a utopian society that can only function if it met the following key conditions. First, truly free-market
          nations have to allow free flow of labour within and across their borders so that workers can find the most
          optimal wages and working conditions. Second, these nations’ economies must be composed of various small
          enterprises with limited division of labour to, as can be inferred from Smith’s (1796) observations of a pin
          factory, avoid or at least temper the alienation and cognitive decline of workers that can result from
          overspecialisation in the form of constant and repetitive monotonous routines. Third, capital should be
          anchored in those communities in which the owners themselves reside so that they can experience first-hand
          and correct any negative externalities induced by their industries. Fourth, these enterprises must operate in
          a state of “perfect competition” – a hypothetical market condition where no cartel, single firm, or buyer can
          control resources and distort prices. (Note that this would require an abolishment
          of corporate conglomeration and oligopolies and the enactment of very stringent anti-trust laws to prevent
          monopolisation and oligopolisation.) Fifth, equilibrium under this hypothetical competitive condition can
          only be engendered by educated, rational, and sovereign individuals who possess “perfect information”. This
          entails a cognitive condition in which all buyers and sellers know or have immediate access to undistorted
          knowledge about all of the retail prices, utilities, cost functions, and externalities of all goods and
          services. Such condition is virtually impossible to meet, but an approximation of it would at the minimum
          require large government expenditure on education to ensure a literate, critical, and numerate populace along
          with laws requiring businesses to be completely transparent about their pricing, production methods, and
          product ingredients. Sixth, trade between nations must be equally balanced so that one does not become
          dependent or indebted to another (Ellwood, 2011; Patel, 2010). International trading arrangements and
          treaties must, therefore, be made to ensure non-zero-sum outcomes.
        


        
          However, MPS members and intellectual offshoots – specifically those from the Chicago School, disregarded or
          downplayed the necessity of the six structural conditions outlined. For example, they give primacy to the
          maximisation of utility over perfect competition, and hence argue against anti-trust laws. In fact, they find
          monopolisation and price fixing to be acceptable on the basis that these could only be the result of a given
          company having greater efficiencies and services or product quality than their perished or perishing
          competition (Davies, 2017). Moreover, they argue for the unrestricted and transnational movement of capital
          and wealthy capitalists, but say little, and when presented, have posed contradictory ideas about the
          unregulated transnational mobility of workers and their rights. Mirowski and Plehwe (2009, p. 26) further
          point out that “notably absent [from the MPS manifestos] are the range of human and political rights
          traditionally embraced by liberals (including the right to form coalitions and freedom of the press)”. This
          inattention to propositions on how to cultivate and safeguard humanity’s better angels, likely stems from
          their cynical understanding of human nature. To reiterate, the MPS argues that given our homo economicus makeup, we human beings will, in most instances, only behave ethically,
          altruistically, or communally if it directly and personally benefits us. Society as a whole should,
          therefore, be transformed into a competitive market arena that can transubstantiate these dominant
          self-interested drives and motivations into a stable equilibrium. In practice, this implies that individuals
          should effectively reject humanist and leftist-progressive values, goals, and practices, e.g., a socially
          conscious concern for and collective actions to protect the environment, labour rights, and human rights.
          Instead, they should embrace their callous dispositions and adopt instrumentalist and what can, in the
          present parlance, be described as right-wing libertarian values, goals, and practices such as
          competitiveness, entrepreneurialism, and a primary preoccupation with the enhancement of one’s human, social,
          and economic capital (Binkley, 2011; Chomsky, 2011; Kasser, 2011; Weidner, 2009). This goes to Braedley and
          Luxton’s (2010, p. 8) point that
        


        
          Human rights and equality under neoliberalism are the rights and equality to compete, but not the rights to
          start from the same starting line, with the same equipment, or at the sound of the
          same gun. It certainly does not include rights to certain outcomes, such as a certain degree of health or
          education. Competition, because it is portrayed as an “impersonal choice” rather than structured by people’s
          decisions, is somehow perceived fairer than direct government action in the distribution of social goods and
          risks.
        


        
          Yet, to the extent that neoliberalism is not the same as 18th-century classical liberalism, likewise it is
          not the same as the fabled 19th-century laissez-faire capitalism, despite their
          similar ideological positions and ontological presuppositions (Ban, 2016; Plehwe et al., 2007). To be
          certain, self-conscious neoliberal intellectuals are not calling for a total elimination of the state. On the
          contrary, they readily concede that a sound and prosperous economy necessitates a strong state to enforce
          contracts, protect property rights, and shore up markets and holders of financial capital in times of
          economic crisis (Friedman, 1948; Hayek, 1994).7 Therefore, it is perhaps more
          accurate to conceptualise neoliberalism as a kind of “reverse Keynesianism” that synthesises lessons,
          insights, and philosophical arguments from the 18th-, 19th-, and 20th-century history of Western political
          economy and thought.
        


        
          7  For example, the 2007–2008 UK and US government bailouts of troubled banks can be
          seen as actually coinciding with, rather than contradicting, neoliberal theory. These bailouts included the
          implementation of measures known as “quantitative easing”, i.e., the immediate and heavily discounted
          injection of massive amounts of digital money into large and state-approved financial firms via central banks
          (Taibbi, 2010). Such measures were enacted by Federal Reserve Chair and noted Milton Friedman disciple Ben
          Bernanke, who was convinced by Friedman’s argument that the 1929 Great Depression was largely exacerbated by
          the Federal Reserve’s failure to provide banks with an emergency influx of liquidity (Mason, 2010).
        


        
          Keynesian economists, for instance, argue that macroeconomic strategies should be concerned with ensuring
          levels of aggregate demand that are sufficient to reach full employment. To achieve this, they argue for
          large government spending on education, employment training programmes, welfare, health care, infrastructure,
          and research and development, and if need be, white-elephant public works. And, all of these expenditures
          must be funded through high progressive taxation. They also generally favour collective bargaining,
          centralised wage regulations, and certain price controls as added means to spur economic recovery and curb
          inequality. In contrast, neoliberal economists argue that inflation, not full employment, should be the
          primary concern for macroeconomic policy. Perhaps tellingly, inflation, so long as it’s kept under extreme
          hyperinflation levels, predominantly impacts the wealthy, whereas unemployment is a more prevalent concern
          for the middle and working classes (Chang, 2010). Moreover, as Baker (2006, p. 19) argues, combating
          inflation depends on “keeping unemployment high enough to prevent inflation from rising above the [band the
          US Federal Reserve] views as acceptable”. This band is usually between 3% and 5% annual inflation rate that
          when exceeded, tends to lead to hikes in interest rates and consequent job loses that disproportionally
          affect the bottom half of income earners. Neoliberal economists, however, contend that these are short-term
          economic costs, and insist that their monetary and supply-side approaches can help
          address poverty, wage stagnation, and long-term unemployment more effectively than statist interventions. A
          major reason for this is that, as the “Nobel laureates” Milton Friedman, Edmund Phelps, and Friedrich Hayek
          argued, there is a natural rate of unemployment that cannot be changed by demand management policies.
          Government instruments and programs aiming to reach full employment and ensure fair wages would hence be
          ultimately ineffective and slow the necessary elimination of outdated, overpaid, and inefficient jobs, which
          could lead to higher unemployment levels in the long run. Worse still, they risk triggering uncontrollable
          inflation that if realised would have a greater negative impact on middle- and low-income earners by
          decreasing their purchasing power. Though it’s worth adding that there is neither robust evidence for Phelps
          and Friedman’s natural rate of unemployment hypothesis, nor for the proposition that one of the major
          components that make up this theoretical construct termed “surplus unemployment”, is caused by government- or
          union-imposed wage controls. All this suggests that concordant and highly impactful anti-inflationary
          responses informed by this hypothesis and followed by governments and central banks, are basically guesswork.
          But I digress.
        


        
          Another neoliberal rationale for favouring monetarist and supply-side policies is premised on the notion that
          through a diligent and prudent control of the money supply that keeps annual inflation under or within a 3–5%
          range, governments and central banks can raise and stabilise the real value (as opposed to nominal value) of
          financial assets and revenues (Albo et al., 2010; Chang, 2010). This, in consort with tax cuts and decreased
          regulations, puts more money into the hands of individual investors, chief executive officers, and
          entrepreneurs, and incentivises them to increase investments and hiring; thereby resulting in the creation of
          jobs and more efficient and lasting economic growth than it is possible to attain by means of Keynesian
          fiscal policies (Steger & Roy, 2010). Some neoliberal economists like the infamous Arthur Laffer
          (originator of the laughable Laffer Curve thesis), go as far as to argue that high tax rates actually
          decrease fiscal revenues since they apparently cause the wealthy to invest less and to work fewer hours.
          Fewer investments mean less hiring, and working fewer hours means lower incomes, all these supposed
          decrements thus result in lower marginal income tax contributions. Conversely, decreasing taxes on the
          wealthy encourages them to work longer hours, and should hence increase government tax intakes (Adler, 2009).
          In short, and their specious and thoroughly empirically refuted reasoning aside, neoliberal macroeconomic
          prescriptions are aimed at incentivising investment, facilitating entrepreneurship, and engendering
          continuous economic growth. Their purported advantage over statist approaches is that they seek to meet such
          aims while preserving individual freedom by limiting the state’s ability to interfere in how individuals
          choose to utilise their earned or inherited wealth and capital.
        


        
          However, that said, a minimal degree of funding for private enterprises and public services through fiscal
          revenues is actually consistent with neoliberal theory and prescriptions (e.g., negative income tax),
          provided that these are not “inimical to the initiative and functioning of the market” (Hartwell, 1995, p.
          42). Although, neoliberals contend that the scope of the welfare state has to be drastically reduced and
          that its role be redefined vis-à-vis the market by, for
          example, making welfare benefits means-tested, temporary, and dependent on work requirements. They further
          propose that the primary function of welfare and education institutions should be to condition and train
          individuals to be self-reliant, entrepreneurial, and responsible decision-makers. Moreover, public
          institutions should be made to compete for public funds against other public institutions and private-profit
          and non-profit organisations. To facilitate this public institutional restructuring, neoliberals advocate for
          neo-managerial practices and corporate style accountability metrics and targets to help eliminate
          wastefulness, incentivise positive performances, measure outcomes, and maximise customer satisfaction (Chubb
          & Moe, 1990; Friedman, 2002).
        


        
          Throughout the second half of the 20th-century, members and affiliates of the MPS founded and honed several
          influential theories which maintain and claim to mathematically prove that, given a choice, human beings will
          predominantly behave in accordance with their perceived self-interests, e.g., public-choice theory,
          rational-choice theory, and game theory (Davies, 2017; Spies-Butcher, 2002). They also wrote extensive
          position papers on subjects varying from welfare and education reform, to environmental and labour standards.
          In every instance, they argued against Keynesian, socialist, and even feminist positions (which, for example
          argue that the state should play an active role in securing women’s rights in the workplace), in favour of
          ostensibly “scientific” and, therefore, ideology-free, pro-market solutions (Plehwe et al., 2007). Their
          theories and studies gained them enormous prestige and authority in the fields of sociology, political
          science, international relations, and especially in economics; with several members winning so-called “Nobel”
          prizes in economics.8 To spread their ideology, as part of what Harvey (2005)
          argues was a conscious and key strategy in their war of position (i.e., the intellectual and cultural
          establishment of counter-hegemonic ideas and institutions), they formed academic strongholds at the London
          School of Economics and the University of Chicago. With the help and funding of powerful business lobbying
          and policy groups like the US Chamber of Commerce, the Trilateral Commission, the Council on Foreign
          Relations, and the Business Roundtable to name just a few, they also founded several national and
          international think tanks (Gill, 2003). These include the Institute of Economic Affairs (UK), the Heritage
          Foundation (US), the Fraser Institute (Canada), and the Lion Rock Institute (Hong Kong).9 This now extensive think tank and intellectual network is not entirely homogenous in its
          views and policy positions, but does more or less advocate the same general policy
          approach for accelerating and maintaining economic growth and market credibility. More specifically, most
          affiliates of this network argue that countries should maximise their comparative advantages in factor
          endowments, achieve fiscal solvency, and attract foreign direct investment by implementing policies that
          allow for the following:
        


        
          	Businesses to largely self-regulate; i.e., run their operations relatively free from having to adhere to,
          e.g., government-imposed red-tape formalities, workplace safety mandates, waste disposal rules, quarantine
          rules, anti-discrimination laws, minimum wages, price controls, limits on mergers and acquisitions, and
          production quality standards. The logic for this being that market mechanisms will, in theory, ensure
          punishment for businesses that commit fraud, deliver poor service, conduct discriminatory hiring or wage
          practices, or produce hazardous and dangerous products.


          	Liberalisation of domestic and international trade and commerce via the implementation of uniform import
          and export tariffs between nations, along with deregulation of all financial, retail, manufacturing,
          telecommunications, commodity, and labour markets. Note that deregulation is a bit of a misnomer since it
          really only refers to the removal of regulations that stymie profit margins (for examples see point 1 above).
          However, neoliberals are typically fine with imposing regulations that can help firms maximise profits, such
          as stricter intellectual property rights and right-to-work laws.


          	Natural resources to be privatised, because the private sector is better suited to take care of their
          management than are governments or the commons.


          	Public services such as education, health care, law enforcement, and transportation to be fully or
          partially privatised.


          	Governmental social insurance institutions to be reduced, dismantled, and where possible replaced with
          voluntary private charities.


          	All forms of government taxation, including income, corporate, capital gains, and property taxes to be
          reduced or eliminated.


          	The curbing of budget deficits; control of inflation; and guaranteed protection and enforcement of legal
          contracts, copyrights, private property rights, and corporate personhood rights.


          	The opening up of internal markets within government agencies as well as new international markets, and
          by overwhelming military force if need be (e.g., see Klein’s (2008) account of the forced market
          liberalisation of Chile in 1973 and Iraq in 2003).


          	The restructuring of public institutions according to neo-managerial forms of organisation and practice,
          i.e., the transforming of public institutions into result-oriented enterprises that prioritise customer
          satisfaction and regularly employ performance audits.


          	Key economic policy-making and implementing power to be held by an appointed and publicly unaccountable
          market-oriented technocratic elite (e.g., central bankers), who can bypass or overturn decisions made by
          formal democratic institutions that impede business operations and profit-maximisation.

        


        
          8  The Sveriges Riksbank Prize in Economic Sciences in Memory of Alfred Nobel is not, as
          can be inferred from its official name, a real Nobel prize. Its association with the Nobel prizes was
          actually a marketing gimmick spearhead by MPS members and associates to lend their theories unwarranted
          prestige and authority. To his credit, Friedrich von Hayek opposed the creation of this prize, but this did
          not stop him from accepting one.
        


        
          9  The MPS has expanded its membership from its original 38 individuals to over 1000,
          acting as an umbrella organisation that encompasses a well-organised global network of think tanks that also
          includes the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research (US), the Liberty Institute (Brazil), and Unirule
          (Beijing) (Plehwe et al., 2007).
        


        
          Together, the positions discussed in this section form the basic philosophical, intellectual, and policy
          foundation of what can at this point be considered classic neoliberalism.10
          So to answer the question posed earlier in this chapter: neoliberalism is a political-economic paradigm
          consisting of a set of ideological discourses and policies that call for and facilitate the extension of
          market-corporate logic and practices into all forms of government, civic, public, and even private life,
          i.e., all forms of human decision-making and organisation (Braedley & Luxton, 2010; Davies, 2017; Hall
          & Rustin, 2015; Patel, 2010). When taken to its logical conclusion, neoliberalism is more totalising in
          scope than any other previous conception and incarnation of capitalism and liberal governance. Despite this
          disturbing imperialistic feature, the MPS and their global network of think tanks and university business and
          economics research centres, along with their de facto allies in network and cable
          news programmes, continue to insist on the merits of neoliberalism and posit or rather hypothesise the
          following. The sufficient societal adoption and enactment of neoliberal ideology, governance, and policies
          will over time generate prosperous and dynamic yet stable and efficient national and international markets,
          in addition to the skilled, self-reliant, and flexible workers needed to maintain and compete in them.
          Further, although neoliberalism has induced astronomical wealth disparities that have even surpassed those of
          the Gilded Age, and while it may not constitute an ideal or pure free-market system, neoliberals maintain
          that its engendering can best approximate the meeting of the long-term objectives of political freedom,
          economic efficiency, and equality of economic power (Friedman, 2002; Hartwell, 1995; Hayek, 1994).
        


        
          10  The neoliberal paradigm has been influenced by several Western epistemic communities
          (e.g., Austrian and Frieburg Schools of Economics). Resultantly, various provincial strands of neoliberalism
          have sprouted, e.g., Brazilian New Capitalism, German Ordoliberalism (Mirowski & Plehwe, 2009). This
          section and book only cover what I refer to as classic neoliberalism, as this is the most prominent strand
          and the one most applicable to the UK and US.
        

      
    


    
      Neoliberal globalisation: the end of history


      
        The second half of the 20th-century world order was characterised by a series of global crises and
        transformations that brought about the end of Keynesianism and its system of global capital controls. Of note,
        in 1971, US President Nixon took the dollar of the gold standard. This effectively abolished the Bretton Woods
        system of fixed exchange rates, and ushered in the current era of floating exchange rates and accelerated
        financialisation (Albo et al., 2010; McNally, 2009).11 By the 1980s, members of
        the MPS had gained momentum in their war of manoeuvre, i.e., the move from ideological struggle to political
        power (Gramsci, 1971). Specifically, they helped form the political platforms and
        administrations of British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and American President Ronald Reagan (Steger &
        Roy, 2010). Once in office, and at the urging of their MPS connected economic advisors, Thatcher and Reagan cut
        taxes on corporations and the wealthy; shrank the power and size of regulatory state agencies; and loosened or
        lifted financial, safety, labour, anti-trust, and environmental regulations. These reforms, in conjunction with
        the global trade policies and multilateral agreements spearheaded by the World Bank, International Monetary
        Fund, and World Trade Organization, initiated and accelerated the processes of neoliberal globalisation. This
        form of globalisation is characterised by the free-flow of capital within and across nation-states; the
        increasing interconnectedness and interdependence of national economies; and the rise and dominance of
        transnational corporations and financial institutions (Cerny, 2014; Davies, 2017).
      


      
        11  Financialisation refers to the economic process that leads to “the increasing role of
        financial motives, financial markets, financial actors and financial institutions in the operation of the
        domestic and international economies” (Epstein, 2005, p. 3). Two of the key features of financialisation are an
        increase in debt-to-equity ratios as a share of national income, and the separation of finance from the “real”
        material economy.
      


      
        Successive UK and US administrations, regardless of their traditional political positions, whether left, right,
        or centre, continued with similar business-friendly policies, and spread similar prescriptions across the globe
        through their control of the World Bank, the IMF, and the WTO. Coincidentally I am sure, all these
        organisations have close ties with the MPS.12 After the 1991 fall of the Soviet
        Union, and throughout the 1990s and 2000s, neoliberal “globalization” was legally cemented by multilateral
        international free-trade agreements like the WTO’s 1994 Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual
        Property Rights and 2013 Bali Package.13 These along with several WTO, European
        Union, and G7 negotiations, have formed what Gill (1998, p. 16) refers to as the “new constitutionalism”; i.e.,
        sets of
      


      
        Policies and legal measures that are intended to reinforce the rights and political representation of
        investors, and in so doing to strengthen the power of capital on a world scale. This process involves dominant
        state apparatuses in the Group of Seven, the international financial institutions, and transnational
        corporations, and it seeks to reproduce, politically and legally, disciplinary neo-liberalism and the main
        discourse and strategy for creating what Karl Polanyi called the “stark Utopia” of a market society on a world
        scale.
      


      
        12  The imposition of neoliberal policies on developing countries via for example, the
        IMF’s and World Bank’s structural adjustments programmes, is also widely referred to as the “Washington
        Consensus” (Chomsky, 2011).
      


      
        13  When the interconnectedness of national economies on a global scale actually occurred
        is a matter of ongoing debate with some authors suggesting that it started when Columbus landed in the Americas
        (Ellwood, 2011). For the purposes of this book, I am using the term globalisation to refer to the post-1970s
        spread of pro-market economic reforms and policies via supranational organisations like the WTO, World Bank,
        and IMF.
      


      
        Consequently, these agreements have substantially contributed to the deindustrialisation of UK and US
        economies. They have done so by allowing and encouraging the financial sector to become detached from the real
        economy, and major corporations to bypass domestic labour markets and outsource their
        operations to other nation-states with abundant cheap labour and even fewer regulations (Chang, 2010; Ellwood,
        2011). Alas, globalisation is far too complex a phenomenon to be discussed at any further length in this book.
        Nevertheless, it merits mention since it sets the context and justification for the political-economic
        restructuring of the UK and the US of the last 40 years; viz., public and economic
        policies since the 1980s have been premised on the belief that the liberalisation of global market forces is
        inevitable and beyond the control of any one nation (Davies, 2017; Giddens, 1998; Gill, 2003). Therefore, to
        survive in the new global economy, British and American governing, intellectual, and media elites argue that
        the major components of their respective state, economy, and civil society need to facilitate market operations
        and prepare citizens to better compete in global labour markets. Indeed, there is no alternative, or so they
        keep claiming.
      

    


    
      Neoliberal governance: we will force you to be free


      
        The 1980s British and American discourses of the minimal state and individual responsibility marked the
        beginning of “market governance”, where both individuals and public and non-profit institutions are encouraged,
        if not coerced, to conform to the norms and values of the market (Larner, 2000). Central to this neoliberal
        domestic project was and is the transformation of the welfare state; based on the argument that welfare is a
        huge drain on GDP and produces generations of lazy state-dependent “scroungers”. Accordingly, upon taking
        office, Thatcher and Reagan reduced the size and funding for social programmes, and urged citizens to wean off
        their dependence on the government largesse, get a job, and invest in the new age property-owning democracy
        (Hall, 2011). The subsequent Blair and Clinton administrations took a more moderate “third-way” approach. This
        included some progressive policies such as increased funding for the NHS and implementation of the minimum wage
        in the UK, and raising of the federal minimum wage in the US. However, their “third-way” stressed the
        importance of economic growth and social entrepreneurship in solving social problems (Ban, 2016; Giddens,
        1998), and introduced tight means-tested requirements, workfare programmes, and the neo-managerial
        re-structuration of social services. These policies and programmes are designed to regulate and discipline
        government aid recipients and constrain the type and amount of aid social services can offer by making
        recipients and welfare organisations adhere to strict and arbitrarily generated metrics and performance
        outcomes (Gibson, 2008; Jessop, 1995).
      


      
        In 1996, for example, promising “to end welfare as we know it”, Clinton passed the Personal Responsibility and
        Work Act. This ended welfare as an entitlement programme by requiring recipients to pursue work activity for 30
        hours a week with penalties for non-compliance, and to begin working after two years of receiving benefits. The
        Act also placed a lifetime limit of five years on benefits paid by Federal funds, and allowed charitable
        organisations that offered social services to apply for Federal funding. The following Bush administration
        passed into law the 2005 Deficit Reduction Act. Among other provisions, this Act increased the number of hours that welfare recipients must work to maintain their benefits
        eligibility; reduced the annual growth of mandatory spending on entitlement programmes (e.g., Medicaid, Social
        Security); and allowed faith-based groups providing social services to receive Federal funding. Across the
        pond, in 1998, the Blair government passed the New Deal policy, which placed caps on benefits; provided funding
        for job training programmes; and introduced employment-derived tax incentives (Cloward et al., 2001). This
        policy also increased funding for and extended the role of the third sector in developing and delivering jobs
        training, social work, youth work, and other public policy services. The subsequent Brown government continued
        with Blair’s work requirement and tax-credit incentive schemes, believing that recipients can be financially
        incentivised to work and save to lift themselves out of poverty.
      


      
        Following the 2007–2008 global financial crisis and accompanying deep recession, welfare policy in the US and
        UK has been characterised by a mixture of those outlined above. For example, in the US, Obama and Trump
        continued with their predecessors’ employment-based welfare schemes, while also cutting hundreds of billions in
        funding from employment benefits and the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP). Trump is currently
        proposing considerable more cuts to Medicaid and Social Security, and stricter work requirements to be eligible
        to receive SNAP benefits – these help around 40 million impoverished American residents buy food (Jones, 2018).
        In the UK, Cameron and May carried on with the Working Tax Credit and Child Tax Credit benefits of the previous
        Labour administrations. However, they also implemented a now decade-long series of austerity measures that have
        slashed billions in funding for housing, disability, income support, and child benefits among other social
        insurance programmes (Cummins, 2018; Hamnett, 2014). As of 2019, there is also an ongoing benefits freeze on
        jobseeker’s allowance, tax credits, child benefits, and others that was initiated in 2016 to save £3 billion in
        entitlement spending. This keeps benefits allotments from going up with inflation, resulting in an effective
        cut in funds that aid around 27 million (nearly half of the population), including 11 million children.
      


      
        Overall, the traditional Keynesian welfare system of the US and UK, which allotted rights-based benefits, has
        been replaced with what Jessop (1995) refers to as a Schumpeterian workfare-state that purportedly better suits
        the post-industrial neoliberal economy. That is, the old Keynesian system was designed to accompany an
        industrialising economy and was ambiguous about the causes of poverty. The current workfare system is, on the
        other hand, meant to accompany a post-industrialised service economy where poverty is explicitly held to be the
        fault of the individual – one that can and must be remedied by individual effort (Cloward et al., 2001). It’s
        worth stressing that in a neoliberal society, there are no social problems, only individual hurdles and
        challenges, or at least that’s what American and British governments claim. Hence, by placing limits on the
        duration and amount of funding beneficiaries can claim, and tying that funding to mandatory requirements such
        as active job hunting, new training, community service, and sometimes drug testing; neoliberal welfare policies
        are meant to enable individuals to become empowered and self-reliant. The rationale
        being that these otherwise callous policies will motivate destitute subjects to take responsibility and
        accountability for their own life choices and actions, and help equip them with the skills, dispositions, and
        work ethic needed to successfully enter modern labour markets. As Gibson (2008, p. 12) puts it:
      


      
        The Keynesian welfare state was to be dismantled and replaced by a Schumpeterian workfare one where the state’s
        role is to create the structures for the successful operation of the market in which individuals will
        increasingly need to compete and plan for themselves as individuals, or as individual family units.
      

    


    
      Neoliberal education: Jobs! Jobs! Jobs!


      
        Along with social services, public education – essentially a subcomponent of the welfare state, has become one
        of the primary focal points of the neoliberal project (Gibson, 2008; Slater, 2015). Since Thatcher and Reagan
        government leaders and influential conservative think tanks and news media have presented public spending in
        education as a threat to national competitiveness and GDP growth; arguing that schools are failing to
        adequately equip students with the skills needed to compete in the globalizing economy (Cribb & Gewirtz,
        2013; McDonald, 2014). To remedy this, neoliberal education reformers argue that schools must be essentially
        turned into fiscally solvent commercial entities whose primary function is to condition and train a
        professionally skilled and extrinsic-value-orientated workforce. They also contend that a school’s viability,
        pedagogic efficacy, curriculum, and funding can be more efficiently and accurately determined by making schools
        adopt and adhere to market-corporate measures and practices of accountability, productivity,
        cost-effectiveness, and consumer demand (Chubb & Moe, 1990; Friedman, 2002). From the late 1980s onward,
        British and American governments passed education policies that are largely in accordance with these arguments.
        For example, the UK’s 1988 Education Reform Act and the US’s 2001 No Child Left Behind Act began the ranking
        and public listing of schools’ performance measured primarily on completion rates (in the US) and by how well
        students perform on standardised tests (in the UK and the US). Later policies (e.g., the UK’s Education Act
        2011, and the US’ 2009 Common Core State Standards Initiative), extended the use of standardised test scores to
        measure schools’ competence and rank, and to, in some instances, condition their funding.
      


      
        The objective measures produced by standardised testing are meant to provide parents with the necessary
        information to make a sound and rational choice on which schools can best provide quality education to their
        children. Resultantly, teachers have been increasingly trained in and pressured to focus on, “teaching to the
        test” classroom practices (Brown, 2015; Brown, 2010; Sloan, 2008). These practices vary across national and
        local levels, but are normally modelled on rote learning and behaviourist approaches in that they are
        specifically designed to train students to attain an automated and uncritical acceptance of predetermined
        answers. As an aside, while perhaps suitable for Pavlov’s dog, these pedagogic methods are not conducive for fostering curiosity, deep learning, or skills in critical and
        lateral thinking, problem-solving, and abstract reasoning (Abrami et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2015; Sahlberg,
        2009; Valli et al., 2008; Wirebring et al., 2015). Rote memorisation techniques and excessive testing may even
        stymie the development of these cognitive faculties and skills (Sidenvall et al., 2015; Wenglinsky, 2004b),
        which is ironic given that these are considered key requirements for participation and success in the emerging
        global “knowledge economy”. Despite this, students are more and more being taught through these methods so that
        they can perform well on standardised tests (Brown, 2015; Valli et al., 2008). Additionally, students are
        generally told that their scores will dictate whether and which university they can attend, which will then
        determine what types of jobs they can expect or hope to attain (Patton, 2013).
      


      
        In the US, education policies have also allowed for the growth of business-school partnerships whereby
        businesses and corporations provide funding to underfunded schools in exchange for publicity and advertisement
        space. Hewit (2005) argues that this can go a long way to fostering within students an unquestionable faith in,
        and inherit benevolence of, the corporate world. In anything from curriculum creation to fund-raising,
        corporations have and continue to step in where the state has neglected or been unable to fund services. Molnar
        (1996, p. 25) argues that “the problem with this is that students and teachers become subsumed in market logic
        that, in part because of its pervasiveness, appears (therefore becomes) impervious to critique”. Policies such
        as the UK’s 2010 Academies Act, and the US’s 2010 Race to the Top initiative, further enabled the corporate
        infiltration of public schooling, and facilitated the privatisation of education such that schools can now be
        entirely run by private institutions. Known as free schools in the UK and charter schools in the US, these
        privatised academies have the added benefit of being able to hire non-unionised teaching staff at lower wages.
      


      
        In general, the education policy inputs and outputs reviewed here both subtly and overtly orient students,
        parents, teachers, and school administrators towards market subjectivities and discursive practices of
        competition, consumption, and performativity. Moreover, these policies have been substantially influenced and,
        in some cases, directly crafted by unelected business leaders, pro-market think tanks, and venture capitalists
        (Lipman, 2011). Thus, they serve as pointed examples of neoliberal policy and governance, and have to varying
        degrees:
      


      
        	Narrowly defined education values giving primacy to economic-instrumentalist purposes, and positioned
        education as merely a means for job training.


        	Marketised schools, by making school rankings public, and expecting parents and students to become rational
        and responsible consumers of education.


        	Corporatised schools, by introducing neo-managerial organisational strategies and benchmark objectives, as
        well as forcing schools to compete with each other for funding and resources.


        	Begun the privatisation of public schools, where entire schools are reconstructed on profit models, or
        where selective school functions are outsourced to the private sector, e.g., school–business partnerships
        (Lipman, 2011).

      


      
        The policy inputs and outputs discussed above specifically apply to primary and secondary education. However,
        the UK and US university sectors have faced similar reforms and restructuration. This has been accelerated by
        the denuding of higher education and concurrent soar in tuition fees over the past 20 years. Due to these
        converging factors and conjunctures, university degree programmes are now pursuing a more vocationally oriented
        pedagogy, pitching “tuition fees on a more lucrative basis, and are valued in terms of their output of
        knowledge-intensive human capital” (Gaffikin & Perry, 2009, p. 120). In other words, because they are
        strapped for cash, universities have shifted their primary concern from that of developing conscientious,
        critical, and intellectually curious global citizens to that of maintaining a continuous annual recruitment of
        fee-paying students (Hadley, 2015). Senior administrators usually try to accomplish this in three ways though
        these will vary by institution. The first is by massive spending on the construction of new teaching buildings,
        information technology systems, and student accommodations. The second is by carrying out extensive domestic
        and international advertising campaigns. These tend to feature a given university’s new and/or planned
        infrastructure developments, various subject rankings, international demographic profile, research
        accomplishments, career services, and graduate employment figures. Congruently, the main purpose of these
        building investments and advertisements is to recruit both domestic and foreign students by convincing them
        that they are getting “value for their money”.
      


      
        The third means consists of the imposition of standardised curriculums, embedding of transferable and
        professional skills into course content, and regular deployment of course and teaching evaluation
        questionnaires. One can be generous and assume that these impositions are well intended and meant to improve
        the student experience. However, in practice, they are gradually carving away at departments’ and individual
        lecturers’ academic freedom. For instance, course and teaching surveys are used to discipline and regulate
        academics. This promotes grade inflation and watered-down curriculum (Bunce et al., 2017), as low evaluation
        scores reported by disgruntled student-consumers could lead to the closure of a programme or firing of a
        lecturer. Additionally, the aforementioned impositions effectively force academics to base their course content
        on how well it can prepare students to attain gainful employment. As well as undermining academics’ freedom of
        what and how to teach, this preoccupation with employability and student satisfaction goes directly against the
        traditional Humboldtian pedagogic objective of fostering “an approach to learning, an attitude of mind, a skill
        and a capacity to think rather than specialised knowledge” (Ash, 2006, p. 246).
      


      
        It is thus arguably not too much of a stretch to claim that due to neoliberal public policies and reforms, the
        UK and US primary and secondary education sectors, largely currently function as pivotal institutional
        environments where millennials are tacitly and overtly socialised to adopt uncritical, consumerist,
        competitive, and instrumentalist mindsets and behaviours (Gewirtz & Cribb, 2009; Gibson, 2008; Sardoc,
        2018; Sloan, 2008; Stahl et al., 2017; Valli et al., 2008). Moreover, rather than mitigating this function,
        universities, may actually be intensifying it. For example, Leyva’s (2018a) content analysis of the Russell
        Group’s latest education strategy statements showed that these predominantly contain
        neoliberal discursive inflections of global competitiveness, instrumentalism, employability, and customer
        satisfaction. This suggests that the Russell Group’s current and long-term pedagogic and institutional plans
        strongly reflect the language of the neoliberal policy agenda for public education, and have virtually
        abandoned the historical university mission of nurturing intellectual curiosity, promoting academic freedom,
        generating pure scientific knowledge, and fostering character and conscientious citizenship.14 Relatedly, all the educational institutional changes discussed in this section may help to
        partly explain why, for example, UK university enrolment in public-service-orientated courses, e.g., education,
        which usually attracts students hoping to become teachers, has fallen from 198,120 in 2004/2005 to 173,015 in
        2013/2014. Inversely, enrolment for business courses, which generally lure students hoping to get high-paying
        corporate jobs, has risen from 290,455 in 2003/2004 to 336,600 in 2013/2014 (Ramsden, 2015). Similarly, in the
        US, enrolment in education degrees went from 105,458 in 2000/2001 to 91,623 in 2014/2015, whereas for business,
        enrolment went from 226,623 in 2000/2001 to 363,799 in 2014/2015 (NCES, 2016). Coincidingly, business degree
        programmes are by far the most popular in the UK and US, and considerably more so than even programmes from the
        valorised fields in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics.
      


      
        14  The Russell Group constitutes an association of 24 elite British public universities,
        and plays a leading role in influencing the values, ambitions, and practices of domestic and international
        higher education institutions.
      

    


    
      Neoliberal urbanisation and non-profit organisations


      
        Neoliberalism has also transformed the landscape, governance, and economies of UK and US cities. Extolling the
        neoliberal virtues of “decentralization” and “localism” post-1980s British and American central governments
        have rolled back state funding in favour of decentralised approaches. According to these policy discourses,
        local city and town governments have to make do and figure out their budgets with less federal monies. This is
        based on the assumption that decreased federal funding will somehow magically initiate civic enterprise and
        social responsibility (Featherstone et al., 2012).
      


      
        Moreover, as industrial jobs were outsourced from cities like Detroit and Manchester to developing countries,
        city governments turned to neoliberal policy prescriptions to restructure their fledgling economies. For
        example, in an effort to attract financial capital, policies implemented in major world cities like London and
        Los Angeles neglected much of their industrial sectors. Instead, they offered tax breaks and subsidies to
        non-industry-based corporations; curbed their budget deficits to appease the bond and credit agencies;
        subcontracted many of their municipal, health, and education services to private companies; and instituted an
        elaborate system of private–public partnerships.
      


      
        This approach to urban planning has predictably exacerbated existing division of major cities along class
        lines. In many British and American metropolises, rich residents enjoy extravagant and increasingly gated
        communities, private municipal services, and 24-hour armed protection. Adler (2010, p. 70) describing the US
        context notes that
      


      
        city governments across the country now provide packages of services and taxes in the form of Business
        Improvement Districts, which are tailored to the means of the neighbourhoods that finance them, so that no
        subsidisation of the poor by the wealthy occurs.
      


      
        At the same time, the majority of urbanites have to pay rising fees and taxes to city services with declining
        quality, and struggle with ever-increasing rent, food, and transport costs as their wages stagnate or decline,
        and as unemployment and crime rise. Correspondingly, the responsibility, individualism, and sanctity of private
        property discourses that neoliberalism invokes, often obscure the more authoritarian and disciplinary arm of
        neoliberal policies, which have, in effect, criminalised poverty and anti-corporate democratic dissent. Armed
        with the latest military technology and surveillance equipment, (sold to them by private corporations of
        course), police forces across UK and US cities target, monitor, fine, and/or arrest dwellers of mostly
        non-affluent and non-white backgrounds (Graham, 2010). This is largely to ensure that wealthy neighbourhoods
        and shopping districts are free of homeless panhandlers, potential larcenists, anti-social youths, and
        rabble-rousers.
      


      
        In between these militarising and privatised urban enclaves exist a number of non-profit organisations (NPOs)
        that have proliferated since the onset of neoliberalism and stepped in where the state has rolled back (Ismail
        & Kamat, 2018). Indeed, offering services ranging from health care and drug addiction counselling to youth
        gang prevention and employment training programmes, the demand for the services that NPOs offer has risen as
        the adverse societal and macro-economic effects of free-trade agreements, deregulation, low-taxation, loose
        monetarism, and austerity have become more apparent. However, the non-profit sector has itself undergone
        considerable neoliberal inflection. That is, due to the constant preassure to secure operating funding from
        either private or public bodies, NPOs have by and large adopted the organisational form, logic, and
        administrative practices of for-profit corporations (Dempsey & Sanders, 2010). Consequently, many
        non-profits have renounced confrontational advocacy approaches and calls for substantive and progressive policy
        changes, to instead work on goals that “are focused primarily on brokering resources and promoting the
        organization” (Mosley, 2012, p. 41). Some can and have resisted such re-structurations, and do offer a space
        for community-based solutions to social pathologies and inequalities. Though these are probably in the minority
        since a significant proportion of NPOs have yielded to market pressures and instituted practices that redefine
        clients as consumers and shift responsibility to individuals (Garrow & Hasenfeld, 2014). A trend that is
        likely to be intensified by the ongoing cuts to public spending. These shifts to neo-managerial organisational
        forms and approaches to the provision of social services thus positions the
        non-profit sector as yet another cog in the neoliberal machine. And, one that further serves to take attention
        away from viewing social problems as structural problems in need of systematic and collective redressing
        (Dempsey, 2009). I should add that the reason I bring these contexts and issues up is because NPOs organise and
        provide many after-school programmes, lessons, and activities to large numbers of emerging and young adults.
        They are, therefore, important agents of socialisation, and have had a significant influence on the youth
        participants from my ethnographic study discussed in Chapter
        3.
      

    


    
      Neoliberalism and media-culture


      
        Lastly, neoliberalism has also significantly shaped the media-culture that contemporary British and American
        populations, and youth populations in particular, are predominantly exposed to and voluntarily engage with.
        Like I mentioned earlier, the 1980s and early 1990s saw the enactment of domestic reforms, multilateral
        free-trade agreements, and structural adjustment of the Global South that loosened or dismantled trade barriers
        and regulations on employment conditions, capital controls and mobility, and mergers and acquisitions. This,
        coupled with the lingering effects of the global economic recession of the1980s, fostered new economic
        imperatives that expedited the oligopolisation of most industries (i.e., the market process whereby an industry
        becomes dominated by a handful of firms). During this time, several hitherto prominent companies also started
        facing stiff competition from cheaper big box stores who were selling their own generic products. To compete in
        these new market environments, major businesses were pushed to expand via corporate consolidation,
        international incorporation, and/or conglomeration, i.e., the merging of firms from different and usually
        unrelated commercial sectors. Many were additionally pushed to adopt new methods for differentiating themselves
        from their competitors. This is because in several if not most industries (e.g., fashion, fast food, automotive
        industries), the shrinking range of competing firms end up offering the same or nearly identical service or
        products.15 Well attuned to these structural changes, Madison Avenue
        reconfigured their marketing strategies, and began promoting their corporate clients not as manufacturers of
        everyday commodities, but as unique sellers of dreams, experiences, and lifestyles (Klein, 2000). In other
        words, these deliberate and admittedly ingenious strategies focused on and emphasised the selling of
        aspirations, identities, and feelings rather than products or their utility. Therefore, Starbucks, for example,
        doesn’t sell coffee like Dunkin Donuts or Costa does; it sells community and ambiance, i.e., “the third space”.
        Nike does not sell shoes like Adidas; it instead sells athleticism and competitive drive (Klein, 2000).
        Coincidingly, while financial investment in traditional forms of manufacturing and
        infrastructure dramatically declined during the neoliberal era, “the main arenas of production that gained were
        the emergent cultural industries (films, videos, video games, music, advertising, art shows), which use IT as a
        basis for the innovation and the marketing of new products” (Harvey, 2005, p. 158).
      


      
        15  Current examples of this include Time Warner Cable and DirectTV, both of which sell
        access to the same cable channels in the US. Another example would be the jeans sold by H&M, TopShop, Zara,
        River Island, American Apparel, and Urban Outfitters, as these all basically look the same.
      


      
        The global economic transformations and concurrent shifts in marketing practices and expenditures described
        above were followed by the hugely consequential passing of the US’s 1996 Telecommunications Act and the UK’s
        Communication Act 2003. These Acts lifted key restrictions on advertising and media ownership that had been put
        in place to prevent the consolidation of mass media outlets; maintain a diversity of aired political
        viewpoints, cultural representations, and artistic content; and prevent the corporate control of information.
        Predictably, as a result of all these factors, culture industries have merged to labyrinthine extents with a
        plethora of non-media commercial industries to create an omnipresent consumer media-culture that is especially
        keen to capitalise on the growing purchasing power of post-1980s youth. Advertisers continue to be a major
        driver of this media-culture, as they relentlessly target youth demographics and attempt to co-opt all forms of
        youth styles, trends, and music (Beader et al., 2009; Kenway & Bullen, 2001; McGuigan, 2010). Additionally,
        from sponsoring art exhibits, music concerts, and fashion shows, to enforcing legal restrictions over the use
        of trademarked cultural artefacts, to deciding on the content and distribution of music, films, books, and
        television shows, there are fewer and fewer spaces left in contemporary UK and US society where cultural
        production is not controlled or mediated by a handful of transnational corporations (McGuigan, 2010). Today’s
        youth are thus subject to a constant bombardment of branded sounds, images, and even tastes and smells that
        entice them to consume and tell them what to aspire to and believe in, but not to question the night-time
        production of those branded commodities or to examine their underlying ideological discourses. With perhaps
        some hyperbole, it can be claimed that most contemporary young people are literally immersed in this
        media-cultural environment – one that has grown exponentially since the 2000s advent of Web 2.0.
      


      
        Concordantly, popular media now disseminates neoliberal congruent discourses of materialism, upward mobility,
        competitiveness, individualism, and self-interestedness that are more emphatic and prevalent than during
        pre-neoliberal times (Kasser et al., 2007; McGuigan, 2010; Uhls & Greenfield, 2011a). For example, a
        psycholinguistic study of the lyrics from the US’s Hot 100 Billboard songs from 1980–2007, found that since
        1980, the words “I” and “Me” have appeared more frequently in popular music lyrics, while prosocial words like
        ‘We’ and ‘Us’ have significantly dwindled (DeWall et al., 2011). The researchers also note that the rise in
        self-centred and antisocial lyrics found in popular music correlates with several large-scale psychometric
        survey results indicating that American millennials are more narcissistic and self-interested than previous
        generations. Relatedly, a parallel body of developmental psychology studies show that the ubiquity and
        resulting exposure to materialistic media messages over the past 40 years are correlated with rising levels of
        concerns over attaining wealth, fame, status, and material possessions among UK and
        US millennials (Easterbrook et al., 2014; Uhls & Greenfield, 2011b; Twenge & Kasser, 2013). Other
        studies have speculated that this exposure may be contributing to post-1980 generational decreases in empathy,
        altruism, and communality (Konrath et al., 2011; Uhls & Greenfield, 2011a). For example, over the last two
        decades, UK and US commercial broadcasts have been dominated by reality television shows such as X-Factor, American Idol, and The Apprentice, which typically
        feature and promote cut-throat competition, narcissistic characters, rugged individualism, and materialism. In
        direct reference to these types of shows, Konrath et al. (2011, p. 189) note that, “overall, the agentic and
        narcissistic qualities found in modern media seem consistent with decreasing empathy”.
      


      
        Neoliberal ideology can also be traced in the mainstream press’ carefully spun and widely circulated
        sound-bites, market-citizen framings, and opinion pieces that call for the reduction or elimination of welfare,
        taxes, and union rights; the privatisation of public institutions and services; and the removal of economic,
        labour, and environmental regulations (Jensen & Tyler, 2015; McDonald, 2014; Temple, 2015).16 This ideological saturation conveniently includes an erosion of criticisms of corporate
        malfeasance and pro-market policies, along with a near-constant vilification and misrepresentation of
        egalitarian ideals, unions, teachers, public education, welfare recipients, redistributive policies, and
        market-critical political figures and organisations (Goldstein et al., 2011; Jensen, 2014). Grantham and Miller
        (2010, p. 176), speaking to this state of affairs argue that “journalists stalk politics in order to discredit
        democratic activities that might restrain capital”, and further add that “labor news has been transmogrified
        into corporate news, and politics is measured in terms of its reception by business”.The few independent news
        outlets that do report non-elite interests, critical voices, and substantive policy debates are marginalised,
        constantly underfunded, and have very limited communicative reach. In addition, the diverse, open, and free
        presses that informed generations of radical democratic activism throughout the 18th, 19th, and early 20th
        centuries, are rapidly disappearing or being bought out (McChesney & Nichols, 2009). Meanwhile, rather than
        helping to inform democratic deliberation, existing public broadcasts continue to be co-opted, cheapened, and
        stripped of substance by media conglomerates. Or worse still, turned into manufacturers of ridiculous
        infotainment that celebrates the opulence of the rich and famous, or vilifies the poor (Jensen & Tyler,
        2015). In the UK for instance, there has been a recent influx of what is described as “poverty porn” television
        shows (e.g., Benefits Street). These are documentary-style programmes that depict
        welfare recipients as undeserving and lazy scroungers. As Jensen (2014, p. 2), argues, these shows “perform an
        ideological function [by generating] a new ‘commonsense’ around an unquestionable need for welfare reform”.
      


      
        16  Notably, these messages are often developed by neoliberal think tanks, e.g., Adam
        Smith Institute, Heritage Foundation, Centre for Policy Studies, Institute of Economic Affairs.
      


      
        Correspondingly, as I will elaborate in Chapter 2, and then
        empirically examine throughout chapters 3, 4, and 5, all
        of the media conditions and distributed narratives described above may be
        exacerbating the following three seemingly related longitudinal trends. The first is the reported significant
        increase in individualistic and materialistic traits and decreases in civic interest among American millennials
        (Twenge et al., 2012). The second is the UK public’s decreasing support for paying more taxes to raise benefits
        for low-income and unemployed people, which has been declining for 30 years, and is noticeably lowest among
        British millennials (Duffy et al., 2013). The third is the declining union membership in both the UK and US,
        which is also lowest among millennials (Chen, 2018; O’Connor, 2017).17
      


      
        17  As of the time of finishing this book, there was a noticeable increase in US
        millennials getting unionised jobs. However, this may be a temporary and/or statistically insignificant spike,
        and US millennials still make up the lowest unionised age bracket (Chen, 2018).
      

    


    
      Concluding remarks


      
        Now, I am aware of and sympathetic to the critique that neoliberalism is filtered through, re-constituted, and
        challenged by various stakeholders across different localities, making the somewhat and unintentionally
        top-down description presented in this chapter contestable. Admittedly, I brushed over important contextual
        nuances, enactments, and contestations of neoliberalism. This was mostly due to a tight word count restriction,
        which limited how much depth I could go into for each piece of literature discussed in this book. It should
        also be noted however, that the grim reality is that no matter how unpopular and contested certain neoliberal
        policies may be, British and American power elites at both the national and local/city level have in many
        instances implemented them regardless (see e.g., Hayes & Home, 2011; Pedroni, 2011). Thus, in overlooking
        this fact by overly focusing on minor instances of resistance that have not, to be blunt, really changed
        anything, the aforementioned critique and accordant scholarship often seriously downplays and even mystifies
        the effectiveness of powerful vested interests and organisations in crafting and carrying out consequential
        policies and institutional changes. That said, so far I have only described the macro-structural and
        meso-organisational components of the hegemonic equation. But to more fully explain the hegemony of
        neoliberalism, it is necessary to account for how and why everyday people – especially those not situated in
        the upper-income brackets – accept, adopt, and reproduce this political-economic system and ideology in spite
        of the objectively and demonstrably unequal, unjust, and exploitative societal conditions that these engender.
        This then requires an understanding of how human cognition develops, functions, and is influenced by society.
      

    

  


  
    2 Neoliberal
    cognition, subjectification, and reproduction


    
      As mentioned in the Introduction, absent from the existing political-economic, sociological, and ethnographic
      scholarship on neoliberalism are propositions about 1) the cognitive-affective mechanisms that explain how
      individuals acquire and reproduce neoliberal ideology, and 2) the distinct dispositional values, attitudes, and
      practices that characterise a neoliberal subjectivity.1 This is probably mostly
      due to the longstanding disciplinary riff between sociology and psychology in particular, and the social and
      cognitive sciences more generally. But whatever the reasons are for the undertheorising of the two aforementioned
      psychosocial facets, a more in-depth conceptualisation of them is needed to advance current understandings and
      empirical examinations of how a neoliberal subject forms, functions, and behaves. Therefore, in this chapter, I
      provide an initial template for said conceptualisation. Specifically, I review and draw links between the
      leading, shared, and complementary theoretical tenets from the literatures on neurocognitive development,
      cognitive psychology, and social cognition. I then synthesise these tenets within a modified version of Bourdieu’
      (2000a) habitus construct to formulate a testable model of everyday neoliberal reproduction.
    


    
      1  For example, Binkley (2011, p. 282) states that “Neoliberal subjectification is
      government through the production of freedom: it is the exercise of productive power through the establishment of
      those unique conditions under which individuals take responsibility for the government of themselves as free,
      self-interested, enterprising actors”. Similarly, Weidner (2009, p. 406) argues that “perhaps the most important
      way in which neoliberalism shapes subjectivity is in suggesting that each individual is the bearer of a human
      capital, who must seek to maximise her own self-value”. To be clear, I agree with these current and standard
      conceptualisations of neoliberal subjectification, but I contend that these formulations are overly abstract and
      untestable.
    


    
      Mental architectures and processes: the computational– representational paradigm


      
        According to the mainstay of cognitive science, the mind is a computational information-processing centre
        primarily consisting of evolutionarily endowed, hierarchically organised, and interconnected neural structures
        called modules (Moscovitch, 2008; Sperber & Hirschfeld, 2004). Modules correspond to particular regions of the brain, and are hypothesised to be autonomous and informationally
        encapsulated devices with domain-specific functions (Bussey & Saksida, 2007). Each module is believed to
        possess a genetically determined syntactic algorithm with fixed parameters that is designed to mandatorily
        process certain sensory inputs to perform distinct cognitive tasks (e.g., facial pattern recognition, language
        acquisition, speed calculations of incoming matter etc.). Because of these computational properties, modules
        enable us to rapidly process, parse, remember, and react to the constant stream of sensory information that we
        encounter every day.2 For the purposes of this book, an especially important
        meta-module is termed the “medial temporal lobe memory system” (Bussey & Saksida, 2007; Moscovitch, 2008).
        This module encompasses the hippocampus and the parahippocampal, perirhinal, and entorhinal cortexes; houses
        multiple memory systems (e.g., working, episodic, semantic); and generates, stores, and interconnects smaller
        cognitive mechanisms known as schemas (Morris, 2006; Tse et al., 2011; van Kesteren et al., 2013).
      


      
        2  There is a general consensus that modules perform low-level cognitive tasks, but debate
        rages as to whether high-level tasks (e.g., reasoning) are performed strictly by modules or domain-general
        devices, or from an interaction between these two types of mechanisms (see Barrett & Kurzban, 2006). I will
        sidestep this debate as it does not undermine or relate to the central arguments presented here.
      


      
        A schema (a.k.a. or analogous to a script, gestalt, mental model, or memory object), is a generative and
        subjective knowledge structure comprising an adaptable network of interconnected syntactic units that represent
        the commonalities of multiple experienced events (Ghosh & Gilboa, 2014; Lampinen et al., 2001). Put
        somewhat more simply, a schema is basically repeatedly experienced information that is neocortically stored as
        a generic abstraction. However, when activated, a schema can cue specific examples of relevant instantiations
        that have been encountered (Ghosh et al., 2014; Mandler, 1982; van Kesteren et al., 2012). Accordingly, schemas
        are initially acquired during engagement with novel information from the outside world, but can be adjusted and
        refined throughout life via subsequent exposure to the same, related, or familiar information or through
        deliberative thought processes (e.g., imagination). Furthermore, the units of some types of schemas such as
        “scripts”, have chronological relationships between them. This helps to guide behaviour by enabling predictions
        of a likely occurrence, and by facilitating inferences about past occurrences from current information. A
        restaurant “script”, for example, allows one to predict that drinks and appetisers will be served before the
        main meal, and to ascertain that an empty plate in the neighbouring table with money next to it means that
        someone recently finished their meal and left. If you are in a hurry, or prefer another table, such predictions
        and inferences can guide your decisions and actions. Other types of schemas such as “action schemas”, have
        embedded response options to induce contextually appropriate behaviours like riding a bicycle or paying for a
        consumer good (Ghosh & Gilboa, 2014). All these specificities aside, since schemas more generally are a
        product of frequently encountered informational instances, which can be material or abstract in form, they can,
        as such, contain and process mental representations about the self, culture, ideologies, values, objects,
        possible actions to accomplish a goal, meanings of words, emotions, past or imagined events, etc. (Brod et al.,
        2015; Chiao et al., 2010; Mandler, 1982). Schemas are, therefore, some of the key mechanisms that enable us to
        make sense of and act in our external environments. In fact, without our ability to generate and employ them,
        “the world would be a blooming, buzzing confusion; experience and action as we know them would be impossible”
        (Brubaker et al., 2004, p. 38).
      


      
        Importantly, while schemas can pertain to a wide range of possible representations, an individual schema’s
        content consists of subject-specific, context-sensitive, and hierarchically slotted information that is
        varyingly fragmented, shallow, and abridged. To elaborate, extensive neuroimaging and experimental psychology
        research indicate that individual schemas are encoded and cultivated in neural networks through anchoring and
        reconstructive processes (Morris, 2006; van Kesteren et al., 2013), which are enabled and reinforced by
        neuronal dopaminergic substrates and reactions (Tse et al., 2011). This development normally occurs when
        incoming information is contextually, lexically, semantically, affectively, and/or conceptually in agreement or
        otherwise associated with existing superordinate schemas, which serve as informational attractor and
        scaffolding mechanisms (Gronau & Shachar, 2015; Robin & Moscovitch, 2014). During such occurrences,
        information is assimilated into a schema’s structure without upsetting the existing relationships between its
        units. In cases where incoming sensory data are incongruent with a relevant pre-existing schema’s
        representational syntax, then this syntax is adjusted to accommodate the integration of the new information
        (Ghosh & Gilboa, 2014; Tse et al., 2011; van Kesteren et al., 2012). Through these neural recursive
        formation rules and processes, singular schemas can also link with associative networks of interrelated schemas
        to form more cohesive, coherent, and sophisticated contentful complexes (Gilboa & Marlatte, 2017; van
        Kesteren et al., 2012).
      


      
        If all this sounds overly abstract and confusing, perhaps the following very simplistic hypothetical
        schematisation will help to clarify understandings. A schema representing “dogs” for example, will likely be
        formed and syntactically and semantically defined upon first interacting with or learning about dogs. In this
        initial stage, the basic details of what constitutes a dog (e.g., barking fury mammal plus four legs and one
        tail), can become mentally abstracted and encoded. This coarse schema can modify and expand itself in
        accordance with new information that corresponds to one’s continued learning about and/or exposure to dogs or
        dog-related stimuli. So, if say most of these experiences entail repeated encounters with a friendly Golden
        Retriever and/or other affable canines, then the association between dogs and friendliness will be reinforced.
        If one or more of these experiences entails scary encounters with a violent Rottweiler, then the dog schema
        will likely adjust for and accommodate this additional information. These neural-cognitive reconstructive
        stages can hence cause the nascent dog schema’s algorithmic organisation to integrate and represent more
        elaborate knowledge about Canis lupus familiaris such as
        their different breeds and sizes, fur colours, temperaments, and Latin nomenclature. Additionally, schemas’
        generative and combinatorial structural properties allow them to connect and become co-activated with related
        schemas, which following our current example, could – given their typical association, include a pet and/or cat
        schema. In this fashion, an initial and crude internal model of a dog, can if repeatedly and regularly
        activated by concomitant stimuli, become more detailed, accessible, and networked and readily cued with other
        associated mental representations.
      


      
        Schema encoding, modification, and networking are also essentially the processes underpinning attitudinal
        development. Bohner and Dickel (2011, p. 382) define an attitude as a feeling or “evaluation of an object of
        thought [and attitude objects range] from the mundane to the abstract, including things, people, groups, and
        ideas”. There is a longstanding debate on the fundamental difference between schemas and attitudes, but most
        theorists seem to agree that these two mnemonic constructs are highly related, and that the activation of the
        latter will usually precede the activation of the former. The two constructs are also often used
        interchangeably, and a middle ground in the debate suggests that attitudes can be construed as affect-based
        schemas (see e.g., Dijker & Koomen, 1996; Halkias & Kokkinaki, 2014). These types of schemas contain
        and process affective meanings and emotions, and are tightly connected to or subsumed within related factual
        and conceptual information-based schemas. Attitudes on welfare, for example, will be necessarily tied to
        knowledge and conceptions about welfare programmes and recipients. Moreover, depending on the context of their
        formation, valence strength, and activation frequency, attitudes can be ad hoc and relatively disposable, or
        durable and potentially life-long (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006).3 For
        instance, attitudes on fashion trends are often transient and suggestible, whereas political attitudes and
        stereotypes are often persistent and intransigent. As such, weakly held attitudes are highly amenable and
        mildly, if at all, impact judgement and behaviour. Conversely, strong attitudes are deep-seated, resistant to
        change, and can have a powerful effect on motivation, judgement, behaviour, and the processing and development
        of factual and conceptual information-based schemas (Lodge & Taber, 2005).
      


      
        3  In psychology, the term valence refers to the negative or positive evaluative
        orientation or the strength of a feeling towards a specific object, idea, person, or event. For example,
        arachnophobics can be said to have negative and strong valenced feelings about spiders.
      


      
        Furthermore, schemas lie dormant in long-term memory waiting to be activated and retrieved in working memory.
        According to the well-established dual-process theory, this arousal and retrieval first occurs through the
        activation of system 1 – associated with implicit/tacit, that is, reflexive, hot, automatic, nonconscious,
        offline cognition. More specifically, exposure to environmental stimuli or internal events automatically
        activates relevant schema associations within the first hundred milliseconds of cue perception. These cued
        schemas may then be delivered to system 2 – associated with explicit/agentic, i.e., systematic, cold, controlled, conscious, online cognition (Evans, 2008). Schemas instantiated this way can ergo
        manifest as conscious thoughts and guide deliberative executive functions. However, situational frequency and
        contiguity increase the likelihood that an elicited schema’s effects on thoughts and behaviours will remain
        subliminal and, therefore, precede and manifest without controlled deliberation. This means that chronically
        elicited schemas become more salient, excitable, and reactive over time such that when triggered by relevant
        stimuli, they can hinder the activation of competing schemas (Ghosh & Gilboa, 2014), and actuate
        nonconscious judgements, decisions, and behaviours (Bargh et al., 2001; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2007;
        Lieberman et al., 2003; Schröder & Thagard, 2013). These instances can be idiosyncratic and benign as is
        the case for schemas that, for example, represent and guide one’s morning routine practices or driving habits.
        In this regard, schema automaticity is a very useful feature of cognition – one that allows us to quickly take
        suitable courses of action without much thought or effort, and to get our mundane everyday tasks done. Think,
        for example, how long it would take you to get to work in the morning if you had to always think carefully
        about how to brush your teeth, make a cup of coffee, tie your shoelaces, or about which toothpaste or shampoo
        to use, or trains or streets to take. Where this phenomenon becomes sociologically significant and potentially
        problematic, is in the case of schemas that contain intersubjectively shared sociocultural representations,
        because, as will be discussed in the next section, their level of automaticity plays a critical role in
        subjectification and social reproduction.
      


      
        Now, despite their potential power to propel individuals to nonconscious cognitive, affective and/or
        behavioural reactions, a schema’s automatic function may in certain contexts and to varying degrees be
        superseded through concerted conscious effort. In other words, while schemas and their default response options
        can become “so over learned that they are applied automatically with little effort or awareness” (Baumeister
        & Bushman, 2014, p. 157), these are not fixed and can be consciously amended. In particular, this can occur
        in situations when a person’s attitudes and actions are discrepant, or when they have an experience that is
        antithetical to their expectations. These circumstances can cause psychological discomfort known as cognitive
        dissonance, which can then force a person to restore cognitive consonance by reflecting on and then
        deliberately changing their attitudes to fit the behaviour, or adjusting their preconceptions (Lieberman et
        al., 2001). One should also note, however, that these occurrences of self-awareness and perturbation can also
        prompt a person to rationalise and reify their existing notions, feelings, and practices.
      


      
        Naturally, there is considerably more to schema encoding, development, and processing than my parsimonious
        review may suggest. To be sure, these are highly complex and dynamic phenomena that are dependent on various
        neurobiological chemical reactions, sensory motor systems, other neurocognitive mechanisms and cerebral
        cortices (e.g., ventromedial prefrontal cortex), innate psychological drives, and social propensities. Figure 2.1, for example, borrowed from Davis and Gaskell (2009, p.
        3778), provides a good general illustration of the intricacies of and factors involved in just the neural
        processes of lexical schema development. Throughout this and the other chapters, I
        will elaborate more on some of these processes and additional mechanisms. However, they are far too numerous to
        be able to cover them all in this book, as are the theories and debates on how they work and interact.
        Therefore, I will end this section with the following summary statement and key points, which are quite
        empirically substantiated and arguably accepted, shared, and/or implied by much of the neuroscience, cognitive
        psychology, and social cognition literatures A schema’s content, complexity, consolidation, saliency,
        automaticity, and connection to and co-activation with other schemas are largely determined by the frequency
        and socio-environmental and affective context in which it is accessed and utilised (Gilboa & Marlatte,
        2017; Robin & Moscovitch, 2014; Schröder & Thagard, 2013; van Kesteren et al., 2013). But, once
        encoded, schemas can
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          Figure 2.1  Neural and functional organisation of systems involved in
          representing and learning spoken words.
        


        

      


      
        	Store and organise memories, affects, knowledge and ideas; including their respective attributes and
        relationships to related schemas (Gronau & Shachar, 2015; Mandler, 1982). This also includes information
        such as, motives, intentions, situations, and goals that, as Baumeister and Bushman (2014, p. 158) argue,
        “enable or inhibit certain behaviours, and causal sequence of events, as well as the specific behaviours
        themselves”.


        	Facilitate learning by enabling the rapid integration of new associations linked to incoming information
        (Brod et al., 2015; Tse et al., 2011).


        	Enable the processing of affective, contextual, discursive, and semantic meanings of words, signs, and
        symbols (Davis & Gaskell, 2009; van Dijk, 2006).


        	Function as heuristic mechanisms that enable quick judgements, interpretations, and decisions (Bargh et
        al., 2001; Lampinen et al., 2001).


        	Constitute an individual’s mental representations of their self, and the intersubjectively shared cultural
        values, norms, attitudes and practices of their social groups (Chiao et al., 2010; Kitayama & Park,
        2010).

      

    


    
      Social cognition, subjectification, and social reproduction


      
        The majority of social cognition theories (SCTs) stem from the computational-representational paradigm broadly
        described above. They thus share the same neurobiological and dual-process understandings of cognitive and
        affective information-processing, as well as employ a schema-based or analogous concept of internalised mental
        representations. SCTs, however, focus more on explaining the ways that innate and acquired cognitive-affective
        structures enable and are influenced by social interactions, learning, self-awareness, emotions, group
        dynamics, and culture.4 These various cousin theories speak to specific aspects
        of the mind–culture interface, and some disagree with others. But, most have several shared, complementary, and
        non-conflicting central tenets that when considered together, paint a general account of subjectification and
        social reproduction that goes as follows.5
      


      
        4  Social cognition can thus be thought of as the catalysing ether or umbrella process
        that connects innate and acquired mental structures to social structures.
      


      
        5  For a more thorough review of the major SCTs see (Augoustinos et al., 2014 and/or Fiske
        & Taylor, 2013).
      


      
        Generally, SCTs suggest that humans initially develop their schema architectures during infancy by observing
        and mimicking the interpersonal practices and linguistic uses of their immediate family, and subsequently
        through ongoing interaction with people and social institutions. Social institutions are viewed as durable and
        functional patterned distributions of behaviours, routines, symbols, and material resources that directly and
        tacitly superimpose upon individuals’ specific and organised social orders and social information (Augoustinos
        et al., 2014; Hewer & Roberts, 2012). This social information can consist of cultural and/or political
        ideas, values, attitudes, histories, myths, customs, rules for acceptable behaviours, and practices, and can be
        discursive, textual, artefactual, or bodily in form. Such information usually functions to maintain and
        perpetuate a society’s status quo, and is contemporaneously largely disseminated through mass media, formal
        schooling, hidden curriculums, teachers, parents, civil society organisations, and a given institution’s
        authority figures. Individuals, therefore, generate and mould their subjectivities from active engagement with
        the social groups, data, and cultural repositories available to them, in conjunction
        with repeated social interactions, rewards, sanctions, and negotiation of values with others. It follows from
        this that individuals can to a substantial degree constitute their subjectivities consciously, because they are
        to a meaningful extent able to deliberatively take in, modify, and even dismiss the social information that
        they are presented. As Bandura (2001, p. 1) notes: “Personal agency operates within a broad network of
        socio-structural influences. In these agentic transactions, people are producers as well as products of social
        systems”.
      


      
        SCTs further suggest, however, that subjectification is also a considerably nonconscious process that operates
        through innate cognitive and psychological propensities and mechanisms. Of note, these include theory of mind,
        conformist social learning, motivated reasoning, spontaneous trait inference, attribution and prestige biases,
        and mnemonic storage and elaboration devices. These attributes enable individuals to mentalise the beliefs,
        desires, and perspectives of others; predict behaviours; intuit symbolic meanings; rationalise and maintain
        long-held but conflicting social attitudes and practices; and anticipate and adapt to social situational
        expectations. They also subliminally prompt individuals to want to identify with their respective social groups
        and culture; reflexively form impressions of people based on a single observed behaviour; automatically attend
        to and construct mental representations of valuable, common, and widely shared social information; and
        nonconsciously avoid counter-attitudinal information (Chudek et al., 2012; Fiske & Taylor, 2013; Godfrey et
        al., 2017; Knobloch-Westerwick & Meng, 2011; Sperber & Hirschfeld, 2004). For example, experimental
        media psychology research on selective exposure to news indicates that the innate need to maintain cognitive
        consonance and reduce cognitive load may lead most people to predominantly seek attitude-consistent
        information, and avoid attitude-discrepant information (Garrett, 2009; Graf & Aday, 2008;
        Knobloch-Westerwick & Meng, 2009). This can include information about rival political parties or positions
        about controversial social issues. These implicit dissonance avoiding strategies can hence directly and
        indirectly aid in maintaining the syntactic organisation and valence of the schemas that represent one’s
        cultural and political subjectivities.
      


      
        All this means that people are significantly predisposed and probabilistically more likely to detect, valorise,
        schematically encode, and over time implicitly conform according to, social information that is, 1) repeatedly
        encountered and observed; 2) cognitively, affectively, and behaviourally congruent and contiguous; and 3)
        institutionally and culturally ubiquitous, valorised, and enforced. This will vary from individual to
        individual, but the more this predominant and intersubjectively shared social information becomes internalised,
        reinforced, and suffused in a person\s formative schema networks, the more they can then
      


      
        	Form a major component of an individual’s self-identities (i.e., their subjectivities).


        	Manifest as nonconscious cognitive, affective, and behavioural responses to lived relations and everyday
        institutional and cultural experiences and imperatives.


        	Lead individuals to naturalise, justify, legitimise, and automatically conform to existing power relations
        and social inequalities.


        	Place durable neurocognitive parameters that can automatically block, bias, and/or distort the development
        of schemas for, and/or intake of social information corresponding to, opposing or alternative cultural and/or
        political ideas, values, and practices.


        	Organise and constrain a wide range of behaviours in a fashion “consistent with the structural conditions
        framing the situation, even when that behaviour is not directly and materially constrained by those conditions”
        (Ridgeway, 2006, p. 9).

      


      
        In aggregate, these micro-level conditions favour and enable the recurrence and relative stability of dominant
        social systems, institutions, practices, and corresponding patterns of stratification and inequalities
        (Augoustinos et al., 2014; Godfrey et al., 2017; Henrich & Boyd, 2002; Kitayama & Park, 2010; Ridgeway,
        2006; Schröder & Thagard, 2013). These conditions, therefore, engender sociocultural transmission and
        continuity over generations.
      


      
        Still, the generative and ultimately physically, biologically and socially constrained nature of human
        cognition means that an individual’s encoding of even the most ideologically charged and institutionally
        disseminated social information is never an exact replication of the source data. Our unique cognitive
        faculties, experiences, cultural-geo-historic specificities, social positioning, and agency lead us to
        remember, process, recombine, and reproduce even dominant social information in fuzzy, incomplete, novel and/or
        permutated ways that can mildly to significantly differ from person to person and from generation to
        generation. Furthermore, people are often surrounded by both stable and more dynamic sources of social
        information such as mass media. This results in exposure to a “continuous and overwhelming flow of information,
        which either endorses or challenges the status quo” (Hewer & Roberts, 2012, p. 175). When looked at in
        tandem, all these inherent psychosocial dynamics can go towards explaining why we, for instance, are not
        institutional drones or carbon copies of our parents, and why societies are to varying degrees, divergent and
        always changing. Put differently, society does not indelibly stamp us, but instead provides us with
        foundational socio-structural discursive algorithms that we are to some meaningful extent free to consciously
        modify and act on. Therefore, while relatively homeostatic, any given set of hegemonic institutional
        arrangements is never permanently fixed. This is because societies are open and as such inherently chaotic
        systems that are vulnerable to systemic shocks, and sensitive and continuously subjected to spontaneous micro-
        and meso-level agent-based modifications. These unpredictable elements all have the potential to induce a
        gradual, moderate, or total re-structuring of an existing social order.
      


      
        At the surface level, my fused SCT account of subjectivity development and societal continuity is somewhat
        similar to Talcott Parson’s structural functionalism and Pierre Bourdieu’s field
        theory. However, it differs from these classic sociological theories in the proceeding ways. First, unlike
        Parson’s “oversocialised man” or Bourdieu’s “habitus”, my account is based on empirically tested
        conceptualisations of how people’s neurocognitive architectures are developed and augmented through social
        interactions and both automatic and deliberative agency. Second, it posits that these architectures are
        composed of enduring yet modifiable schemas that contain specific and context-sensitive content. This very much
        differs from Bourdieu’s habitus construct, which essentially entails a content-free, general learning,
        relatively fixed, and reactive mechanism (Burawoy, 2012; Lizardo, 2004). Third, it does not reduce
        subjectification or social reproduction to either socio-structural or cognitive-structural determinants, nor to
        conscious or nonconscious agency. Rather it suggests that subjectification and social reproduction are the
        interrelated products of mutually reinforcing and dynamic interactions between biological-genetic,
        cognitive-affective, and institutional-discursive mechanisms and processes. These, in turn, enable and are
        affected by volitional, dispositional, habitual, and spontaneous cognition and action. Fourth, it views
        societal inertia as a relative condition, or general tendency if you will, that can be reinforced but also
        interrupted by various endogenous and exogenous forces and actors. That said, next I will outline how this SCT
        account can be further incorporated into a habitus re-formulation to explain neoliberal subjectification and
        reproduction.
      

    


    
      Constituting a neoliberal habitus: an initial framework


      
        Correspondingly, notwithstanding its vast transformative influence and spread, neoliberalism is again not a
        fixed system determined by natural and unstoppable socio-evolutionary forces. Instead, it is in essence, an
        articulation of ideas and social practices that have and are, in the first instance, being structurally
        instituted and enforced by interlocking groups of volitional and elite politicians, businesspeople, and
        intellectuals.6 These influential and in many cases very powerful groups and
        individuals have dedicated their power and vast resources to bring to life their vision for how each major
        component of society, including individual subjects, should ideally function (Hall & Rustin, 2015; Grantham
        & Miller, 2010; Harvey, 2005; Plehwe et al., 2007). Neoliberalism is, therefore, a sort of superimposed
        socio-structural discursive algorithm that is designed to re-structure and re-function the major societal
        components of market and marketising societies (Peck & Tickell, 2002). A rough, approximate, and partial
        composition of this algorithm is outlined in Table 2.1.
      


      
        6  This is not a conspiracy theory. Self-conscious neoliberals work within and
        independently of state institutions to both advance, and quell criticisms of, neoliberalism (see e.g.,
        Mirowski, 2014; Mirowski & Plehwe, 2009).
      


      
        Table 2.1  Ideal neoliberal system and socio-structural discursive algorithm
      


      
        
          
            	
              
                [image: Image]
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Neoliberal Socio-Structural Discursive Algorithm
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Societal Components
              

            

            	
              
                Constituent Parts
              

            

            	
              
                Syntactic-Structural Reconfiguration
              

            

            	
              
                Primary Domain-Specific Functions
              

            
          

        

        
          
            	
              
                Civil Society
              

            

            	
              
                Think tanks, Charities, Non-Governmental Organisations, Churches, Professional Associations
              

            

            	
              
                Third-sector institutions should operate and be structured like private businesses, and where
                applicable, be allowed to apply for state funding to carry out essential social services.
              

            

            	
              
                To inform government policy on how best to facilitate market activities at the regional, national, and
                international level; help maladjusted individuals adjust to a market economy; and/or provide temporary
                social services.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Education
              

            

            	
              
                Formal, Further and Higher Education Schools
              

            

            	
              
                Schools must a) compete for state funding against public and private for-profit and non-profit schools;
                b) increase public–private partnerships; and c) implement corporate style managerial practices and
                accountability metrics and targets to eliminate wastefulness, incentivise positive performances, layoff
                underperforming staff, and measure student–customer satisfaction.
              

            

            	
              
                To maintain fiscal solvency; meet student–consumer demands, and equip students with the skills needed
                to compete and work in flexible labour markets.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Public Services
              

            

            	
              
                Welfare, Health care, Social Security, Utilities, Transportation, Law Enforcement
              

            

            	
              
                Public services must be privatised or their providers turned into non-profit market apparatuses in more
                or less the same fashion as schools (see description above).
              

            

            	
              
                To offer temporary means-tested monetary or medical aid to the impoverished; train state-dependent
                subjects to be self-reliant and entrepreneurial workers; provide cost-effective transport or utilities;
                or protect private property.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Economy
              

            

            	
              
                Public Limited Companies, Limited Liability Companies, Sole Traders, Partnerships, Unions
              

            

            	
              
                Businesses must be allowed to run their operations in locales with very minimal or virtually
                non-existent government regulations and taxation. Union and workers’ rights, however, should be
                significantly reduced or eliminated.
              

            

            	
              
                To maximise owner profits by producing and/or selling goods and services at competitive prices; merging
                with or acquiring other companies; and/or externalising costs.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Mass Media*
              

            

            	
              
                Culture Industries
              


              
                (e.g., Publishing, Broadcasting, Film, Music, and New Media Companies)
              

            

            	
              
                Same as economic institutions (see description above).
              

            

            	
              
                To maximise owner profits by producing cultural goods and services that meet market demand; as well as
                to disseminate content that promotes consumerism, rugged individualism, and the superiority of
                supply-side economic policies over socialist and Keynesian policies.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Government
              

            

            	
              
                Regional and National Legislatures, Judiciaries, Executive Bodies, Central Banks; and Supranational
                Organisations (e.g., IMF, World Bank, WTO)
              

            

            	
              
                Governing institutions must considerably curtail their regulatory reach and public service functions.
                They must also entrust key domestic and international macroeconomic policy-making and veto power to
                appointed and publicly unaccountable technocrats (e.g., Central Bankers).
              

            

            	
              
                To balance budgets, combat inflation, lower taxes, lift regulations, financially shore up financial
                firms in times of economic crisis, facilitate multilateral free-trade agreements, and pass laws and
                policies that promote market growth and protect private property rights.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Individual Subject
              

            

            	
              
                Neuro-Schematic Architecture, Innate Psychological Dispositions, Physical Body
              

            

            	
              
                A subject’s cognitive, psychic, and physical faculties must prioritise the cultivation and allow for
                the enactment of materialistic, instrumentalist, and anti-communitarian values, attitudes, goals, and
                behavioural orientations.
              

            

            	
              
                To pursue self-interest; be self-reliant; and acquire human, social, and economic capital by making
                rational and responsible consumer, educational, networking, and employment decisions and selections.
              

            
          

        
      


      
        Note: The domain-specific functions of the mass media have not been teased out by neoliberal theorists, but it
        has been inferred and included here due to the media’s key contribution to neoliberal hegemony.
      


      
        At this juncture, I need to stress that I’m not arguing that the disparate institutions that I have outlined in
        Table 2.1, and the people who manage, work for, or are
        otherwise affected by them, have in the UK, US, or anywhere else where neoliberalism has taken root, completely
        and without contestation adopted a neoliberal syntax. Again, UK and US societies are like all others, highly
        complex systems marked by ideological breaks, ruptures, and points of contestation that are generated by the
        constant dynamism of competing forces. Indeed, many factions and individuals operating within British and
        American government, economic, education, and cultural institutions disagree with the neoliberal paradigm, and
        actively work against it. Examples of this include nationalist elites who push forward protectionist economic
        policies; conservative educationalists who believe education should emphasise the classic humanities instead of
        a narrow economistic pedagogy; and left-leaning artists who navigate through the corporate-controlled mass
        media to spread counter-hegemonic messages. The neoliberal era has also seen multitudes of resistance from the
        anti-globalisation movements of the 1990s, to the Occupy encampments of the 2010s, to the recent rise of
        far-right nativist groups.
      


      
        Nevertheless as described in Chapter 1, several major UK
        and US social institutions such as those pertaining to the mass media, non-profit, and education sectors, have
        been significantly restructured by neoliberal policies and logic. Consequently, these institutions now to
        varying but considerable extents function as market and ideological apparatuses in ways that roughly resemble
        what is outlined in Table 2.1. Furthermore, these institutional
        and discursive-formational changes have coincided with a substantial weakening of labour unions and increase in
        the commodification of public spaces and leisure (Coakley, 2011; Peck & Tickell, 2002). This further
        diminishes millennials’ probability of encountering counter-hegemonic ideas and practices, which then
        potentially negatively moderates their understanding of, interest in, or ability to imagine alternative
        cultural, institutional, and political-economic arrangements. As a result of this socio-structural and
        ideological convergence and synchronisation, most UK and US millennials have no choice but to be repeatedly
        exposed to institutionally and culturally omnipresent discourses and practices that fit with, endorse, and
        reinforce neoliberalism’s ideals, policies, and transformative agenda.
      


      
        It makes sense then to assume that as evidenced in fairly recent ethnographic works, UK and US millennials are
        developing subjectivities and practices that strongly reflect a neoliberal syntax or habitus as it were (Harvey
        et al., 2013; Lloyd, 2012; Stahl et al., 2017). If this is the case, then one can take from these ethnographies
        the postulation that neoliberal subjectification and reproduction are, in the final analysis, the concurrent
        outputs of a realised neoliberal habitus.7 This
        research, however, is still in its infancy and has consisted of qualitative studies with very small sample
        sizes. The extent to which UK and US millennials are developing and enacting a neoliberal habitus is thus still
        unknown. But, more problematically, the relevant and related literature has not really explained what exactly
        constitutes a habitus more generally, let alone a neoliberal one. That is, the constituent parts or workings of
        the habitus mechanism have not been specified, and it is still just like Bourdieu’s (2000b) original
        formulation, conceptualised as a “socialized subjectivity” that comprises a system of embodied social
        dispositions (e.g., see Lawler, 2005; Lloyd, 2012, Holt, 2008; Stahl, et al., 2017).8 This conceptualisation has led many scholars to dismiss the habitus as a loosely defined,
        unfalsifiable, and psychologically inadequate construct (Burawoy, 2012; King, 2005; Lizardo, 2004). For
        example, van Dijk (1998) argues that the habitus offers a less explicit notion of a system of mental social
        representations, and its understanding of “disposition” is premised on circular reasoning because it “defines
        cognitive structures in terms of their output (such as social practices) which precisely need to be explained
        in terms of other cognitive representations” (p. 47).
      


      
        7  As I have stated previously, neoliberal subjectifcation is very vaguely defined in the
        literature, but is simple terms, seems to refer to the formative process of becoming a neoliberal subject. It
        follows then from this broad understanding that every discursive and behavioural enactment of a neoliberal
        subjectivity necessarily contributes to the maintenance and reproduction of neoliberalism. The cited
        ethnographies thus implicitly or explicitly suggest that each of these instances is guided by and helps to
        further cultivate and reinforce a neoliberal habitus.
      


      
        8  The original habitus construct is defined by Bourdieu (1977, p. 5) as a “system of
        lasting, transposable dispositions which, integrating past experiences, functions at every moment as a matrix
        of perceptions, appreciations, and actions and makes possible the achievement of infinitely diversified tasks,
        thanks to analogical transfers of schemes permitting the solution of similarly shaped problems”.
      


      
        Despite its limitations, or perhaps because of them, the habitus is a rather pliant conceptual device that can
        be retrofitted with the theories and empirical findings discussed in this and the previous chapter to sketch a
        provisional ideal-type neoliberal habitus. Before doing so, however, I need to reiterate and qualify three
        theoretical propositions. First, my iteration of the habitus construct is one that refers to a subject’s
        acquired sum of related, content-specific, and contextually activated schemas that form a particular major
        component of the self, such as a role, identity, or sociocultural framework. These schemas can prompt
        nonconscious cognitive, affective, and behavioural reactions and tendencies, but also fuel and can be modified
        and acted on via agential deliberation. Also, a subject can develop multiple habituses, which can differ in
        magnitude, weight, consolidation, and automaticity, as well as overlap, be entirely separate from, or conflict
        with one another. In this way, my habitus formulation accounts for the capacity of individuals to develop
        multiple roles, identities, and cultural and political beliefs and attitudes, and to hold and act on these even
        when they contain inconsistent elements.
      


      
        Second, schema encoding and development are the products of dynamic experiential, social interactional, and
        accretionary cognitive-affective processes. Like I discussed earlier, schemas are
        first encoded from exposure to and interaction with novel environmental stimuli, such as but in no way limited
        to, words, images, and social practices that are sensorially observed. These instances can generate an initial
        affective, lexical, and semantic mental impression, that is, a contextually and conceptually specific referent.
        This base syntax can then be activated and enhanced through further exposure to relevant contextual cues and
        information revealed during interactions. Furthermore, increasing a schema’s activation potentiates its power
        to guide perception and recall, generate expectations and inferences, filter out competing or dissonant
        information, cue-related schemas, and orient actions. When a given schema exceeds an activation threshold, it
        can then become automatically expressed, reinforced, and/or co-activated with related schemas during subsequent
        exposure to corresponding stimuli. An encoded schema’s dispositional strength, salience, weight, and network
        size are, therefore, primarily determined by activation frequency, which is, in turn, dependent on
      


      
        Proximate, situationally specific cues and triggers, not directly on large-scale structural or cultural
        contexts, though structural and cultural changes can affect the distribution of such proximate cues and thereby
        the probabilities of activation of schemas.
      


      
        (Brubaker et al., 2004, p. 42)
      


      
        Third, incoming information is normally assimilated or accommodated into corresponding pre-existing schemas.
        Schema instantiations hence facilitate encoding, and every instantiation can gradually augment a schema’s
        structure. Several factors play a role in this, but generally, information in the form of stimuli that are
        thematically, conceptually, semantically, or otherwise related and/or repeatedly presented together are easier
        to process and resultantly, likelier to become schematically assimilated (Brod et al., 2015; Gilboa &
        Marlatte, 2017; van Kesteren et al., 2012). Correspondingly, high levels of cultural-political discursive,
        material, and functional convergence and synchronicity between major social institutions increase the
        distribution, commonality, observability, and enforcement of dominant social information. Subjects raised and
        interacting in these auto-correlated environments are, therefore, more likely to have the representations and
        affective meanings of hegemonic information encoded in their formative sociocultural schemas. They are also
        likelier to have these schemas be chronically activated, which can over time lead them to as Schröder and
        Thagard (2013, p. 256) put it, “implicitly reproduce the social order of their culture”. Thus, sociocultural
        schemas complement and can be used to re-specify the original habitus construct, since they essentially refer
        to: a) widely shared mental representations of distinct sociocultural dispositions and practices which orient
        corresponding behavioural outputs; and b) some of the key cognitive-affective mechanisms through which subjects
        both acquire and non-consciously reproduce a political-economic ideology and structural arrangement. This
        should not be interpreted as a disparagement of Bourdieu’s construct, as my
        formulation here is just a logical and updated extension of his basic idea summarised as follows:
      


      
        Social space is so constructed that agents who occupy similar or neighboring positions are placed in similar
        conditions and subjected to similar conditionings, and therefore have every chance of having similar
        dispositions and interests, and thus of producing practices that are themselves similar. The dispositions
        acquired in the position occupied imply an adjustment to this position, what Goffman calls the “sense of one’s
        place”. It is this sense of one’s place which, in interactions, leads […] “common folks,” to keep to their
        common place, and the others to “keep their distance,” to “maintain their rank”, and to “not get familiar.”
        These strategies […] may be perfectly unconscious […].
      


      
        (Bourdieu, 1989, p. 17)
      


      
        Based on the three theoretical reiterations and qualifications made above, a subject’s habitus can be
        understood as being, in large part, made up of a network of associated and contiguous sociocultural schemas.
        These schemas will largely correspond to the specific discourses and practices of whatever eminent social
        institutions and culture an individual is subjected to during their ontogenetic development. When instantiated,
        they will tend to orient contextually corresponding actions that usually serve to maintain and reproduce
        existing societal arrangements. Additionally, subjects growing up in institutional and cultural settings that
        regularly promote a hegemonic ideology, and where exposure to counter-hegemonic ideas and practices is
        proportionally very limited, should on average develop and enact more ideologically consistent and harmonious
        sociocultural schemas. Following this reasoning, the content and development of a neoliberal habitus can be
        expected to be the product of recurring engagement with institutionally and culturally omnipresent and enforced
        neoliberal concordant discourses and practices. What I mean here is that such social information aligns with
        neoliberal ideology, but does not have to originate from or be exclusive to neoliberalism. Notions of
        competitiveness, materialism, and rationalism are, for example, core to liberal precursors and not unique to
        neoliberalism. However, these notions and traits are considerably more amplified and glorified in neoliberal
        societies, and so their current articulations and incarnations are, in effect, unique neoliberal ideological
        inflections. Next, I elaborate on how a neoliberal habitus can theoretically manifest in UK and US millennials,
        but I must stress that this probabilistic formulation does not preclude or negate the possibility that
        millennials can and may be developing alternative and/or inharmonious habituses.
      


      
        Developmental psychology research has consistently found that youth are highly susceptible to peer and media
        influences, receptive to popularly held beliefs and attitudes, and likelier to implicitly and explicitly
        conform to and enforce commonly observed norms (see e.g., Easterbrook et al., 2014; Godfrey et al., 2017). Relatedly, contemporary UK and US youth are frequently presented with
        hegemonic institutional and cultural norms and values that encourage and valorise self-interested,
        instrumentalist, and anti-leftist dispositions, attitudes, and practices. These presentations, include, for
        example, media portrayals and education discourses that promote beliefs such as, capitalism and competition
        reward individual hard work and merit; education leads to high-paying jobs; wealth and material possessions
        increase happiness; welfare is too generous and creates dependency; unions are unreasonable and unnecessary;
        and poverty is the result of an individual’s bad decisions and poor work ethic. These are of course simplistic
        metonyms for complicated discursive formations that are presented, framed, and enacted in myriad fashions
        through various mediums and complex modes of social interaction.9 Nevertheless,
        they more or less capture the gist of what UK and US millennials are consistently subjected to in their
        respective media, cultural, and educational environments (Bay-Cheng et al., 2015; Coakley, 2011; Goldstein et
        al., 2011; Hewit, 2005; Jensen, 2014; Patton, 2013; Uhls & Greenfield, 2011b).
      


      
        9  Discursive formations refer to “regulated maps of meaning or ways of speaking through
        which objects and practices acquire meaning” (Baker, 2012, p. 91).
      


      
        Furthermore, schools and after-school centres are the institutions, and mass media content are the cultural
        products, that most youth possibly spend the majority of their waking hours interacting in and with,
        respectively, and through which they encounter and learn about prevailing cultural and political norms and
        values. This indicates that their formative sociocultural schemas are regularly instantiated by incidental or
        direct exposure to social information that has a high degree of conceptual, semantic, affective, and
        behavioural congruity with neoliberal ideology. It stands to reason then that chronic exposure to this type of
        social information will make an impression on young people’s medial-temporal lobe memory systems. If
        sufficiently strong, this impression can in relevant contexts, subliminally organise and steer their thoughts,
        judgements, and behaviours. However, although it can be assumed that this impression will vary by individual
        subject, neuro-schematic content cannot be directly observed. Therefore, to test these assertions, semantic and
        lexical conceptualisations of the kinds of sociocultural schemas and practices that are consistent with and
        promoted by neoliberal societies must instead be conceived to serve as plausible empirically observable
        indicators. Based on everything discussed throughout the book so far, such proxies may entail those listed in
        Table 2.2. These proxy schemas and practices are admittedly
        crude and arbitrarily worded conceptualisations, but in aggregate, they can be reasonably said to be indicative
        of and to typify a neoliberal habitus. Moreover, while this conceptualisation sacrifices the subtleties and
        complexities of social reality and plausible neuro-schematic representations, it can, à
        la the Weberian tradition, be used to explore and compare how, why, and the degree to and context in
        which real cases diverge from or converge with it. 
      


      
        Table 2.2  Ideal-type neoliberal habitus (i.e., sociocultural schematic framework)
      


      
        
          
            	
              
                Dispositional Value and Attitudinal Schemas
              

            

            	
              
                Corresponding Social Practices (Action Schemas)
              

            
          

        

        
          
            	
              
                Primarily Cultural Values and Attitudes
              


              
                	Financial wealth is a mark of success.


                	Expensive material possessions increase status and happiness.


                	Owning a business is a good way to gain wealth and life-satisfaction.


                	Humans are inherently selfish.


                	Individuals should be self-reliant, self-concerned, and entrepreneurial.


                	Hard-work and competition ensure meritocratic outcomes.


                	Socioeconomic status is principally determined by personal effort and responsible choices.


                	Schools should focus on jobs training and teaching entrepreneurial skills.


                	The best careers are those that pay the highest salaries.

              


              
                Primarily Political Values and Attitudes
              


              
                	Public institutions should be run like businesses.


                	Capitalism is the only viable economic system.


                	Welfare programs are overly generous, and recipients and impoverished peoples are mostly lazy and
                unambitious.


                	Socialist and redistributive policies and systems are unfair to individuals who work hard.


                	Workers should not be allowed to organise – as unions increase prices, cause disruptive protests,
                and prevent the firing of incompetent workers.


                	Hierarchical corporate structures of authority are acceptable because they reward effort and
                merit.10

              

            

            	
              
                	⇒ Purchasing goods based on costs and/or brand prestige, coupled with a disregard for whether a
                coveted product is made in exploitative conditions and/or contributes to environmental
                degradation.


                	⇒ Refusal to participate in consumer boycotts in general, but especially in instances when a
                coveted product or service is cheaper than alternatives.


                	⇒ Regular conspicuous consumption, and/or preoccupation with acquiring luxury goods.


                	⇒ Selection of schools, degrees, and careers based primarily if not solely on the extent to which
                these will enhance one’s human capital and future earning potential.


                	⇒ Calls or demands for schools to increase their provision of professional development
                curriculum.


                	⇒ Refusal to join a union, participate in strikes, or honour picket lines.


                	⇒ Minimal political–civic engagement, volunteering, charitable giving, and environmental
                conservation.


                	⇒ Supporting workfare policies, and limits on the timeframe and amount of benefits that can be
                claimed.


                	⇒ Voting for politicians who promise cuts to taxes, regulations, and funding for social
                programmes.


                	⇒ Selective avoidance of or minimal engagement with leftist critical-political media.

              

            
          


          
            	 
          

        
      


      
        • = part of a single schematic value or attitudinal representation.
      


      
        ⇒ = an action schema that manifests as a context-dependent behavioural response – which is preceded and
        mediated by the triggering of any of the listed cultural and political schemas.
      


      
        Note: There is often considerable conceptual overlap between cultural and political values and attitudes,
        making them very difficult to distinguish. They are separated here based purely on the very broad distinction
        that cultural values and attitudes are primarily centred on mores, myths, and social norms. These inform an
        individual’s social beliefs, everyday social interactions and expectations, life goals, and their conceptions
        of what other members of their society should believe and aspire to, and how they should behave. Political
        values and attitudes are primarily centred on notions of power and authority, the role of government, resource
        distribution, and institutional organisation. Though I do recognise that these are imprecise distinctions, they
        are necessary ones for one of the main theoretical arguments that will be developed throughout the subsequent
        empirical chapters.
      


      
        10 Funnily enough, a cross-cultural psychometric study by Kasser (2011) showed that
        citizens from Western neoliberal countries, who supposedly cherish and maximise freedom, placed a comparably
        high value on the acceptance of status hierarchies and social control, while placing a lower value on
        self-expression, individual autonomy, and choice. Unfortunately, I do not quite have space in this book to
        fully flesh out an argument for why this is. However, I will quickly posit here that neoliberal systems in more
        subtle ways possess an undercurrent of authoritarianism that orients subjects to think in terms of hierarchical
        notions of upward mobility, status, and uncritical submission to corporate authority. So for instance, while
        not everyone will become a CEO, the pure neoliberal subject works and aspires to become a CEO, because the
        rewards for such a position, in addition to a higher wage, also include status and power over subordinates. One
        can consider this neoliberal self-actualisation, where hard work and rational choices are rewarded with
        financial, social, and even sexual power (Penny, 2010). Relatedly, Bay-Cheng and colleague’s (2015) validation
        of their neoliberal beliefs index, found a medium-effect-sized positive correlation between this index and the
        authoritarian subscale of the authoritarianism, conservatism, traditionalism (ACT) scale. Indeed, despite the
        “liberal” suffix, there’s a high degree of ideological, psychological, and behavioural convergence between
        right-wing authoritarianism and neoliberal beliefs making the two sets of constructs difficult to distinguish.
        To partly get around this conceptual entanglement, I argue that one plausible neoliberal ideological inflection
        of right-wing authoritarianism is a positive attitude towards and acceptance of hierarchical corporate
        structures of power and authority, as this would be consistent with goals and motivations to own a business and
        with positive views of meritocracy and competition as listed in the Table 2.2.
      


      
        To be certain, the neoliberal habitus theorisation described in this section is like most initial theoretical
        abstractions, a messy first approximation in need of further refinement. This refinement will be done
        throughout the following chapters in an attempt to weave a steady cohesive narrative that will culminate in the
        final chapter. For now, I will simply state that this current form is conceptually consistent with the
        literature on neoliberal subjectivity and hegemony (Coakley, 2011; Hall & Rustin, 2015; Lloyd, 2012;
        O’Flynn & Petersen, 2007; Weidner, 2009). It is also largely supported by the hitherto unconnected
        empirical evidence showing some of the ways that UK and US millennials’ educational, civic–political, and
        sociocultural values, attitudes, and practices resonate with neoliberal ideology as sketched in Chapter 1 (see e.g., Duffy et al., 2013; Katz et al., 2017; Hurst
        et al., 2013; Twenge & Kasser, 2013).11 Additionally, said theorisation
        offers a more specific characterisation of a neoliberal subjectivity-habitus than is currently available.
        Ergo, it provides a sufficient basis from which to develop a more formal explanatory and testable model that
        can be employed to better gage the internalisation and everyday conscious and non-conscious reproduction of
        neoliberalism.
      


      
        11  This composite is incidentally very similar to the Neoliberal Beliefs Inventory (NB1)
        by Bay-Cheng et al. (2015), which I have only recently come across. However, it only measures beliefs and is
        somewhat US-centric. Nevertheless, the NB1 has undergone extensive reliability testing, and I very much
        encourage its use in research.
      

    


    
      Model operationalisation


      
        This section has ideas repeated and is formulaic; however, the intention is to try to ensure that my reasoning
        is followed as the model presented here will guide the rest of the book. Accordingly, if you recall any of your
        science classes, you might remember that a scientific model generally has the four components shown in Table 2.3, which I have coded as T, X, Y, and H for shorthand.
      


      
        Table 2.3  General scientific model
      


      
        
          
            	
              
                T =  
              

            

            	
              
                A verifiable description and explanation of a phenomenon, or put much more simply; a theory for how
                something works that is supported by a vast body of robust evidence.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                X =
              

            

            	
              
                Proximal and distal independent variables that are theorised to directly or indirectly cause the
                phenomenon in question.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Y =
              

            

            	
              
                Observable dependent outputs, i.e., plausible, posited, and empirically documentable outturns of the
                mechanisms through which a phenomenon functions.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                H =
              

            

            	
              
                Valid hypotheses that can help to verify or falsify T by making clear predictions about how: 1) Y
                outputs correlate with one another to ensure measurement reliability and construct validity, and 2) X
                variables effect or relate to Y outputs.
              

            
          

        
      


      
        The neoliberal habitus theorisation described previously can thus be used to fill in and specify the four
        aforementioned model components as shown in Table 2.4.
      


      
        Table 2.4  Basic socio-cognitive model of micro-level neoliberal reproduction
      


      
        
          
            	
              
                T =  
              

            

            	
              
                An individual’s submission to and recreation of neoliberalism is largely a function of a routinely
                activated and corporally re-enacted neoliberal subjectivity formation, i.e., a neoliberal habitus. This
                habitus comprises a network of interrelated sociocultural schemas i.e., dispositional mental
                representations of neoliberal ideologically aligned social information that subliminally orient
                corresponding judgements, goals, behavioural intentions, and actions.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                X =
              

            

            	
              
                The neoliberal habitus is shaped, determined, and activated by chronic exposure and social pressure to
                conform to culturally and institutionally ubiquitous, promoted, and enforced social information that is
                congruent with the ideology and modus operandi of neoliberalism.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Y =
              

            

            	
              
                The values, attitudes, and practices listed in the Table
                2.2 ideal-type neoliberal habitus composite.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                H =
              

            

            	
              
                H1: The dispositional value and attitudinal schemas listed in Table 2.2 are hypothesised to be associated and contiguous such that the activation of one
                should theoretically mediate both the activation of the others, as well as the likelihood of enacting
                any of the listed corresponding social practices. These schemas are, therefore, predicted to be
                positively correlated with each other and with the featured practices.
              


              
                H2: The strength, development, and occurrence of Y outputs will be positively predicted by and/or
                associated with increases in X inputs.
              

            
          

        
      


      
        So now that we have our model, how do we test it? As with all examinations of cognitive-psychological
        phenomena, and barring some incredible methodological advancement that I am unaware of, I must point out that
        this testing can only be done broadly, crudely, and indirectly. Also, due to the usual time and resource
        constraints that most researchers face, testing for the occurrence of all of the schemas and practices listed
        in Table 2.2 would be rather difficult if not unfeasible.
        Still, key elements and assumptions of the model can be empirically examined in two ways. The first is to use
        the ideal-type neoliberal habitus composite to form interview schedules and guide ethnographic observations in
        schools, youth centres, and media-cultural sites. Broadly, this qualitative methodology would entail observing
        and documenting the extent to and real-life context in which youth consciously or implicitly articulate, reify,
        express, contest, or reject values, attitudes, and practices that are akin to those featured in Table 2.2. The second is to use Table 2.2 to develop psychometric scales along with, for example, social media simulations that
        measure real-time online media consumption behaviours, and/or policy vignettes that measure support for welfare
        reforms. These can then be used to run a standard survey study, or can be coupled with experimental priming
        instruments that are predicted to activate relevant cognitive, affective, and behavioural responses.
      


      
        Whichever one of these methods is used, if the model predictions are correct, then millennials who have
        developed a robust neoliberal habitus will strongly hold and consistently exhibit a
        dispositional orientation towards the articulation and/or enactment of most of the characteristics featured in
        Table 2.2. To be more concrete, both the table and model
        predict that, for example, materialistic values and attitudes are associated with minimal/decreasing
        civic–political engagement and environmental concerns and conversation. If these associations are examined and
        empirically verified within the context of a neoliberal society, then they would lend support for H1. These
        associations should also correspond to higher levels of exposure and related pressure to conform to neoliberal
        congruent discursive formations and practices. Operationalising this exposure and pressure is a bit trickier,
        but can for starters be done by examining whether commercial media consumption is observed to be tied to,
        correlate with, or predict the characteristics featured in Table
        2.2. For example, qualitative, survey, and experimental studies have shown that exposure to positive media
        representations of wealth, fame, and luxury increases materialistic attitudes and values (Shrum et al., 2011);
        particularly among youth (Easterbrook et al., 2014; Uhls et al., 2011a). My model posits and predicts the same
        media-content causal mechanisms and attitudinal effects as these studies. It also further predicts that
        exposure to either or both anti-welfare media discourses and materialistic media messages will increase
        anti-welfare attitudes and support for tougher restrictions on benefits allowances. If these predictions are
        empirically confirmed, then this will lend support for H2. I appreciate that all this still sounds overly
        abstract, but rest assured that I will describe how I applied each of my proposed methods and operationalised
        and inferred causal relationships in more detail throughout the following three chapters.
      

    


    
      Critical this and that: ontological and epistemological foundations


      
        Lastly, being aware of the paradigmatic preferences and positions of the majority of the British social science
        community which I am a part of, I need to discuss my model’s philosophical groundings to avoid being
        pejoratively labelled a positivist. If you are a cognitive or behavioural science researcher, graduate, or
        student, you might be bemused that we are still having these sectarian and quite frankly, unproductive debates
        across British and to a lesser extent American social and cultural studies. I certainly am, but feel compelled
        to quickly address the elephant in the room by unequivocally stating that my model, like the classic Frankfurt
        School’s “critical theory” from which it descends,12 follows what can be
        considered a critical realist paradigm (Leyva, 2014a). This paradigm has more or less
        existed and been widely accepted in the social, psychological, and behavioural sciences following the
        interpretivist turn in the late 19th century. But since the 1950s and onwards, it has been expounded on and
        developed into a more formal meta-theory of social science.
      


      
        12  During the 1930s, a group of exiled German sociologists, psychologists, philosophers,
        and literary scholars collectively known as the Frankfurt School fled to the US. Disheartened by what they saw
        as the totalitarian nature of both German and US societies, members of the Frankfurt School sought to explain
        why the working classes of the industrialised West failed to among other things, instigate a proletarian
        revolution. By combining the psychological theories of Sigmund Freud with the historical–materialist
        perspective of Karl Marx, the Frankfurt School developed and coined “critical theory” – a broad
        interdisciplinary political-economy and psychosocial approach that analyses how macro-power structures shape
        and mediate the media-cultural practices, experiences, and conscious and unconscious of individuals. Classic
        and contemporary Frankfurt School critical theory as developed by key figures such as Max Horkhiemer, Theodore
        Adorno, Herbert Marcuse, Erich Fromm, Jurgen Habermas, and Douglas Kellner, are still very insightful and
        prescient. Moreover, I like to consider myself a 5th generation Frankfurt School theorist in that I also argue
        that capitalist material and cultural conditions affect and are consequently sustained by psychological
        mechanisms and processes, and that these phenomena can to the best of our abilities, be inferred and examined
        via qualitative and/or quantitative methods (see e.g., Fromm, 1955). Adorno, for
        instance, designed the F-scale – a psychometric test for measuring an authoritarian personality, which was used
        for decades and has generated several modern variants (e.g., the Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale). As such,
        and popular misconceptions notwithstanding, classic “critical theory” is not anti-science, anti-empiricism, or
        anti-quantitative methods, it simply, like “critical realism”; calls for sociological methods to be more
        self-critical, self-reflective, and aware of the limits of survey measures. I share these sentiments, and note
        that the only major difference between my model’s formulation of critical theory and the original framework is
        that mine dispels with the Freudian psychology of “proper” critical theory, and replaces it with the more
        empirically grounded insights of contemporary cognitive science.
      


      
        In brief, critical realism, as formalised by the late influential philosopher Roy Bhaskar (1978), contends that
        both positivism and post-structuralism are insufficient in their ontological and epistemological foundations.
        Critical realists take specific issue with
      


      
        	The post-structuralist insistence on a constructivist ontology that denies the autonomous existence and
        causal effects of social structures, and imperialistic attempts to reduce social science wholly to the
        deconstruction of discourse and interpretation of meaning.


        	The positivist insistence that observations and interpretations of the social world can be value free;
        tendency to conflate prediction with explanation; and overreliance on Popperian falsification for determining a
        theory’s scientific validity.

      


      
        In contrast to these schools of thought, critical realism posits that there is necessity in the world; in that
        observable and unobservable natural and social objects necessarily have particular causal powers or modes of
        acting and distinct susceptibilities. Accordingly, “the world is differentiated and stratified, consisting not
        only of events, but objects, including structures, which have powers and liabilities capable of generating
        events” (Sayer, 1992, p. 5). Even if these structures don’t generate regular observable event patterns, they
        may be present but inactive; activated but not detected; or be activated but counteracted by other unobservable
        structures. Hence the non-realisation of a predicted outcome should not be the sole criteria by which to
        falsify a theory or hypothesis, particularly with regards to investigations of open
        systems such as human societies, where both posited and unforeseen mechanisms can have unpredictable effects.
      


      
        Correspondingly, critical realism recognises that unlike say astronomers or chemists – who largely research
        lifeless forms of matter that operate according to relatively static laws, social and behavioural scientists
        are researching a second-order world that is perpetually acted upon, shaped, and changed by volitional and
        flawed human agents. The ongoing flux and fluidity of the human world, therefore, requires provisional and
        conditional theories and concepts that help us understand, interpret, and explain instances of social reality.
        Mind you, this is not an argument for epistemic relativism. However, this contention does suggest that hard
        predictions and universal assumptions about any given sociocultural or psychological phenomena should be
        softened and qualified by taking into account pertinent historical and situational contexts and meanings. And,
        that the traditional quantitative methods used for such research should be replaced or at least coupled with
        methodological frameworks that seriously attend to these important epistemological factors and nuances.
      


      
        Additionally, even though social phenomena do have to be observed and interpreted through a researcher’s own
        frames of meaning, they exist independently of a researchers’ knowledge or interpretations of them. Yet,
        observations and interpretations are to some degree necessarily subjective, and will be affected if not guided
        by the researcher’s social positioning, language, and biases. This does not mean that social scientists should
        abandon objectivity, but rather that they need to be as reflective as possible about how their own
        sociocultural backgrounds and preconceptions may influence the way in which they gather and interpret data.
        Doing so can engender a more intellectually honest effort to attempt to approximate objectivity in research.
        Furthermore, critical realists acknowledge that all explanatory and descriptive knowledge is fallible and
        limited (Houston, 2001). Nevertheless, knowledge claims are by no means immune to empirical check, and the
        effectiveness of the scientific method in generating understandings that inform successful material practices
        is not a mere coincidence (Sayer, 1992). Yes, all knowledge claims are incomplete and contingent, but they are
        not all equal, as those produced from a general adherence to the principles, practices, and ethos of science
        tend to be more correct, insightful, verifiable, and as radical as this may sound, useful than others.
      


      
        Thus, critical realism takes a dialectical middle ground between positivism and post-structuralism. This
        resulting synthesis accepts that the social world comprises and is effected by objectively real social,
        discursive, artefactual, cognitive, and psychological mechanisms. Moreover, these mechanisms and their effects
        can be inferred, observed, and roughly measured to develop “best for now or current purposes” theoretical
        generalisations, abstractions, and presuppositions that help explain how a given social phenomenon works and
        generates (Houston, 2001). These explanatory theories and constructs will be limited, but can and must be
        continuously improved, refined, and importantly, open to empirical verification. They must also be
        significantly rethought or abandoned if the subsequent preponderance of evidence deems this necessary. The
        critical realist paradigm, therefore, allows and calls for social scientists to identify, interpret, explain,
        and make soft predictions (i.e., normic statements) about a social phenomenon’s underlying causal mechanisms
        and their material effects, main tendencies, and anticipated consequences, as well as the specific contexts in
        which all these are most likely to manifest (Bhaskar, 1978).
      

    


    
      Summary


      
        I contend that current sociological accounts of neoliberal subjectivity and reproduction require a more
        in-depth conceptualisation and formalisation of the micro-level neural-cognitive mechanisms and everyday
        actions that help sustain the current neoliberal order. To this end, I proposed an initial model to explain and
        explore the specific type of habitus that may develop from extended interaction with institutionally and
        culturally prevalent discourses and practices that are congenial to neoliberalism. I fully accept that this
        model in no way captures the complexity of these psychosocial dynamics. Despite such limitation, this model
        incorporates rich theoretical insights from the cognitive, social, and behavioural sciences, and offers an
        initial, modifiable, and falsifiable framework for how to more robustly conceptualise and empirically explore
        these dynamics.
      

    

  


  
    3 Reproducing
    neoliberalism in everyday life


    
      A cross-national ethnographic study
    


    
      To concretise the litany of jargon, theoretical propositions, and methodological suggestions made so far, I will
      begin describing how these were applied and tested in my empirical research. Specifically, this chapter presents
      the first of my three primary studies, viz. a 2010–2013 ethnographic study on London
      and LA adolescents’ cultural and political dispositions and practices. I proceed with a brief review of the
      cultural studies and sociological literature on media-culture and Western youth that informed this study’s
      objectives and rationale. I then describe the research design and employment of a socio-cognitive and typological
      approach to the examination of qualitative data. I end by fleshing out the dispositional socio-cultural schemas
      and behavioural orientations of three groups of young people that I classify as Critical/Political, Artsy/Indie, and Mainstream youth.
    


    
      Cultural populism: there is no such thing as society


      
        From the 1980s onwards, the mainstream of cultural studies diverted its attention away from researching the
        mechanisms and processes of hegemony and social reproduction, and became fixated on the exploration of how
        audiences manipulate media texts for personal enjoyment. Influenced by French post-structuralist theorists like
        Jacques Derrida, Gilles Deleuze, and Jean Baudrillard, this now dominant strand of cultural studies loosely
        referred to by McGuigan (1992) as “cultural populism”, shifted the ontological and epistemological loci from
        what can be considered a critical realism of the past scholastic traditions to a radical constructivist and
        interpretivist position (Babe, 2009). Popular works like John Fiske’s (1988) Television
        Culture and Angela McRobbie’s (1994) Postmodernism and Popular Culture,
        exemplify this post-structuralist turn. These books showcase some of the various ways that audiences manipulate
        and make meanings out of media texts in manners that diverge from the intended readings and vested interests of
        the culture industries. Accordingly, unlike the classic Frankfurt and early Birmingham School theorists who to
        varying degrees examined but ultimately acknowledged the strong impact of capitalist logics and social orders
        on audience reception and credulity; cultural populist works by and large dismiss or understate the influence
        of these macro-level factors. Instead, they focus on extracting political interpretations from quotidian
        subcultural practices, and/or on documenting instances of audience autonomy and active cultural production.
      


      
        For example, in a case study on the electronic dance music (EDM) scene in the UK, Riley et al. (2010) argue
        that the raving and clubbing that this scene promotes should be viewed as examples of “everyday politics”.
        According to Riley et al., the traditional conceptions of political as acts that are tied to social change
        agendas are problematic, since apparently political participation doesn’t have to entail dedicated projects
        aimed at changing society. That is, they argue that EDM is an autonomous and bottom-up subculture directed and
        created by youth themselves. EDM is, therefore, political because while it may not change the world, it does
        offer youth a space to break free from the complacency and conformity of mainstream neoliberal society. Greener
        and Hollands (2006) make a similar argument in their study on the global virtual psytrance music scene. They
        contend that this scene may not engender political actions that directly challenge the status quo, but it does
        provide “some form of challenge to modern hegemonies by offering psytrancers a means of escape or
        ‘transcendence’ from regular society” (164Greener & Hollands, 2006, p. 405). Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2002)
        take this line of thought even further, and argue that contemporary youth generations have internalised modes
        of democracy that are entirely different from those of previous generations. These modes are usually invisible
        to most theorists and adults whose only conception of political falls along a spectrum from active political
        participation to apathy. Hence, they advocate for a third conceptualisation that is analogous to what Farthing
        (2010) terms “radically unpolitical”. Based on this conceptualisation, young people’s withdrawal from engaged
        and participatory forms of politics in favour of pursuing lives of self-actualisation is itself a deliberate
        political act, one that characterises the new politics of fun that youth are creating in their current
        globalising and marketising environments. To quote Farthing (2010, p. 190):
      


      
        Young people who refuse to engage in traditional politics, but instead watch The Simpsons and buy Nike, are
        perhaps unintentionally acting very politically by depriving politics of their attention and labour, and
        ultimately challenging its monopoly of power. Issues of power, the core of politics, are effectively dealt with
        by simply staying away.
      


      
        The works described above explicitly argue for a political reinterpretation and recognition of youth
        subcultural practices. However, in other parts of the cultural populist literature, there is sometimes a
        conscious and explicit omission of politics that is replaced with a seemingly exclusive focus on media uses and
        gratifications. Take, for example, Booth’s (2008) textual analysis of users of the social-networking site
        MySpace In this analysis, Booth (2008) documents how dedicated fans of popular media texts not only co-opt and
        rewrite media texts, but in doing so also reinvent a more interactive form of fandom. While traditional notions
        of fandom paint fans as passive and doting recipients, Booth’s (2008, p. 517) analysis indicates that new media
        forums allow fans to “create personas of fictional television characters, and through role-play with these
        characters, identify with, and insert themselves into, the narrative of that show”. According to Booth, these
        new digital practices necessitate a shift in the locus of audience research away from concerns about
        political-economy and towards a critical analysis of shared cultural content. Another example of this research
        strand is Dedman’s (2011) ethnography of UK grime music. This study details how a group of south England young
        people create and protect the authenticity of their musical subculture. Notably, Dedman argues that in
        rejecting mainstream rap, the dedicated practitioners he terms “purists”, claim a sense of ownership and
        connection to their unique variant of hip-hop.
      


      
        Admittedly, this has been a brief review, but the vast majority of what can be considered cultural populist
        research in some way or other makes similar overall arguments as the ones described above. This scholarship
        does offer useful accounts that demonstrate young people’s inherent cultural agency and creativity.
        Nevertheless, their narrowing of the analytic lens to the interpretation and personal manipulation and
        enjoyment of media products obscures two crucial realities. The first is that, as discussed in the previous
        chapter, people are not nor do they have the ability to always be critical of the sociocultural information
        that they are exposed to, nor are they always conscious of how media stimuli can influence their judegements
        and decisions. The second reality is that the production of media-cultural artefacts is typically done by
        workers from the developing world, often in deplorable and slave-like conditions (Klein, 2000). Certainly, it
        is no exaggeration to claim that the luxury for Western consumers to interpret signs and symbols, (which are
        embedded in material commodities like cell phones and computers), is reliant on the exploitation of third-world
        workers and the natural environment. Hence, whilst investigating on how audiences consciously interpret and use
        mass media-culture is definitely important, the cultural populist approach to this is problematic because it
        generally ignores broader and more pressing political-economic realities and concerns. Or, worse still,
        replaces these with disconcerting and overly relativised notions that read just about any individual use of
        popular culture and youth style -no matter how banal- as a mode of political resistance (McGuigan, 1992; Miles,
        2015).
      


      
        To be certain, there is a danger in overlooking or downplaying the role of economic structures and vested
        interests in shaping people’s media interpretations and uses, in favour of overly-celebratory accounts of the
        fully active, critical, and sovereign consumer. Such accounts, incidentally, mirror neoliberal ontological
        claims of the fully rational and free-choosing agent (Gill, 2008; McGuigan, 2010). Therefore, if youth cultural
        production in neoliberal societies is to be more comprehensively researched, it is crucial to take a more
        reflective and humble stance that acknowledges media manipulation, and investigate the extent, contexts, and
        broader political-economic outcomes of this manipulation. As Babe (2009, p. 4) puts it,
      


      
        To study culture without taking into account either the influence of the political-economic base or the
        political-economic consequences of cultural activities is to be naïve in the extreme. These oversights can
        cause one to misconstrue oppression as pluralism, persuasion as democratic, and elite control as popular
        freedom.
      

    


    
      Yes! Identities are fluid and negotiated. So what?


      
        Another major strand of sociocultural research that informed the present study, and which also happens to be
        strongly influenced by French post-structuralism, focuses on the ways that young people actively construct
        their identities from the systems of value and culture available to them (see e.g., Barbosa, 2008; Heath &
        Walker, 2011; Nilan & Feixa, 2006). For example, in an interview study of London pupils’ masculinities,
        Archer and Yamashita (2003) highlight the conflict between active youth identity construction and academic
        success. These researchers argue that their minority participants were aware of their devalued societal
        positions. And, in reaction to this, they resisted normative White middle-class notions of the ‘good student’
        by adopting locally grounded, multiracial, and diasporic subjectivities that ranged from anti-school “bad boy”
        to Black Caribbean identities.1 This served as a means of attaining recognition
        and value against a backdrop of societal disenfranchisement. In a similar study, Archer et al. (2007)
        documented how working-class female students resisted instances of symbolic violence through agentic actions
        such as “speaking my mind” (i.e., talking back to staff). Archer et al. (2007) argue that their participants
        rejected gendered, racialised, and classed norms and acted loudly and combatively against their teachers as a
        way of gaining visibility and worth for themselves within the school. Likewise, in their examination of the
        class and racial dimensions of the British “chav” subculture, Hollingworth and Williams (2009) argue that their
        White working-class participants purposefully identified as “chavs” to symbolise what they viewed and valued as
        a more authentic “whiteness” that is otherwise lost in normative middle-class discourses of the good student.
      


      
        1  Just in case you are not familiar with sociological jargon, the terms “identity/ties”,
        “subjectivity/ties”, “subject position/s”, “subjectivity formation/s”, “identity position/s”, “subjecthood/s”,
        are often used interchangeably and basically mean the same thing, that is, a socially mediated constitution of
        the self. I should note that some cultural studies’ scholars and sociologists may take issue with this
        conflation. In such a potential case, I would invite them to publish a paper that clearly defines and spells
        out the differences between these terms, or to kindly email me an existing source that does so as I could not
        find one.
      


      
        Other researchers have focused on the role that space and place play in helping young people shape their own
        identity as they transition into adulthood (Blackman, 2007; MacDonald & Marsh, 2005). For example, in an
        ethnography of young people’s use of a secluded area in a London public park, Robinson (2009) argues that, in
        between the increasingly commodified and heavily surveilled public spaces, other public spaces like parks can
        function as a site of youth agency and empowerment. Her participants, Robinson (2009) noted, were able to carve
        a sense of history and self-identity away from the more constraining, authoritative, and regulated youth
        centres and after-school programmes. In addition to physical space, this strand of research also extends to
        examinations of new media environments. For example, Chittenden (2010) draws on open-ended email interviews
        with teen girls, and argues that the fashion blogs provide a virtual space that facilitates social patterns and
        conversation discovery, which allowed her participants to signal meaningful cues about themselves. Related
        studies have also noted that social networking sites such as Facebook, provide Western youth entering
        universities discursive spaces to build on their existing identities as they try to negotiate between keeping
        their old friendships and building new ones (Abeele & Roe, 2011; Stephenson-Abetz & Holman, 2012).
      


      
        While I only briefly reviewed this second research strand as well, it is fair to say that the studies above are
        representative of it. Hence, my criticisms of this scholarship are firstly that the vast majority of its
        studies are predetermined by some permutation of the following syllogism. Identities are fluid and negotiated
        constructions. Youth have an affective attachment to their respective local cultures and proximate geography.
        Therefore, young people actively construct their subjectivities around the competing socio-cultural discourses
        and physical and virtual spaces available to them. Now, I do not disagree with this thesis per se. My issue
        with it is simply that it is basically an axiomatic truism. Indeed, it is the closest thing we have to a
        sociological law, so I contend that youth sociocultural research needs to move beyond this focal point to
        investigations of lesser-known and attended-to considerations. This brings me to my second criticism, which is
        that this scholarship doesn’t really provide accounts of young people’s understanding of politics, nor of their
        knowledge or conceptions about their respective social systems, or how they think they can change or influence
        those systems. Furthermore, the causal mechanisms that generate the observed identity constructions are not
        fleshed out and only vaguely alluded to. As such, this scholarship does not give sufficient explanations for
        how the gross injustices and inequalities of market societies come to be recreated and understood as natural,
        inevitable, and legitimate by disadvantaged youth who benefit the least from them.
      


      
        Let us take, for instance, the male participants in Archer and Yamashita’s (2003) and Hollingworth and
        Williams’ (2010) studies. Their active construction of the “bad boy” or “chav” identity included practices of
        conspicuous consumption (e.g., the wearing of jewellery and stylish clothing). In fact, branded clothing and
        accessories were central to their sense of masculinity, but this, however minimally, helps to sustain and
        perpetuate global systems of economic and environmental exploitation. And so, the question remains. Is the fact
        that their valued cultural commodities are mostly produced by grossly underpaid workers from the developing
        world for the profit of a few corporations and their upper-class owners acknowledged or in any way addressed by
        these marginalised youth? Furthermore, are the “bad boy” or “bad girl”, or even “chav” identities really
        authentic, organic, and unique expressions of localised anti-school rebellion? Could these not just be another
        set of commodified signifiers cribbed from popular culture?
      


      
        Additionally, let us agree that the marginalised youth from the studies described above did clearly recognise
        their subordinate social positionings to be the result of racial, class, and/or
        gender discrimination. It still does not follow that the consequent recalcitrant attitudes and behaviours that
        they developed as a result of such recognition, represent actual resistance.2
        This is because the word “resistance” has a long acknowledged revolutionary connotation, given that it is
        usually used to refer to dedicated anti-establishment activists, guerrillas, insurgents, and agitators.
        Resistance, in other words, implies concerted and highly risky actions directed at changing or overthrowing
        existing social systems, institutions, and norms. Moreover, this is the connotation of “resistance” that is
        arguably intended in these studies, as the use of this word in this sense and in this scholarship has been
        largely influenced by Paul Willis who initiated such lexical usage in his famed 1975 study of how British
        working-class pupils end up in working-class jobs. Yet, it was not clear that the participants from any of
        these studies constructed anti-school identities for the purposes of social change; especially since such
        identities are unlikely to alter school or broader societal arrangements. One can thus easily come to the
        equally possible conclusion that instead of resistance, these students were simply displaying and acting on an
        obstinately uncooperative attitude towards school authorities and discipline, and doing so to look cool and fit
        in with their peer groups. This alternative explanation does not dismiss the pains and hardships that have
        shaped these young people’s subjectivities, but it does suggest that these subjectivities do not signal forms
        of political consciousness. More to the point, it seems flippant and rather insensitive to use the same word
        and meaning that, for example, describe the dangerous and courageous organising of the Zapatistas in Chiapas,
        to also describe the recurring practice of mouthing off to a middle-class teacher in a London secondary school.
      


      
        2  This loose and reletavised understanding of “resistance” is quite common across both
        the cultural populist and youth identity literatures (Babe, 2009; Miles, 2015). So I’m not picking on or mean
        to single out the studies referred to in this section, which do offer good and sophisticated insights. They are
        only brought up to illustrate my broader points, and were selected because they were the first that I came
        across.
      


      
        I must stress that I don’t mean to devalue the complicated ways in which the youth described in the
        aforementioned and related studies navigate their ways through complex and oppressive social settings to find a
        sense of self and worth. However, these active constructions operate on a mostly symbolic level that does not
        threaten the material base and superstructure that generate those same oppressive social settings. Examinations
        of youth agentic identity construction are necessary and can offer valuable insights. But, in order for these
        examinations to avoid mirroring the romantic trappings of cultural populism, there needs to be equal attention
        paid to how young people’s re-enacted subjectivities reproduce and reinforce social systems that generate
        proximal and exogenous social inequalities. I further posit that attention must also be given to the
        multifaceted ways in which neoliberalism and all of its various and concomitant discursive manifestations
        permeate the thought processes of individual subjects. This is key to understanding neoliberal reproduction,
        and to uncovering spaces where this is and may be genuinely “resisted”. To these
        ends, the present study addresses three research questions.
      


      
        	How do young people cognitively and affectively process and frame the dominant socio-cultural information
        that they are exposed to?


        	Are these processes and frameworks inflected through neoliberal ideology? If so, then to what degree do
        these lead them to dispositional thoughts, attitudes, and practices that help maintain and reproduce the
        existing neoliberal order?


        	In what ways are young people consciously challenging neoliberal congruent discursive formations?

      


      
        Now as this is a purely qualitative study, it is not suited to concretely test formal hypotheses. However, I
        will try to show how addressing the research questions above through the data collection and analysis
        triangulation methods detailed in the next sections, can serve as a proxy empirical means to roughly but
        convincingly verify my model’s assumptions and predictions.
      

    


    
      Critical ethnographic research design


      
        Critical ethnography is the research implementation of critical theory that seeks to extract ideology from
        action, and understand the social cognitions and practices of research subjects within historical and
        socio-cultural frameworks (Thomas, 1993). Unlike classical ethnography, critical ethnography proposes that
        researchers do not merely document and interpret culture, but actively critique and situate it within dominant
        and ideological power structures. This gives an impetus for the researcher to explore how cultural forms may
        perpetuate dominant and oppressive practices and ideologies (Madison, 2011). Although this study is only
        partially ethnographic, as I could not dedicate the half-a-year plus-long participant observation that is the
        sine qua non of a traditional ethnography, critical ethnography nevertheless
        captures the general research approach and political objectives that guide this study.
      


      
        Data were collected from 2010–2013 via ethnographic observations, semi-structured single interviews, and focus
        groups with a cross-sectional sample of 29 LA and 16 London adolescents (ages 16–19 years). These data
        collections took place across various youth centres, music gigs, and schools. I selected these research sites
        because they are the institutional interpellation settings most likely to inform the bulk of most adolescents’
        habituses. To wit, “interpellation” as proposed by Althusser (1971), signals a passive process through which an
        individual’s subjectivity and behaviours are nonconsciously shaped by exposure to ideological state apparatuses
        (i.e., social institutions). However, as I argued in the previous chapter, the multiple ruptures and variances
        that exist within social systems allow individuals a meaningful degree of conscious agency over the discourses
        and practices that they articulate and adopt.. Therefore, to fit with my model’s dual-process understanding of
        subjectification and social reproduction, institutional interpellation here refers to the socialisation and
        enculturation processes through which a subject nonconsciously and consciously
        acquires, develops, and forms their habituses via their recurring exposure to institutionally and culturally
        omnipresent, promoted, and enforced social information.
      


      
        Furthermore, to help verify the model assumptions described in Chapter 2, the interviews were designed to elicit responses on the following themes (see Appendix A
        for full interview schedule).
      


      
        	After school activities, leisure time


        	Perceptions on education


        	Consumption


        	Media-culture intake and interpretation


        	Opinions on socio-economic issues and politics


        	Family life


        	Personal aspirations and biography

      


      
        By organising my single and focus group interviews along these thematic lines, I sought to elicit responses
        that would provide a descriptive and in-depth insight into my young participants’ habituses, and some of the
        main influences on these. For example, the questions relating to the media-culture intake and interpretation
        theme asked participants about their interpretations and the significance of their preferred songs, films,
        media outlets/Internet sites, and other media-cultural artefacts. I reasoned that this would help me to build
        up a detailed picture of the nature of the key media images and messages to which they are exposed and
        potentially influenced by. Moreover, all the questions were designed to be as neutral as possible in order to
        provide spontaneous free-recalls. Hence, while I did not employ the controlled laboratory methods and settings
        employed by cognitive and social-psychologists, the open-ended questions of my interview schedule coupled with
        an in-depth non-leading interviewing can be expected to elicit data that reflect participants’ socio-cultural
        schemas (see e.g., Danna-Lynch, 2010). This goes to Lodge and colleagues’ (1991, p. 1372) argument that
        “schemas presumably affect the retrieval of information from memory; thus the content and structure that appear
        in recall statements should reflect the abstract impressionistic representation of this information in memory”.
      


      
        For the purposes of triangulation,3 I also conducted single interviews with
        experienced youth workers and asked them about their observations and interpretations of the cultural and
        political environments inhabited by the young people they work with (see Appendix B for full interview
        schedule). Further, I participated in youth club meetings, interacted with students during school lunch breaks,
        and listened to, watched, or visited, some of the songs, films, TV shows, and Internet sites that my
        participants divulged to me. This helped me to get a feel for aspects of the cultural
        milieu in which they were immersed. Combined, my triangulatory data collection allowed me to explore the
        influence of the interpellating settings and artefacts sketched below.
      


      
        3  Triangulation refers to the use of multiple methods and/or empirical sources to
        collect, cross-check, and search for regularities across different data-sets in order to improve the
        credibility and validity of the research findings.
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        mechanisms – that is, the various socio-cognitive means through which individual agents actively and implicitly
        adopt, negotiate between, and enact social information in ways that can maintain, modify, or significantly
        challenge the status quo.
      

    


    
      Entering the field: Los Angeles and London


      
        Having lived in both LA and London, and being familiar with their demographics and geographies, I elected to
        base my research in these cities. LA and London are also both neoliberal alpha world cities that share similar
        education policies, corporate conglomerates, uniquely cross-sectional and multi-ethnic populations, and
        cosmopolitan cultural structures that, especially in the area of youth media-culture, directly influence one
        another. These factors made LA and London ideal locations for this research. To be as transparent as possible
        about my data-collection procedures, I provide a brief quasi-narrative account of where and how I met and
        interacted with my participants – all of whom are reported with pseudonyms.4
      


      
        4  All participants signed consent forms to allow me to tape-record our interviews and
        publish my findings. Before each interview, they were explicitly informed that they did not have to answer any
        question that they did not want to, and that they could stop the interview at any time without having to give a
        reason. They were also given study information sheets that listed my supervisor’s and university ethics board’s
        contact details.
      


      
        I employed a purposive sampling criterion and began data collection in my hometown of South-Central LA. Prior
        to flying over, I had contacted one of my relatives who self-identified as an anarchist, and who was 18 years
        at the time. I specifically sought her out to ensure the recruitment of at least a few pronouncedly political
        youth participants, rather than leaving this to chance. I explained my study to her, and asked whether she knew
        of anyone around the ages of 17–18 years who might be interested in volunteering for my study. She agreed to
        help and told me to meet up with them at her house during one of their usual weekend hangouts. On the day I
        dressed in casual attire consciously attempting to utilise my (at the time) relatively young age and
        appearance. I did this to downplay any authority figure aura that I may otherwise give off and try to create a
        more relaxed atmosphere so that my participants would feel comfortable talking to me as recommended by Scott
        and Usher (1999). When I arrived at my relative’s house, I was introduced to four young women, all of whom
        resided in and grew up in the working-class district of South-Central LA. I conduced an impromptu focus group,
        but did not ask every single question from the schedule. Instead I employed a more fluid style cutting some
        questions out and just letting my participants speak freely. This interview style is recommended in research
        with youth (Thomas & O’Kane, 1998), and was effective in sparking a lively conversation in which the young
        women appeared comfortable sharing their views with me. Additionally, at a later point I counducted follow up
        single interviews with two of the participants.
      


      
        My second research site was my old high school North Hollywood Zoo Magnet. Having maintained a good friendship
        with my former English teacher who had since become the magnet coordinator (head teacher), I emailed him and
        asked whether he would allow me to recruit participants at his school. He agreed, and when I arrived at the
        school, I conducted single interviews and focus groups throughout the week with 15 juniors and seniors. Most of
        them came from low- to upper-middle-class backgrounds and resided in middle-class neighbourhoods in the San
        Fernando Valley or the Los Feliz area. As with all of my participants, I was able to infer their socioeconomic
        status by asking them questions about the specific areas where they lived and about their parents’ occupations.
        Furthermore, I continued to visit the school infrequently over two years to have informal discussions with
        teachers and students.
      


      
        My third research site was the Bresee Foundation, a non-profit community centre located in the central LA
        district of Koreatown/Rampart. The centre provides health, counselling, and after-school services and
        programmes for low-income youth (ages 11–18 years) and their families. The youth who attend Bresee are
        predominantly working-class Latinos and Asians – many of whom are first-generation immigrants who are
        considered at risk for gang involvement. As a teenager I took multimedia training courses at this centre, and
        thereafter kept in touch with staff members. I contacted them, and they allowed me to recruit at the centre. I
        recruited and interviewed four adolescents, all of whom were working-class high-school students. While there, I
        also interviewed three adult youth workers to elicit their experiences and observations. Additionally, during
        my time in LA, I made periodic stops at the centre and hung around in the computer lab to have informal chats
        with young people and to observe the types of websites they visited.
      


      
        Serendipitously, after finishing an interview with a Bresee youth worker, he invited me to a planning meeting
        of LA non-profit organisations who were organising a youth summit. I attended three of these meetings, and
        recruited and interviewed six youth representatives from the World Vision Youth Programme. They were all
        working-class and resided in the Downtown LA and Pico Union areas. I should also note that the World Vision
        Youth Empowerment Programme in LA is part of the World Vision International Christian humanitarian
        organisation, and is a programme designed to teach high-school students from working-class neighbourhoods,
        leadership and community organising skills. To quote from their website, “World Vision is committed to
        overcoming poverty and injustice in the world – including here at home. Poverty in the US exists in the midst
        of prosperity, and is characterized by a lack of safety, security, and access to basic resources”.
      


      
        My first British research site was the Bermondsey Youth Centre in London. I met a youth worker from this centre
        through an informal research network. She very kindly agreed to be interviewed by me, and to me help recruit
        participants from her centre. I conducted two focus group discussions, each consisting of three youth members.
        These participants were working-class and grew up in south London. The centre welcomes around 500 young people
        between 6 and 25 years old, every week. It provides several services including arts, dance, drama, music and
        sports classes, as well as mentorship programmes and apprenticeship schemes.
      


      
        My second British research site presented itself to me after I received a Facebook message from my younger
        sister that Ryan Harvey (anarchist folk-punk singer/guitarist from Baltimore, USA) was going to perform a
        benefit show in an activist centre in East London. I attended the event hoping to find and recruit young
        participants for my study. The venue’s walls were covered with posters featuring prominent anarchist figures
        like Peter Koprotkin, Emma Goldman, and Mikail Bakunin, and event flyers for future political demonstrations
        and an anarchist book fair. The tables were covered with books ranging in subject matter from the Spanish Civil
        War to anarchist-feminism. To my surprise, I discovered that the event had been organised by a 17-year-old girl
        named Aimee, who donated the benefits of the show to the legal defence of activists who were facing trial for
        street fighting with members of the British National Party. After approaching Aimee, I realised that I had
        briefly met her before at an anti-Bush demonstration at Parliament, three years earlier when I was studying for
        a Master’s degree. After a brief chat, I told her and her friend James about my study, and arranged individual
        interview meetings with them. They also informed one of their colleagues named Sam about my study, and I
        arranged an interview with him as well. These three participants were middle-class and grew up in Islington.
      


      
        My final research site was located in a youth centre in the Hackney area of London. I came across this centre
        through one of my colleagues from my PhD programme who gave me the email of a youth worker named Tipi. After
        contacting him, he agreed to help me recruit at his centre, and suggested that I come to one of their “peer”
        meetings. These meetings are part of youth development programmes which are aimed at
        helping young people between the ages 16 to 25 years to gain paid work experience in the areas of youth work,
        sports coaching, multimedia tutoring, and refereeing football and basketball games. The overall goal of the
        organisation is to provide young people with stepping stones between training and the world of work, and to
        encourage them to think about becoming self-employed, gain further paid employment, and develop their own small
        businesses or social enterprises. On the first day of recruitment, I noticed that the bulletin boards contained
        flyers for youth entrepreneurial competitions. As I was reading the flyers, a young person named Sean, who
        would later volunteer for my study, invited me to play a game of pool. After losing badly to him, Tipi gathered
        all of the “peers” to sit in a circle for their weekly meeting, and graciously allowed me to lead the meeting,
        which consisted of me fielding questions about university life. I offered this as a small gesture of
        appreciation for their time. The conversation, which included about eight young people, was actually quite
        lively and enjoyable. Unfortunately, I did not record it as it was not part of my original research, but
        interestingly enough their main concern revolved around having to pay for a university education, and how much
        money they would be able to make with a university degree. They were also especially curious about how much
        money I would make after my PhD. After our meeting, three “peers” agreed to an ad
        hoc focus group discussion. Later that week I showed up at their second scheduled meeting, and
        interviewed two additional youth participants. All of these youth participants were working-class and grew up
        in the Hackney area.
      

    


    
      Data analysis: constructing a socio-cognitive typology


      
        Once the data was fully collected and transcribed, I began the analysis by comparing my youth participants’
        interview responses (which were thematically segmented and ordered according to the list of questions from my
        interview schedule), to the ideal neoliberal habitus composite. For example, I would look at say participant
        X’s answer to the questions about capitalism, consumption, and personal aspirations, and then gleaned if these
        answers denoted an uncritical acceptance, ambivalent, or critical view of capitalism. (See Table 3.1 for an illustration of this analytical comparison.)
        Furthermore, if for example, participant X expressed materialistic aspirations, then in order to draw a
        possible link between those aspirations and possible media-culture influences, I also conducted a qualitative
        content analysis of most of their preferred media artefacts that they divulged to me. From this, I could then
        draw points of discursive intersections between the media content that they actively engage with and their
        cultural and political views and practices. However, not all youth participants answered all or most of the
        questions in my interview schedule due to time constraints and other complications that are typical of the more
        uncontrolled settings of qualitative research. Nonetheless, there was enough data to allow me to delineate each
        participant as exhibiting either a weak, moderate, or strong correspondence with the ideal-type neoliberal
        habitus composite.
      


      
        Table 3.1  Representation of the thematic ideal-type comparative analysis
      


      
        
          
            	
              
                Themes discussed (Each theme contained a number of related open-ended questions).
              

            

            	
              
                Ideal-type Neoliberal Habitus (values, attitudes, and practices)
              

            

            	
              
                Sample of the participants’ slightly paraphrased answers
              

            
          

        

        
          
            	
              
                Views on Education
              

            

            	
              
                Schools should teach entrepreneurial skills.
              

            

            	
              
                I think that schools should teach me about business.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Consumption Practices
              

            

            	
              
                Purchasing goods based on costs, with no regard for their potential social or environmental costs.
              

            

            	
              
                When I’m buying clothes, I think about the price and how they’re going to fit me, I don’t think about
                anything else.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Opinions on Socio-political Issues
              

            

            	
              
                Welfare recipients are mostly lazy and unambitious.
              

            

            	
              
                I think that welfare should be cut because people take advantage of it, and are just lazy and don’t
                want to work.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Media Preferences
              

            

            	
              
                Hardwork ensures meritocratic outcomes.
              

            

            	
              
                I really like Jay Z because he raps about how anyone can become rich if they just work hard enough.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Personal Aspirations
              

            

            	
              
                Owning a business can lead one to become rich.
              

            

            	
              
                I want to run my own business and be rich.
              

            
          

        
      


      
        Note: This is a basic breakdown of how participants’ answers were compared and grouped. Featured responses
        represent a strong correspondence with the ideal-type neoliberal habitus.
      


      
        During the second stage of analysis, it became more apparent that participants also differed in their abilities
        to quickly draw on detailed knowledge, make informed inferences, and articulate sophisticated socio-political
        understandings. For example, the following interview extract showcases my participant James’ capacity to
        automatically connect everyday socio-cultural practices with larger political-economic issues (note the
        question and response times which show the speed of his connections).
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	Now this culture of consumption that you mention, do you understand the relationship
            between that and the environment, the natural environment? (Time: 13:47).
          


          
            	James:

            	(13:49) Well yeah it’s quite bad isn’t it? (13:51)
          


          
            	Me:

            	(13:53) In what way? (13:54)
          


          
            	James:

            	(13:56) Well I don’t know how to feel about climate change to be honest I mean there’s
            lot of scientists that have conflicting views and lots of people have loads of views and opinions. I don’t
            know, I mean, at base level I obviously agree that all these chemicals and toxins that we pump out aren’t
            going to be good for us in the long run (14:28).
          


          
            	Me: (14:31).

            	I see I was wondering that, because when I mentioned consumption and the environment you
            immediately thought of climate change, so I was wondering why, what was that the connection you made in
            your head? (14:44)
          


          
            	James:

            	(14:48) I don’t know, I thought of cars, and thought of mass produced cars coming out of
            factories, everyone buying them and buying lots of petrol and then driving their cars to work (15:07).
          

        
      


      
        I also observed that with all my participants, the stronger the valence of their expressed thoughts, the more
        detailed their reflective accounts tended to be. This valence strength was gaged from their voice intonations
        (as captured on my digital recorder) and facial expressions (which I paid special attention to during the
        interviews and wrote down in my notes). These dispositional manifestations helped to add an extra level of
        socio-cognitive categorisation. That is, I did not spend sufficient time with these young people to be able to
        provide a comprehensive account of their daily social practices. Therefore, this examination of their expressed
        and displayed thoughts, feelings, and practices along with their automatic discursive, facial, and emotive
        responses, was the next best thing in enabling me to ascertain and infer a valid approximation of their
        habituses’ key cognitive, normative, affective, and behavioural socio-cultural components.
      


      
        For the saturation stage of data analysis, I conducted a final exhaustive analytic inductive examination of my
        youth participants’ response times, voice intonations, facial expressions; and the semantic, lexical, and
        evaluative associations of their responses. This led to a tighter grouping of empirical regularities and
        meaningful relationships, which culminated in the construction of three “real types” of youth: Critical/Political, Artsy/Indie, and Mainstream (see specific positioning of participants in Table 3.2, and their demographic details in Table
        3.3). These are “real types” in that they represent actual and observed characteristics rather than ideal
        ones. In the subsequent sections, I will elaborate on the characterisations and points of delineation for each
        of the three types. However, I must emphasise that this typology is a heuristic. It is therefore not intended
        to be a neat representation or to pigeonhole participants into any type; especially as they displayed a variety
        of messy and scattershot views, sometimes making their placing into a particular type difficult. Rather, this
        real yet proto typology is meant to elucidate some of the most prevalent and specific ways in which three
        groups of youth consistently engage with common neoliberal congruent discursive formations, how and the extent
        to which they are potentially influenced by them, and what strategies they employ to reject or resist them.
        Lastly, my claims will be mostly substantiated with extracts from the interviews with my youth participants,
        but are otherwise also based on my ethnographic observations, media-textual analysis, and discussions with
        adult youth workers, which due to word limits are only sparsely presented.
      


      
        Table 3.2  Participants’ allocated real-type
      


      
        
          
            	
              
                Critical/Political
              

            

            	
              
                Artsy/Indie
              

            

            	
              
                Mainstream
              

            
          

        

        
          
            	
              
                Anthony (Zoo)
              


              
                Joey (Zoo)
              


              
                Ben (Zoo)
              


              
                Arlene (World Vision)
              


              
                Lisa (World Vision)
              


              
                Senai (World Vision)
              


              
                Elizabeth (World Vision)
              


              
                Lupe (South-Central LA)
              


              
                Luz (South-Central LA)
              


              
                Jasmin (Bresee)
              


              
                Aimee (Islington)
              


              
                James (Islington)
              


              
                Sam (Islington)
              

            

            	
              
                Jesse (Zoo)
              


              
                Evyn (Zoo)
              


              
                Phillip (Zoo)
              


              
                Zack (Zoo)
              


              
                Diana (Zoo)
              


              
                Jocelyn (Zoo)
              


              
                Gloria (South-Central LA)
              


              
                Tiff (South-Central LA)
              


              
                Veronica (Bresee)
              


              
                Jose (Breese)
              

            

            	
              
                Ela (Zoo)
              


              
                Dennis (Zoo)
              


              
                John (Zoo)
              


              
                Karina (Zoo)
              


              
                Maurine (Zoo)
              


              
                Maria (Zoo)
              


              
                Fernanda (Bresee)
              


              
                Tirian (Hackney)
              


              
                Sean (Hackney)
              


              
                Tyrone (Hackney)
              


              
                Iris (Hackney)
              


              
                Jenkins (Hackney)
              


              
                Jack (Bermondensey)
              


              
                Lindsey (Bermondensey)
              


              
                Alice (Bermondensey)
              


              
                Anthony (Bermondensey)
              


              
                Dylanda (Bermondensey)
              


              
                Josh (Bermondensey)
              

            
          


          
            	 
          

        
      


      
        Note: The research sites that participants pertain are enclosed in parentheses.
      


      
        Table 3.3  Sample demographics
      


      
        
          
            	
              
                Participant
              

            

            	
              
                Age, Gender, Race/Ethnicity, Class Background, Nationality
              

            
          

        

        
          
            	
              
                Tony
              

            

            	
              
                17, male, white, upper middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Joey
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, white, upper middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Ben
              

            

            	
              
                17, male, white, upper middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Arlene
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, Latina, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Lisa
              

            

            	
              
                16, female, Asian, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Senai
              

            

            	
              
                16, female, Latina, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Elizabeth
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, Latina, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Lupe
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, Latina, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Luz
              

            

            	
              
                18, female, Latina, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Jasmin
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, Latina, working-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Aimee
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, white, middle-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                James
              

            

            	
              
                17, male, white, middle-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Sam
              

            

            	
              
                16, male, white, middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Jesse
              

            

            	
              
                17, male, Latino, middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Evyn
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, black, middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Phillip
              

            

            	
              
                18, male, white, middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Zack
              

            

            	
              
                18, male, white, middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Diana
              

            

            	
              
                16, female, Latina, middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Jocelyn
              

            

            	
              
                18, female, white, middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Gloria
              

            

            	
              
                18, female, Latina, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Tiff
              

            

            	
              
                18, female, Latina, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Veronica
              

            

            	
              
                18, female, Latina, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Jose
              

            

            	
              
                18, male, Latino, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Ela
              

            

            	
              
                18, female, white, upper middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Dennis
              

            

            	
              
                18, male, white, upper middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                John
              

            

            	
              
                17, male, white, middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Karina
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, Latina, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Maurine
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, white, upper middle-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Maria
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, Latina, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Fernanda
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, Latina, working-class, American
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Tirian
              

            

            	
              
                17, male, black, working-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Sean
              

            

            	
              
                17, male, black, working-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Tyrone
              

            

            	
              
                19, male, black, working-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Iris
              

            

            	
              
                16, female, black, working-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Jenkins
              

            

            	
              
                18, male, black, working-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Jack
              

            

            	
              
                17, male, white, working-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Lindsey
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, white, working-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Alice
              

            

            	
              
                17, female, white, working-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Anthony
              

            

            	
              
                18, male, white, working-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Dylanda
              

            

            	
              
                16, female, black, middle-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Josh
              

            

            	
              
                16, male, white, working-class, British
              

            
          


          
            	 
          

        
      

    


    
      Critical/political youth
      types


      
        As mentioned earlier, after interviewing an adult youth worker from the Breese Foundation, he invited me to a
        meeting that involved the planning of LA’s first ever youth-led youth conference. At the meeting, there were
        adult and youth representatives from several of the city’s non-profit organisations. The adults were in charge
        of the major logistics including the provision of funds and a venue, but the main purpose of these meetings was
        to let the young people decide how the conference was going to be run, who was going to speak, and what topics
        were going to be discussed. Once the meeting’s adult facilitator opened the floor for the first major decision
        (the length of time that each workshop should last), the adults, myself included, stepped back and observed as
        the young people discussed among themselves what they felt would be the appropriate amount of time for each
        workshop. As we were looking on, the adult next to me leaned over and said exactly what I was thinking, “this
        is direct democracy”. All of the young people (about 13 spanning the ages of 9–17 years) could be seen weighing
        in on the consensus, but three of the World Vision teens (Senai, Arlene, and Elizabeth) took on de facto leadership roles. Very mindful of not wanting to dominate the decision-making process,
        they actively encouraged input from the shyer and younger youth, and facilitated rather than dictated the final
        decision. While most of the groups decided on rather apolitical subjects including teen health issues, a teen
        suicide hotline, and college/university prep, the World Vision group decided to run a workshop to raise
        awareness on the exploitative conditions of LA sweatshops.
      


      
        I begin this section by describing the event above to try and evoke a sense of some of the political practices
        that the youth who I will refer to as Critical/Political, engage in. It was only
        after witnessing Senai, Elizabeth, and Arlene enacting what can be considered consensus democracy, and pushing
        the youth conference towards more social justice orientations, that I was prompted to more carefully define
        what I actually meant by political. Originally, I was prepared to define my participants as political if they
        held explicit and comprehensive views, whether negative or positive, on their political-economic system,
        government’s policies, and corporate culture. However, wanting to avoid falling prey to cultural populist
        tendencies, and in light of what I had observed at the event described above, I found that my original
        conception of political was too loose. In order to do justice to the dedicated activism, community involvement,
        and informed political knowledge and concerns that some of my youth participants demonstrated, it was necessary
        for me to distinguish between deeper and shallower conceptions of political. With this distinction in mind, I
        can state that these young people’s political characteristics took the form of a more deep-seeded disposition.
        This seemingly nonconscious orientation predisposed them to, despite the neutrality of my interview questions,
        articulate and/or exhibit, attitudes, views, preferences, and practices that differ from, and are critical of,
        dominant socio-cultural discourses and practices. In other words, these types repeatedly manifested a political
        disposition (i.e., the automatic tendency or inclination to want to connect or infuse ostensibly non-political
        topics and issues with political concerns or overtures) and a critical disposition (i.e., the automatic
        tendency to question and critique taken for granted assumptions). This is exemplified in the following
        extracts, which pertain to responses to my questions on what the role of education should be.
      


      
        
          
            	Arlene:

            	I mean in general. There should be more clubs to interact and build relationships with
            others. I mean my school has a lot of clubs, and it’s an awesome thing. Obviously, school is about
            education, but it should teach you more than just that. [….] Like me, I had trouble expressing myself when
            I was younger. I was a nerd and all I did was write and write, [but I did not have a social club to express
            myself], like the one I’m in now which is preparing me], and this is what schools should have more of.
          


          
            	Senai:

            	But look at you, like you don’t need school to teach. Did school teach you how to do
            this? The community itself did, your passion for the community, and make change and stop violence and be a
            part of that peace vigil. […]
          


          
            	Arlene:

            	Yeah but we also have to think about kids who do not have the opportunity or who are not
            aware of these programmes Kids whose parents don’t let them go out. Kids whose parents just say you know do
            your homework study that’s what you’re going to need to do later in life [to] pay you. But I wanted to add
            to something she said. I’m taking a US history class, and I sometimes think why aren’t we talking about the
            history that’s going on right now. Like, sincerely I have always asked that question, why are we in a war
            with Iraq. [..] And my history class doesn’t provide a straight answer, and that sucks because for whatever
            reason that we’re in a war with Iraq, we could fix it, and come to some peaceful arrangement. But because
            the government is so corrupt, and we’re not aware of these things.
          

        
      


      
        What is striking about the extract is that it shows that with no interruption on my part, the conversation
        moved from the specific domain of education to the war in Iraq in under one minute. Arguably, and even though I
        can only speculate as I did not ask them this directly, their thoughts were so sporadic, spontaneous, and
        free-flowing that it is very possible that they were not even aware of the connections they were making. Also
        of note, is that during this discussion both Arlene and Senai conveyed anti-instrumentalist views of education,
        with Senai’s voice intonation taking a more impassioned tone as shed lauds and argues for the community-based
        social justice-oriented education programme which she experienced.
      


      
        This propensity to automatically connect personal experiences with larger political-economic concerns, with
        little to no prying on my part, and sometimes within one breath, was particularly noticeable during discussions
        concerning shopping and brand clothing. These youth tended to instantly express (either linguistically and/or
        via changed facial expressions and pronounced voice intonations) an emphatic aversion to consumerism.
        Additionally, this aversion was in most cases coupled with a principled political rationale that appears to
        influence their curbed consumption.5 Incidentally, this rationale is
        reminiscent of the classic Frankfurt School’s critique of the commercialisation of modern society and the
        individual passivity and conformity that it creates, which further indicates that these young people have a
        high degree of political sophistication.
      


      
        5  I should note that, with the exception of the World Vision participants’ Senai and
        Elizabeth, I had repeated encounters with all of the Critical/Political
        participants. During my interviews with them, and subsequent run-ins, I paid attention to what they were
        wearing, so as to compare their views with their actual practices. At the time of those encounters at least,
        these participants either wore non-corporate DIY ensembles or simple clothing with no obvious or flashy brand
        labels. This indicates a strong consistency between their views and practices.
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	What do you think of brand clothing?
          


          
            	Jazmin:

            	I hate brand clothing, it’s so stupid. I mean when you go to the ghetto you see […]
            families where parents are wearing nicer brand clothing than their kids, their kids are practically in
            rags, and they’re spending so much money on clothes that are made by slave labour. I’d rather wear some
            cheap ass pants that work the way I want them to work. […]
          


          
            	Me:

            	Now explain the slave labour part, what do you mean by that?
          


          
            	Jazmin:

            	Well a lot of clothing companies make their clothes in Indonesia or China, in poor areas
            where they don’t pay their workers right, they mistreat their workers, and people keep buying stuff from
            them. Like Nike, used a lot of slave labour, I don’t know if they still do it, but I know that they did,
            and people don’t fucking care. They still keep wearing, and they still keep contributing to their profits
            in the end, I choose not to contribute.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Do you ever go to malls or shopping centres?
          


          
            	Sam:

            	It just kind of depresses me the way that society has become so consumeristic, and you
            see people flocking to buy things they don’t need. It depresses. But see I very rarely go to malls and
            that.
          


          
            	Me:

            	But why does it depress you?
          


          
            	Sam:

            	Just because people’s lives are reduced to acquiring commodities rather than.
            [Inaudible]. Just the way that society has become so consumeristic, but I can’t explain it.
          


          
            	Me:

            	What do you think of brand clothing then?
          


          
            	Sam:

            	I personally don’t wear it. It’s for a number of reasons. First of all I don’t see the
            point in paying large prices for items that are just labels. Also for an ethical point of view they often
            are made by people who are working below the minimum wage in areas of high poverty and exploitation. And
            also, I generally dislike kind of large multi-national companies. But obviously don’t abstain from all of
            them because that would be too difficult a task but I generally avoid those sorts of products.
          

        
      


      
        These youths’ critical and political dispositions were also prevalent during discussions that centred on their
        preferred media-cultural tastes. For example, they tended to automatically dichotomise music by framing it
        negatively as mainstream – as associated with bland materialistic messages and superficial lyrics, or
        positively as non-mainstream – as associated with empowering and socially and politically conscious messages
        and lyrics. This is highlighted in Figure 3.1 Luz’s music
        schema and schema key, which features an operationalised illustration that is based on, and broadly follows,
        Lodge and colleagues’ (1991, p. 1360) hypothetical memory structure, and the framework set by Torney-Purta
        (1992, pp. 12–13).6 Like the other schema diagrams that will be presented
        throughout this chapter, Luz’s music schema is meant to make the relevant conceptual, lexical, semantic, and
        affective associations from my participants’ responses more visible, as well as serve as a rough representation
        of their salient schematic content and organisation.
      


      
        6  A framework for understanding the content and structure of a young person’s cognitive
        representations of politics should meet several criteria: first, it should be appropriate to political
        situations that usually lack clear structure and political problems that lack agreed-upon solutions; second, it
        should take account of the role of discourse and dialogue about social representations; and, third, it should
        integrate attitudes with cognition.
      


      
        [image: Image]

        
          Figure 3.1  Luz’s music schema and schema key.
        


        

      


      
        Correspondingly, like most young people, Critical/Political youth tended to express
        a strong emotional attachment to their media-culture preferences. However, they often coupled that attachment
        with an in-depth critical textual and political analysis of their preferred cultural artefacts. This is another
        key characteristic that distinguishes them from the other two classifications who, as I will demonstrate in
        later sections, appreciate and engage with media-culture mostly for its affective and/or entertainment
        properties. Furthermore, even for contemporary young people who have broad access to a multitude of
        media-cultural artefacts from all over the world, another general characteristic is that these young people’s
        media-cultural tastes are very esoteric and generally non-corporate. This suggests that they go to extensive
        lengths to either escape Western mainstream culture, or to simply find something different from it.
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	Why do you listen to Anarcho-punk music?
          


          
            	Luz:

            	Because I can relate to it, being oppressed and stuff. It’s kind of good that there is a
            message, it’s not just booty shaking.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Do you actively pursue this music?
          


          
            	Luz:

            	Yes I do, I go to venues where this music plays. I focus more on that as opposed to other
            music.
          


          
            	Me:

            	What kind of messages do you get?
          


          
            	Luz:

            	There’s a lot of feminism, bringing down capitalism, class, standing up for yourself and
            for your rights, being independent, not succumbing to what everyone else, being aware.
          


          
            	Me:

            	I guess for the purposes of disclosure, I should state that I recruited you at the Ryan
            Harvey gig, which I was then told you helped organise. How does that come about, why did you recruit Harvey
            and such? I mean I’m assuming you like his music, and his stuff is explicitly political.
          


          
            	Aimee:

            	I guess I’m quite interested in music as like a tool for social change I guess. And
            you’re saying that his music is all like really, really, really, explicitly political which is true. But I
            think also he sings quite a lot about personal stuff, which is things that like personal things to being an
            activist. And obviously that’s not something you get from like mainstream artists. And it’s a really
            specific thing, but there’s a lot of emotional challenges that come with being an activist and being really
            invested in things. So yeah I kind of relate to his music on an emotional level as well, because a lot of
            the struggles that he sings about, in terms of activist burn out and feeling disillusioned with things.
            Yeah things, that are really important for me to kind of have a way of thinking about and processing, and
            it’s not really something you get from any mainstream artist.
          


          
            	Me:

            	What’s one of your favourite movies?
          


          
            	Ben:

            	Princess Mononoke, it’s a Miyazaki film, and it is the most beautiful movie I’ve ever
            seen. And it’s ultimately a movie about environmental destruction. It’s in village in like medieval Japan
            with demons. […..] And so the guy gets cursed when he kills this giant boar demon that’s been essentially
            infected with technology. […..]. And when the guy finally kills the boar demon, there is this lump of iron
            inside of it. That’s what cursed the boar, and it’s a subtle metaphor for
            technology, and how technology is destroying the world. And there’s this woman who is the leader of the
            village, and they’re cutting down the forest to make jobs. And what’s interesting about the movie, is that
            it’s not clear-cut, the villain is not like evil and “I’m going to destroy the forest and burn it down”.
            She’s a person who basically saved many many many poor people and gave them jobs with the industry of
            cutting the forests down and hunting the wild animals. She is saving these humans’ lives. So it’s
            multi-dimensional, it’s not just good and evil. It shows the balance of is it worth destroying the
            environment for economic purposes? So it’s very very applicable to modern society and it’s just a beautiful
            movie.
          


          
            	Me:

            	What’s some of your favourite music?
          


          
            	James:

            	There’s this band called Andrew Jackson Jihad [Independent US anarcho-folk-punk band] and
            I think they’re folk punk. They have quite good lyrics. They’re very satirical and they’re very
            introspective and they have commentary on a lot of things but mostly about living.
          


          
            	Me:

            	How do you interpret some of their lyrics?
          


          
            	James:

            	Well they definitely seem to have a moral standing, they have moral attitudes and moral
            views that they put across and I sympathize with them.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Give me an example?
          


          
            	James:

            	In one song called Personal Space Invader they say how can
            you put that straw up your nose when you know how coke is manufactured, but the general gist is about third
            world countries’ exploitation. It’s the same thing [coke] it’s a commodity like cars and everything
            else.
          

        
      


      
        Additionally, as with their opinions on education and labour exploitation, these types of opinions on welfare
        were also compassionate and indicative of their heightened empathetic dispositions, i.e., a strong-valence
        inclination to be affected by and concerned with the suffering of others. More specifically, they supported
        welfare services with few if any restrictions as exemplified in the tracing of Ben’s welfare schema in Figure 3.2.7 Notably, during these
        discussions, Ben never mentions the word “welfare” at all, which generally has a negative connotation, and
        instead uses the much more neutral term, “government protection”. Moreover, only one of these types’ responses
        was infused with the standard anti-welfare discourse of recipients as lazy “scroungers” sponging off the
        government trough. All the others held strongly empathic views and attitudes that echoed Adam Smith’s
        (1759/1839) humane conception of human nature.8 Sam and Ben, for example,
        argued passionately that government safety nets and services should be a given in any society and be made
        freely available to all who need them, with Ben going the extra step of associating anti-universal healthcare
        stances with racism. Luz disclosed her personal experiences of being a recipient welfare services, noting that
        people who use these desperately need and are helped by them. Whereas Amy, tied her welfare support to her
        anti-statist and anti-capitalist views, arguing that it is the very least that the state can do for the
        citizens it subjugates and oppresses.
      


      
        7  This was the case for all the Critical/Political types who
        were asked these sets of questions with the exception of Jazmin. She first noted that welfare services are
        necessary to keep people afloat, particularly in the contemporaneous economic recession, but followed this by
        stating that impoverished people have more children in order to receive more welfare benefits.
      


      
        8  In his less well-known book, The Theory of Moral
        Sentiments, Adam Smith (1822, p. 1) eloquently elaborates on his humanist and compassionate view of
        human nature, which strongly resonates with the views expressed by the Critical/Political youth, and which can be gleaned from the following passage that actually
        starts the book. “How selfish so ever man may be supposed, there are evidently some principles in his nature,
        which interest him in the fortunes of others, and render their happiness necessary to him, though he derives
        nothing from it, except the pleasure of seeing it. Of this kind is pity or compassion, the emotion we feel for
        the misery of others, when we either see it, or are made to conceive it in a very lively manner. That we often
        derive sorrow from the sorrows of others, is a matter of fact too obvious to require any instances to prove it;
        for this sentiment, like all the other original passions of human nature, is by no means confined to the
        virtuous or the humane, though they perhaps may feel it with the most exquisite sensibility. The greatest
        ruffian, the most hardened violator of the laws of society, is not altogether without it.”
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          Figure 3.2  Ben’s welfare schema.
        


        

      


      
        These participants’ welfare attitudes were also consistent with their informed explanations for the causes of
        poverty. In their responses, they regularly pointed to structural political-economic factors rather than
        emphasising individual choices and personal responsibility. This is exemplified in the extracts below. Note how
        Lupe mentions drugs as a possible cause for poverty, which is a commonly held view that corresponds to a
        person-blame view of poverty. However, this is a quick and almost offhand disclosure that is overshadowed by
        her other views which stress structural factors including immigration status and job outsourcing. As such, Luz
        is essentially describing the effects of contemporary neoliberal globalisation in depressing wages and running
        out small businesses. Of note in Aimee’s response, is that it is interlaced with a rather precocious
        political-economic lexicon including the accurate use of concepts like “trickle down wealth” and
        “globalization” to argue that trickle-down (i.e., neoliberal) economics have not worked to lift the majority of
        people out of poverty.
      


      
        
          
            	Luz:

            	It could be the capitalist system. There are a lot of people who have tried and owned
            their own stores but when you have these monstrous companies you’re going to run out of business. And then
            eventually these people have nothing to live with like no income.
          


          
            	Lupe:

            	There are some people that can’t work because they’re immigrants, drugs and companies
            leaving to different places for cheaper labour so people are out of jobs.
          


          
            	Me:

            	So our economic system is described as capitalist, where people are said to be rewarded
            on how little or how hard they work. What do you think of this?
          


          
            	Aimee:

            	Um, it’s completely not the case that people are rewarded for how hard or how little they
            work. There are loads of people who work really really hard their whole lives and are still really poor.
            Yeah it’s completely, and likewise people who do basically no work who inherit loads of money and are
            really rich and don’t have to work. So yeah just the whole idea of trickle-down wealth as well, if rich
            people get richer it will ultimately be better for everyone, is just I think, proven itself to be
            completely not the case; especially in terms of globalisation and stuff.
          


          
            	[…]

            	
          


          
            	Me:

            	So why do you think that some people are poor or homeless?
          


          
            	Aimee:

            	Basically because. I think poor people are poor because it’s always going to drive up
            profits if you pay people less. Yeah basically just in the system where the ultimate focus is on profit,
            then it’s always going to be about anything that’s going to increase profit rather than looking at what’s
            going to be best for the workers or anything else apart from profit. Also, unemployment is linked in,
            because it’s always made an issue in this country with immigration as well without looking at the fact that
            the reason they use labour from undocumented workers and stuff is because they can pay them less which is
            an issue of capitalism.
          

        
      


      
        Overall, and despite their vastly different ethnicities, genders, class backgrounds, and nationalities, these
        Critical/Political types have developed surprisingly similar transposable
        dispositions and accordant views, values, attitudes, and practices that allow them to
        more readily “resist” neoliberal ideological discursive interpellation. Namely, all of the members of this
        group generally shared a distaste for mainstream culture, an emphatic and empathetic support for welfare
        programmes, and highly critical views of their respective governments. Moreover, they expressed humanist
        outlooks on the role of education and strong support for unions when asked about these topics. And, if not for
        time and word limits, I would have mapped out each of these young people’s socio-cultural schemas in order to
        further illustrate how relatively indistinguishable they are from one another in terms of substantial central
        tendencies and conceptual associations.
      


      
        Where they diverged, however, is in relation to their views on political-economic systems, possibilities, and
        human nature, and it is also in relation to these themes that the extent of the influence of neoliberal
        discourses is more visible. For example, Senai expressed affinities for capitalism in her affirmative opinion
        of Bill Gates and his wealth. Joey, Jazmin, Luz, Lisa, and Lupe, although sympathetic to socialism and
        anarchism, were sceptical of such alternatives, believing that human beings are too selfish to make these work.
        Ben and Tony held a more reformist social democratic outlook, which, whether they are aware of it or not, are
        still capitalist in form, and hence also inherently premised on the ontological position that emphasises human
        competition and selfishness. All these creeping resonates of neoliberalism can be contrasted to what I contend
        are the more anti-neoliberal politics of the anarchist participants Arlene, James, and Aimee. These consisted
        of their belief in 1) a more authentic form of democracy (i.e., direct democracy); 2) an egalitarian economic
        system antithetical to capitalism; and 3) an ontological view of human nature that holds that humans are just
        as capable of being empathetic, co-operative, and altruistic as they are of being competitive, selfish, and
        indifferent to the suffering of others.
      


      
        Therefore, while these types are unabashed leftists, most of them cannot be characterised as specifically or
        fully anti-neoliberal. This is not to suggest a normative evaluation of their politics on my part. However, I
        am arguing that a more authentic anti-neoliberal framework necessitates an affirmative view on the
        possibilities of non-hierarchical forms of democracy and the belief that human beings are humane enough to make
        them work. Without these beliefs firmly in place, capitalist and hierarchical forms of thinking and
        organisation may start to insidiously manifest themselves, regardless of the critical and humanist views that
        people may have and consciously articulate. Pym (1986) argues, for example, in talking about organisations as
        opposed to organisation, we afford our social institutions a supreme level of agency that obscures our own
        volition in enacting them, and crucially, blinds us cognitively to alternative possibilities. Still, at some
        point, and perhaps in the near future when these youth attend university, as they all had plans to, they may be
        introduced to and then informed and influenced by more radical leftist politics. Without the benefit of a
        longitudinal study, this is only a provisional speculation, and it is entirely possible that at least some of
        them will move politically to the right or to any other variant. Moreover, having a more authentic and
        cognitively ingrained anti-neoliberal framework may not automatically translate into the development of
        anti-neoliberal social relationships, interactions, and practices. Nevertheless, the former is a necessary
        precondition for the latter. As Burawoy (2008, p. 29) argues, “habitus plays a
        secondary role in the reproduction of domination, but can play a primary role in the creation of new social
        orders”.
      

    


    
      Artsy/Indie youth
      types


      
        From writing novels, to dancing, to playing in music bands and working on independent films, the Artsy/Indie youth can be primarily differentiated by their proactive engagement with some form
        of creative cultural production. This central preoccupation with artistic pursuits was accompanied by a
        pronounced aesthetic rationale for their preferred media texts. The following extracts highlight how when asked
        about their favourite types of music, these youth tended to give an immediate response that elaborated on the
        affective and subjective responses that music conjures up in them.
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	What types of messages do you get from some of your favourite songs? Think of one and
            tell me how you interpret it.
          


          
            	Zack:

            	Ok, like I said Damien Rice [Irish acoustic guitarists/singer]. And there’s a song called
            Delicate. And my friend Austin here in this school, she showed it to me [..]And
            she gave me her iPod and said, “here I think you’ll like this song.” After listening to it for the first
            time, I really liked the music and the melody. I thought it all worked really well. That’s what first got
            me to it, but the more and more you listen to something, the more and more you think about it I guess. Like
            that song for me, it means more like the beginning of the song says, “we might kiss when we’re alone’. And
            the whole song means to me like, things that mean a lot to you are [things you shouldn’t take
            lightly].
          


          
            	Me:

            	Name one particular song that you really like?
          


          
            	Gloria:

            	Ocean Breeds Salty by Modest Mouse. I like mellow music and it’s really mellow the lyrics
            are put well together.
          


          
            	Me:

            	What about the lyrics do you like?
          


          
            	Gloria:

            	I don’t know, it’s nice… I don’t really read a lot into music for some reason, a lot of
            people get the whole be your own person and do whatever you want, but I think I mostly listen to it for the
            sound aspect of it.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Do you have a favourite song?
          


          
            	Diana:

            	I don’t really have a favourite song. I like a lot of songs. For me music depends on my
            mood, whether I’m happy or sad or working, or working on writing anything like that. […] I kind of use
            music to inspire me.
          

        
      


      
        The extracts above also demonstrate the importance to these young people of the aesthetic and affective
        dimensions of their social worlds. They are automatically inclined to be attracted to media-cultural texts
        primarily for their visual properties, sound dynamics, and emotions that they stir. For example, Zack’s initial
        liking of the song Delicate was due to its melody, which, after more reflective
        consideration, led him to a more interpersonal and evaluative interpretation and liking of the song. Gloria and
        Diana forego more interpersonal interpretations of their favourite types of music, in favour of their
        mood-inducing properties. In this regard, these types consistently exhibited an
        aesthetic disposition, i.e., an automatic inclination to be primarily attracted to media products for their
        aesthetic and affective properties. These in turn help orient them towards a tentative rejection of mainstream
        media in favour of an active engagement with alternative media as exemplified in the extract below.
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	What are some of your favourite songs, like what’s on your iPod?
          


          
            	Evyn:

            	My iPod is connected to me, it’s on me right now. But I listen to anything but country
            and rap.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Why not rap?
          


          
            	Evyn:

            	It’s not singing, it’s people talking, plus the subject matter. People shooting each
            other and going to clubs. But I do like techno music. I’m a big techno fan. My favourite band is Owl City
            [a US Electronica band]. My favourite songs are Japanese, cause I’m a huge Anime fan.
          


          
            	Me:

            	What type of TV shows do you like?
          


          
            	Jocelyn:

            	I like superheroes. I’ve always liked cartoons and I don’t think I’m ever going to stop.
            I like them better than regular shows, like I would never watch Jersey
            Shore.9
          


          
            	Evyn:

            	Me neither.
          


          
            	Jocelyn:

            	I don’t understand the appeal to that.
          


          
            	Evyn:

            	I don’t understand why people like MTV.
          

        
      


      
        9  This is an MTV reality TV show featuring a group of materialistic and shallow
        Italian-American young adults living together in a New Jersey beach house. It is the US equivalent of the UK
        show the Geordie Shore.
      


      
        Here it is tempting to interpret Evyn and Jocelyn’s emphatic disliking of popular television and music as a
        form of resistance to hegemonic media-culture. However, as I argued earlier, the term resistance has a
        political connotation, and if for no other reason, should be used appropriately for the sake of conceptual
        accuracy. Accordingly, Artsy/Indie youth do not have political or ethical
        objections to pop-cultural offerings, they just do not like most of them because they clash with their
        aesthetic predilections. Jose’s response below is exemplary of this tentative rejection. In it, he articulates
        an informed and sophisticated structural understanding of why mainstream music and radio are so bland and
        formulaic. At the same time though he admits, and rather surprisingly given his obvious Heavy-Metal look and
        identity, that he listens to some very mainstream pop-songs, noting their positive affective properties as his
        rationale for doing so.
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	Why do you like the music you listen to?
          


          
            	Jose:

            	Some people like it because it is mainstream music. I don’t know if I could relate to it
            like in a whole sentimental way that other people can relate to it, but I can relate to it as in it kind of
            how it makes me feel, it keeps me normal, it keeps me open-minded. If you can’t really be open-minded about
            music then what can you be open-minded about? So you know you hear some Taylor
            Swift You Belong With Me or Mylie Cyrus The Climb
            [US pop singers], and I was listening to those songs, and thinking, these are some nice songs. [..] But the
            thing I also hate about mainstream music is that it’s also one of those things that are really fake. You
            know there’s a level to it where music producers and music labels want to hear a certain thing, and they
            control it. That’s why you have seven happy songs about partying, being happy, and just living life, and
            then you have two depressing songs, and two kind of political songs, and then back to happy. [….] Like in
            radio you never really hear thrash and you never really listen to the other options that are out there, and
            that kind of sucks.
          

        
      


      
        Another defining feature of these youth types is that their artistic agency was not explicitly linked to a form
        of political agency. Indeed, in some instances they seemed hostile to the fusing of music with politics. They
        also exclaimed a general indifference towards politically conscious music. This coupled with their reluctance
        to interpret their music preferences through a political lens, is indicative of a strong-valence apolitical
        disposition, i.e., an automatic disinterest in and aversion to politics. These dispositions could also be
        inferred from the emphasis most of them placed on a use-value rationale for their purchasing of clothes. Three
        of them did manifest solemn tones and facial expressions during these conversations, with Tiff immediately
        expressing remorse when asked about where her clothes come from. But, despite these instances of cognitive
        dissonance that thinking about labour exploitation induced in them, their knowledge of sweatshop conditions
        didn’t impact their consumption decisions.
      


      
        However, I do not believe that Artsy/Indie youths’ dispositional indicators are
        reflective of the apathetic and self-interested orientations that their neoliberal society promotes. Rather
        these appear to be playing a different role entirely in these youths’ contributions to and indirect
        contestations of neoliberal hegemony. To reiterate, Artsy/Indie types were not
        consciously contesting neoliberal congruent cultural discourses and practices, at least not for political and
        ethical reasons. They simply due to their artistic predilections, do not like the majority of popular culture
        and are indifferent to the materialistic and instrumentalist values and practices that it promotes. Equally,
        however, they are not actively and significantly contributing to this culture either. For instance, in contrast
        with the dominant cultural view that one should seek careers based solely on salary concerns, all of these
        participants wanted a career in some form of cultural production for the sake of doing something they love to
        do. This is despite acknowledging that they do not expect to become rich or famous from these pursuits.
        Additionally, in accordance with their stated indifference to fashion brands and general disinterest in
        shopping, these youth wore relatively simple and non-flashy clothing.
      


      
        Responses to the questions on welfare signified another key characteristic that sets these types apart from the
        others. On this topic, they articulated a partial support for welfare services and typical anti-welfare views
        in an almost identical fashion as exemplified in the extract and Figures 3.3 and 3.4 below. To wit, first their
        responses tended to semantically and automatically associate welfare with the government handing out funds to
        the less fortunate. Note that this association is technically not correct as welfare programmes can take the
        form of a number of other government services, but does coincide with common mainstream media representations
        and public attitudes that negatively equate welfare with doling out free money to undeserving people. Second,
        they then expressed a more compassionate view that welfare programmes should exist to help the less fortunate.
        Lastly, they then discursively circle back to the position that welfare should be temporary and/or that
        stricter controls need to be put in place to stop ostensible fraud and abuse that they believe is rampant.
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	You said something about homelessness.
          


          
            	Veronica:

            	[...] They [government] should build like buildings and houses for them, I know there is,
            but they should build more than that and help them more. But at the same time the homeless people sometimes
            deserve it, because they have chances to work and they’re not doing it. And there is jobs out there that
            they could do, and they’re not doing cause they’re lazy. But it’s like half and half. [...]
          


          
            	Me:

            	So what do you think of like government welfare programmes for instance?
          


          
            	Veronica:

            	I think it’s good, but then at the time, other people who actually have the money are
            taking advantage of that, and using it when somebody else could be using that money.
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          Figure 3.3  Tiff’s welfare schema.
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          Figure 3.4  Zack’s welfare schema.
        


        

      


      
        Like their welfare views, their more general political knowledge was limited and riddled with dissonant and
        ambivalent sentiments. For instance, in the cases of Zack and Veronica, it was by their own admission,
        non-existent, whereas the knowledge conveyed by the other participants consisted of tentative support for
        capitalism and a partial understanding of alternative economic systems. For example, Gloria and Phillip used
        the word fair to describe capitalism echoing the common discourse of upward mobility via hard work, but also
        noted that it’s an unfair system that favours individuals with inherited wealth.10 These types also had a middle-variant understanding of environmental politics and
        practices relative to the high-variant and low-variant understandings demonstrated by the Critical/Political and Mainstream youth, respectively. This
        middle-variant understanding consisted of having some awareness that their consumption practices can contribute
        to environmental degradation, but this understanding was not detailed.
      


      
        10  Philip also disclosed that a casual mentioning of unions during history class made him
        question why unions are seen as bad, which led him to read Upton Sinclair’s The
        Jungle. This informed his accurate conceptualisation of democratic socialism and understanding of elite
        rule, and his support for unions. However, only seconds before, he stated the following. “It makes sense you
        know. You work hard you get a lot, you work a little you get a little. […] like the oligarchs they still did
        something. They went out and innovated. […] The people who found oil, they found it, they cultivated it, they
        made it into oil. They found out how to do it, so they deserve that money. It makes sense”. Phillip’s views
        here are emblematic of these youth types’ dissonant and ambivalent views of capitalism, which while critical
        are nevertheless tinged with “boot-strap” and meritocracy mythos.
      


      
        Overall, Artsy/Indie youth expressed and displayed a pronounced seriousness about
        and dedication to their artistic endeavours and aspirations. These artistic proclivities have enabled them to
        cultivate strong aesthetic dispositions, which orient them towards and are subsequently reinforced by active
        engagement with alternative and indie media products. These dispositions and agentic practices are in
        conjunction, tied to their tentative rejection of popular media-culture, materialism, and career-related
        instrumentalist viewpoints. However, these are also tied to their cultivation of apolitical dispositions, which
        propel them to avoid a more active engagement with political-economic topics and concerns, and towards more
        instrumentalist consumption practices. This goes to Bourdieu’s (2000b, p. 203) point that “differences in
        dispositions, like differences in [socio-structural] position (to which they are often linked), engender real
        differences in perception and appreciation”.
      


      
        Related to the point above, the indie subcultures that these youth immerse themselves in are not especially
        conducive to the development of more refined political understandings and critiques of neoliberal hegemony. For
        one thing, alternative and indie subcultural forms, such as the Anime cartoons,
        Electro-Techno music, and art blogs mentioned by these types, do not usually offer
        socio-political commentary. Correspondingly, these youth type’s media preferences do not appear to have a
        significant influence on their relatively underdeveloped political knowledge. However, it may well be the case
        that upon entering their respective universities (as, all were attending or stated an intention to attend a
        university), or in future experiences with their respective artistic communities, that they will be exposed to
        more critical media texts and may potentially be influenced by them.11 As it
        stands, these Artsy/Indie youth fall somewhere on the progressive to liberal
        political spectrum. They are thus the quintessential wild cards whose aesthetic dispositions and artistic
        endeavours may lead them to develop a more in-depth political consciousness, or who’s more introverted,
        apolitical, and escapist tendencies may guide them to more passive and apolitical practices in adulthood.
      


      
        11  Gloria for instance, stated that, she had received a lot of political information from
        music and art festivals, and noted that, “they always have that one activist group that hands out flyers and
        whatnot”.
      

    


    
      Mainstream youth
      types


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	The kids you work with, what are their aspirations? What do they want to do?
          


          
            	Jaquie:

            	So some of them will say, “I’ve got my whole life planned out”, but it’s to do with,
            right I’m going to go to the Army. After I’ve gone to the army then I’m going to set up my own business.
            And you get that quite a lot, setting up your own business, and you get quite a lot of completely
            unrealistic things about I’m going to be famous because I’m going to become an actress. (Hackney Youth Worker).
          

        
      


      
        Mainstream youth spend much of their leisure time doing what many of them described
        as typical teenager things, e.g., hanging out with friends at home or at after-school centres, and
        participating in sport and clubs. Compared to the Critical/Political and
        Artsy/Indie types, Mainstream youth also spend more
        time on both window and actual shopping, and expressed preferences for specific clothing brands like Nike,
        TopShop, and Forever 21. In some cases, this consumerism was in their own words, a reflexive “compulsion” or
        “addiction”. Note, for example, the extracts below. In them, Ela’s account reveals a lack of impulse control
        even in the face of deliberative thought processes that push her towards consumer restraint. It can be
        tentatively assumed that this dissonance is resolved by, as she states later in this discussion, her “I work
        and I get money, and it’s like a reward for myself” rationalisation. Fernanda’s account of her shopping as an
        “addiction” on the other hand, does not suggest any inconsistency between her consumerist disposition and her
        more cognizant awareness of these practices. But whatever the rationale, overall these young people’s impulsive
        and compulsive consumerist practices could be seen as the result of an acquired arousal-desire-purchase
        feedback loop that is largely promoted by the rampant consumerist norms and values characteristic of the
        advanced capitalist societies that they live in.
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	Ela, you say you buy shoes and jewellery. What goes through your head when you’re buying
            these things?
          


          
            	Ela:

            	I don’t need these things. Why am I buying this? But I can’t put it down. I have a
            shopping problem.
          


          
            	Me:

            	I’m curious about that. Like when you see a pair of shoes, what compels you to buy
            them?
          


          
            	Ela:

            	But even when I’m buying, as I’m paying, I’m still thinking, oh should I back out, should
            I still go through with this, and I really want to. But I still go through with it, and still spend money
            on it.
          


          
            	Me:

            	So when you see a nice shirt what do you think?
          


          
            	Fernanda:

            	I gotta buy it.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Any particular reason?
          


          
            	Fernanda:

            	No not really.
          


          
            	Me:

            	So you see it, you like, and you buy it?
          


          
            	Fernanda:

            	Well it depends if I have enough money, if not, I’ll be like, I’ll come back for
            you.
          


          
            	Me:

            	So what draws you back to these malls and shopping centres when you have money?
          


          
            	Fernanda:

            	I don’t know, I just want to go somewhere. I mean I don’t know I think I have an
            addiction.
          

        
      


      
        Correspondingly, these young people’s habitual consumerism also tends to overlook or ignores the labour
        exploitation and environmental degradation that their consumerism engenders. For instance, their favourite
        clothing brands are all infamous for exploitative labour practices, but these were not salient considerations
        in their schematic frameworks. In the few instances where my probing prompted their thoughts on labour
        exploitation or the environmental impact associated with their fashion preferences, by their own admission,
        these factors do not influence or even come to their minds during their purchasing deliberations. This may
        partly be why with the exceptions of two participants (sc., Tyrone, Karina),
        these youth did not display any noticeable indications of cognitive dissonance when
        asked about these issues.12
      


      
        12  Also noteworthy is that when asked about where their clothes come from, Tyrone makes
        the astute assertion that “to be honest the youth of today don’t actually think about that. I think half of
        them won’t even know where it comes from”. Jenkins then chimed in with the following. “Plus if they actually
        pay regular wages the shoe prices are going up the roof, and businesses don’t want to do that, so if they could
        do it for cheaper they’ll do it for cheaper, and helping that economy where it’s coming from. but you know
        they’re helping their economy with that”. This is stinking for its resemblance with the standard neoliberal
        economic argument for sweatshops (Henderson, 2000), as captured by economist Powell (2008, p. 1). “Not only are
        sweatshops better than current worker alternatives, but they are also part of the process of development that
        ultimately raises living standards. [...] When companies open sweatshops they bring technology and physical
        capital with them. Better technology and more capital raise worker productivity. Over time this raises their
        wages.”
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	[………] But these issues [sweatshops] for instance when you’re buying your clothes, they
            don’t come into your head?
          


          
            	Fernanda:

            	No. It depends, only like. [pause] Nooo. [laughs].
          


          
            	Me:

            	Do you know under what conditions these things you buy are made?
          


          
            	Ela:

            	No, actually I’ve never thought about that.
          


          
            	Me:

            	So when you’re shopping those things never factor in at all?
          


          
            	Ela:

            	No.
          


          
            	Me:

            	What do you guys think about these sweatshop conditions?
          


          
            	John:

            	I don’t’ mean to sound like a jerk but I don’t really pay much attention to that. I look
            if it fits me, and well I get it.
          


          
            	Me:

            	These clothes you like. These Nikes and Ralph Lauren, do you know under what conditions
            they’re made?
          


          
            	Sean:

            	What conditions?
          


          
            	Me:

            	Yeah like how are they made these clothes, like how are workers treated?
          


          
            	Sean:

            	Oh, I watched a documentary about Nike, and [..] the place where they work. The Just Do
            It sign, the motto of ‘Just Do It’, was basically formed from workers basically stepping down, and people
            saying just do the work.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Um, does that ever factor in when you’re buying them?
          


          
            	Sean:

            	Nah, nah, not really.
          


          
            	Me:

            	What about like the environmental impact that some of these products you guys buy, do you
            know anything about that?
          


          
            	Sean:

            	The environmental impact? Meaning like global warming and stuff like that?
          


          
            	Me:

            	Yeah sort of, yeah.
          


          
            	Sean:

            	It don’t really impact me. Cause uh, I know it’s bad, but at the same time I don’t think
            about it in the moment. I’m not really that person that, excuse my language, but I don’t give a shit
            really.
          


          
            	Me:

            	So do you guys know anything about like the conditions where these things are made, [..]
            like under what conditions workers are treated stuff like that?
          


          
            	Jack:

            	They’re probably treated really bad so that they can get more stuff done every day.
          


          
            	Me:

            	How do you know this?
          


          
            	Jack:

            	I don’t, I’m just having a guess.
          


          
            	Alice:

            	You get them TV programmes though that show you how things are made. Every now and then
            they show us how things are made like, they showed you how cups are made with bungs [….] so I don’t even
            want to know where my clothes are made.
          

        
      


      
        Now, I don’t mean to paint these youth types as being intentionally callous or insensitive to the plight of
        garment workers or the ongoing deteriorating state of the natural environment. Rather, what I think they
        exhibited are internalised modes of thinking and acting that can occur naturally from frequent engagement with
        corporate pop-culture. Again, in addition to materialism and self-interestedness, UK and US corporate
        pop-culture obscures or downplays economic externalities and disseminates endless subtle and overt messages
        that stress as Chomsky (2002, p. 22) puts it: “that only value in life is to have more commodities or live like
        that rich middle class family you’re watching”. It follows then that chronic exposure to these messages can
        cause one to develop materialistic values and attitudes. Importantly, this does not mean, or have to result
        from, a passive consumption of media, and can, in fact, be induced by conscious attention and active
        interpretations of materialistic media messages (Leyva, 2018a; Shrum et al., 2011). For instance, according to
        Shrum et al. (2011), the more a given media narrative captivates viewers and prompts them to consciously
        suspend their disbeliefs and/or sympathise with the attendant characters and themes (i.e., narrative
        transportation); the more said narrative can subliminally influence stable values and attitudes. The posited
        reason for this, is that “narrative transportation” can activate high-end elaboration. This refers to the
        central route mnemonic process during which incoming information is matched with and concurrently encoded into
        pre-existing schemas (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). I will elaborate more on this specific theoretical framework
        in Chapter 5 as it fits better with the discussions of the
        media theories reviewed therein. However, for current purposes, Shrum and colleague’s (2011) theory, as briefly
        outlined here, can help explain the consumerist thoughts and behaviours conveyed by my Mainstream participants.
      


      
        To wit, these youth regularly interact with corporate pop-culture, and unlike the other two youth types, have
        an affirmative view of it. For example, they spend a lot of time on Twitter and Facebook following celebrity
        news and sharing and posting links of the mostly corporate mainstream music that they listen to. Additionally,
        like with their fashion choices, Mainstream types also have a conscious and
        affect-driven engagement with the media texts that they selectively attend to. The extracts below exemplify
        these youth types’ strong valence relational affinity with the themes and characters of their preferred media
        texts, which were in many instances accordant with their career and materialistic aspirations as disclosed to
        me in other parts of the interviews. For example, Tyrone states that the messages of the film The Pursuit of Happiness film (which promote the Horatio Alger
        “pull yourself up by your bootstraps” discourse) resonate with his own struggles and
        ambitions for upward mobility. Iris cites the Save the Last Dance film for a
        similar reason. This film also promotes a “chasing your dream” discourse, which is congruent with Iris’ stated
        ambition to become a model. Moreover, Sean’s favourite song “House Party” is filled with pronounced and
        positive materialistic messages such as “I got a hundred bottles Ciroc boy; all my jewellery cold as fuck but
        I’m a hot boy; all these stones in my chain make me a rock boy”.
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	What are some of your favourite movies?
          


          
            	Tyrone:

            	Scent of a Woman with Al Pacino, The
            Hurricane, Malcolm X, Uhm, The Pursuit of Happiness with Will
            Smith.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Why do you like The Pursuit of Happiness?
          


          
            	Tyrone:

            	Well it’s like he’s telling my story. He kind of shows you that you can come from
            absolutely nothing, in the worst circumstances, and you can strive towards something and always getting. He
            was sleeping in bathrooms with his son, and if you could come from that, than you can come from
            anywhere.
          


          
            	Me:

            	So you like that message then?
          


          
            	Tyrone:

            	Definitely! I think everyone would. Anyone who doesn’t like that message then they just
            don’t want to be successful.
          


          
            	Iris:

            	[….] Save the Last Dance.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Why?
          


          
            	Iris:

            	Don’t know it’s just good.
          


          
            	Tyrone:

            	That’s kind of one the ones about chase their dreams as well.
          


          
            	Iris:

            	Yeah.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Is it, is that why you like it [asking Iris]?
          


          
            	Iris:

            	Yeah.
          


          
            	Tyrone:

            	It gives us hope.
          


          
            	Me:

            	What’s your favourite song?
          


          
            	Sean:

            	House Party.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Who sings that?
          


          
            	Sean:

            	Meek Mill.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Why do you like House Party?
          


          
            	Sean:

            	Because it shows me how the successful life is.
          

        
      


      
        These youth types also generally disclosed thoughtful interpretations of their favourite songs and movies.
        However, what is not as apparent in their disclosures is an understanding of how their interpretations strongly
        resonate with individualistic and materialistic values and practices. Nor is there is any critical read in
        these accounts. Moreover, their engagement with political and critical media products seemed to be quite
        limited and in most cases non-existent. In tandem, all these consistent and congruent cognitive, emotive, and
        behavioural factors thus indicate that my Mainstream participants have cultivated
        materialistic attitudes, in addition to self-interested dispositions (i.e., a nonconscious tendency to only be
        concerned with one’s own interests without regard for others) and uncritical dispositions (i.e., a nonconscious tendency to avoid questioning or thinking about prevailing
        socio-cultural norms, values, and orders). This means that these youth types are not necessarily deliberately
        disregarding the labour and environmental exploitation behind their corporate media-cultural consumption.
        Instead, it could simply be the case that they have been socially conditioned, and are resultantly now
        predisposed, to not think about these broader social concerns.
      


      
        With regards to their welfare views and attitudes, the extracts and Figures 3.5 and 3.6 below illustrate these youth
        types’ range of conflicting thoughts. In most instances, as exemplified by Tyrone who cited the Sun (a right-wing British tabloid) as the source for his information on welfare recipients,
        their welfare views and attitudes largely reflected those of negative media stereotypes. Despite this, in the
        final analysis, all of them with the exception of Maurine who cited Fox News (a notoriously right-wing
        propaganda US cable news network) as a source of political news, supported some form of welfare provisions.
        Furthermore, as suggested by some of the linguistic markers in their responses, such as Tyrone’s “getting
        something for nothing”, or Jenkins’ “not the amount but the people that get them”, these young people’s sense
        of fairness is disturbed when they hear stories of people cheating the system. Their strong valence negative
        dispositional attitudes may, therefore, be partly the cognitive product of the clash between the acceptance of
        widespread anti-welfare discourses and their innate fairness predispositions, which developmental research
        suggests are inherent in human beings (e.g., see Geraci & Surian, 2011; Sloane et al., 2012). Hence, rather
        than signify a simple internalisation of anti-welfare discourses, these participants’ socially generated
        negative attitudes towards welfare programmes and recipients may be related to other nonconscious cognitive
        processes and underlying mechanisms. Though these are nevertheless exploited by and inflected through
        neoliberalism. Admittedly, this particular interpretation is purely speculative. In other words, this is a
        research query that may be interesting to pursue empirically, but should thus not be interpreted as a firm
        proposition or assumption on my part.
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	What do you think about government benefit programmes?
          


          
            	Josh:

            	I think the government should provide these.
          


          
            	Dilanda:

            	[Nodding her head in agreement.]
          


          
            	Josh:

            	Some take the piss, but they should [remain].
          


          
            	Anthony:

            	I think more needs to be done to stop people from [taking advantage of them].
          


          
            	Me:

            	So you guys brought up benefits, so what do think is the government’s role in providing
            benefits?
          


          
            	Jenkins:

            	I think benefits should be more lenient.
          


          
            	Me:

            	What do you mean lenient, as in the government should give more money?
          


          
            	Jenkins:

            	They should give money but they should know who they are giving it to.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Oh like more restrictions?
          


          
            	Jenkins:

            	Yeah like if you make a certain amount that’s fine, but as soon as they should like have
            rules, more stricter rules saying that you could only get it cause of this. To actually get benefits,
            [inaudible] you got to find work.
          


          
            	Me:

            	So do you think benefits should be restricted?
          


          
            	Jenkins:

            	Not the amount, but the people that [get them]?
          


          
            	Iris:

            	That’s exactly what I was going to say.
          


          
            	Me:

            	So what do you think about that Iris?
          


          
            	Iris:

            	I was just going to say what he [Tyrone] just said. I agree with him [Jenkins] about
            restricting cause some people might start thinking, right if I’m already getting money, some people might
            see it as a reason to not get work.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Because they’re getting more…
          


          
            	Iris:

            	Yeah [….] The more kids you have the more money you get.
          


          
            	Jenkins:

            	Yeah the more kids you have the money you get.
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          Figure 3.5  Tyrone’s welfare schema.
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          Figure 3.6  Tirian’s welfare schema.
        


        

      


      
        Relatedly, on the topic of homelessness, Mainstream types’ views generally
        correlated with the person-blame approach found in their welfare schemas. That is, they tended to express a
        person-blame and (in most cases) a negatively affective view when discussing the causes of, and government
        responses towards, homelessness. A few of them did convey sympathetic and compassionate views on this issue,
        but maintained that individuals have to be responsible for their own lot in life. Additionally, none of them
        mentioned any structural factors that can contribute to individual destitution. Notably, these individualistic
        views and self-responsibility outlooks fit the findings of larger-scale quantitative research (Bay-Cheng et
        al., 2015; Katz et al., 2017). A survey study by Sherrod et al. (2002, p. 268), for example, found that “those
        [young people] high in self-interests tend to blame individuals for being poor, unemployed, or homeless,
        whereas those high in public interests [like my Critical/Political participants]
        tend to see the systemic or structural roots of those problems”.
      


      
        
          
            	Me:

            	Why do you think some people are poor or homeless?
          


          
            	Fernanda:

            	This is how I look at it, you always find a way to come up with money, [...]. Put it this
            way, life is like this, either you hustle or you just don’t do nothing about it. If you hustle, you’ll get
            somewhere, if you don’t, you won’t get anywhere.
          


          
            	Me:

            	Do you think the government should do anything to help homeless people?
          


          
            	Ela:

            	Like homeless people. Like I’m against people that are just standing in the corner asking
            for change. With all that money that they save on the street, or go to a homeless centre, they can somehow
            find a job. They can turn their life around. Government should not do anything about homelessness.
          


          
            	Maurine:

            	I don’t think it’s the government’s responsibility to do anything. It’s up to the
            individual.
          

        
      


      
        On the questions concerning their views on capitalism, these youth expressed automatic and strong valence
        attitudes towards capitalism, viewing it as a fair economic system that rewards individual effort, merit, and
        ambition.13 Like their views on the causes of poverty, their overwhelmingly
        positive views of capitalism were devoid of structural criticisms in that they contained no acknowledgement of
        some of the negative effects of capitalism. Concordantly, these youth primarily equated success with having a
        lot of money. Many of them, videlicet Dennis, Fernanda, Tyrone, Sean, and Jenkins also had entrepreneurial
        aspirations, with Fernanda and Jenkins enthusiastically stating that they hope to own several businesses
        someday. When it came to discussions on alternative political-economic systems, all of the Mainstream youth showed a disinterest and limited understanding on these topics that was
        noticeably less detailed than the accounts offered by the Critical/Political and
        Artsy/Indie groups. Jack, Alice, and Lindsey, for example, all chose to skip the
        questions concerning capitalism and their opinions on alternative political systems, stating that they did not
        know much about these topics. Others like Anthony, Josh, Maurine and Dennis brought up socialism, but
        articulated a partial and stereotypical understanding, describing it as an unfair system that rewards everyone
        the same regardless of how hard they work.14 
      


      
        13  For example, during one of the focus group interviews with my Hackney participants, a
        debate erupted during these questions between Tirian and Sean, during which Sean asked me where I was from.
        After disclosing my working-class upbringing in South-Central Los Angeles, Sean directed the following comment
        at Tirian: “See if [referring to me] can make it, anyone can make it”. During this discussion, Sean took an
        even more affirmative and thus less sceptical stance on the “American Dream” ideal.
      


      
        14  The topic on labour unions was something I was hoping would be more naturally brought
        up and elaborated on by my participants. However, while this did occur in some cases with a couple of LA
        Mainstream youth stating anti-union positions, I failed to probe my other
        participants further. Given that dominant neoliberal discourses are generally anti-union, future research
        should incorporate questions that more directly ask young people about their feelings and views on labour
        unions.
      


      
        In sum, Mainstream youth were the most varied in their socio-cultural frameworks,
        but many of these mirrored neoliberal congruent discourses. This does not mean that these youth types are
        neoliberal automatons. To be sure, they held various compassionate and empathetic viewpoints. And at the risk
        of sounding unscientific, they were good kids, and I will be forever indebted to them for their generous and
        invaluable participation in my research. That said, it remains the case that these youth exhibited and/or
        expressed considerable degrees of self-interested, apathetic, and consumerist dispositions; materialistic
        and/or entrepreneurial concerns and aspirations; calls for schools to focus more on teaching business and
        employability skills; apathetic attitudes towards political-economic issues of labour and environmental
        exploitation; and person-blame views on the causes of poverty. These, in kind, orient them to conscious and
        nonconscious discursive and corporeal practices that are concomitant with and help contribute to the wider
        processes of neoliberal hegemony and reproduction.
      

    


    
      Discussion and summary of findings


      
        This cross-national critical ethnographic study examined some of the complex inner thought processes and
        everyday experiences of a group of UK and US millennials. The findings suggest that through varying
        interpellating influences, these young people have developed dispositional attitudes, views, preferences,
        affects, and inclinations that orient them towards cultural and political perspectives, positions, and
        behaviours which vary in their accordance with neoliberalism. These were by no means uniform, but did broadly
        follow regular patterns and central tendencies that were used to create a three-fold real typology consisting
        of Critical/Political, Artsy/Indie, and Mainstream
        youth types that can be summarised as follows.
      


      
        Critical/Political youth spend a significant amount of their leisure time reading
        advanced literature on various topics, and engaging in leftist political and civic activities in their schools
        and/or through highly political after-school youth organisations. They also actively consume highly critical
        and counter-hegemonic media (music, magazines, documentaries, Internet sites), and become initially politicised
        from around the ages of 11–14 via discussions with parents or other relatives. Through these experiences, they
        have developed transposable attitudes, views, preferences, affects, and inclinations that predispose them
        towards more reflective, critical, and political perspectives on important topics like education, consumerism,
        social inequalities, and the environment. These to varying extents, guide them to highly ethical, empathetic,
        and compassionate views and practices. These practices differ, but generally revolve around challenging
        corporate media-culture through a variety of strategies ranging from partial abstinence from it, to active
        boycotts, to do it yourself alternatives, and consciousness raising activities. They do at times feel hopeless
        at the prospects of enacting social change,15 and
        acknowledge that they cannot, for practical reasons (e.g., needing a phone), totally escape modern consumerism.
        Nevertheless, their cultural and political cognitions, sentiments, and practices run quite counter to, and
        largely challenge the hegemonic discourses and practices of their respective societies and urban environments.
      


      
        15  For example, during her response to my question on whether she ever goes to shopping
        malls, Joey disclosed the following in a melancholy vocal tone. “For Black Friday [in the US, refers to the day
        after Thanksgiving sales similar to the UK’s Boxing Day], it’s also ‘Buy Nothing Day’ for Add busters [a
        counter-culture magazine that focuses on the anti-globalization movement and anti-corporate activities], and I
        was trying to organise and assemble a freedom ride thing on the subway which is just like wearing black and
        dance, and don’t buy anything and free your soul kind of thing, and not a single person showed up, except Josh
        and me. So it just kind of shows you how few people are interested in anything like that.”
      


      
        Artsy/Indie youth are primarily characterised by their distinctive affinity with
        artistic pursuits (e.g., dancing, writing short stories, playing music, film-making, painting), and
        corresponding aesthetic dispositions. These help predispose them to on the one hand, a partial rejection of
        mainstream media, and other hand, an active engagement with alternative and independent Western and non-Western
        media-cultures. This resultantly, shields them from the commercial, vacuous, narcissistic, and materialistic
        messages of corporate pop culture. However, their subcultural preferences are not especially conducive to the
        development of more refined socio-political perspectives and critiques. Tellingly, these types also exhibited
        pronounced apolitical dispositions, which manifested as a disinclination to engage with politics or to
        politicise their musical and artistic pursuits and tastes.16 Moreover, they
        have some critical views on capitalism, and favour reforms, but do not believe that socialist alternatives to
        the current political-economic system are viable. They also expressed a tepid support for welfare programmes
        that was interjected with common anti-welfare views and representations. Thus, in all, their cultural and
        political cognitions, sentiments, and practices mark what can for heuristic purposes be considered a middle
        variant form of neoliberal interpellation.
      


      
        16  Due to sampling limitations, the Artsy/Indie types are all
        based on LA participants. However, they do very much resemble the characteristics of Dedman’s (2011) British
        hip-hop “purists” who “exert significant degrees of autonomy over their cultural participation and openly
        reject mainstream sensibilities in favour of claiming a sense of ownership and connection to [their subcultural
        art forms] (p. 507) ”. This does not make up for my lack of observing British Artsy/Indie types, but does suggest that said classification could also be applied to subsets
        of British youth. As ever, this needs to be verified with future research.
      


      
        Mainstream youth consistently expressed and displayed views, attitudes, and
        practices that strongly match those of my ideal-type neoliberal habitus composite. Their cultivation of these
        closely correspond to a more active but uncritical engagement with corporate media-culture; and also to regular
        exposure to other interpellating institutional settings including youth centres and families that without
        necessarily meaning to, promote “American Dream” ideals and instrumentalist views of education and employment.
        When compared to the other two types, Mainstream youth have had the most regular
        institutional and cultural exposure and/or pressure to conform to neoliberal ideologically congruent social
        information. Conversely, they have also had the least exposure to counter-hegemonic ideas. Lastly, although my
        account and characterisation of Mainstream youth is based on a small sample of
        millennials, it is very consistent with and thus further corroborated by the extant UK and US ethnographic
        research on neoliberal youth subjectivities (e.g., Coakley, 2011; Harvey et al., 2013; Lloyd, 2012; Stahl et
        al., 2017), as well as with the findings from large-scale survey and developmental British and American studies
        (e.g., Easterbrook et al., 2014; Katz et al., 2017; Twenge et al., 2012; Uhls & Greenfield,
        2011a).17
      


      
        17  What I mean here is that these qualitative and quantitative studies show that
        millennials exhibit traits which when added together match with my holistic characterization of Mainstream youth.
      


      
        Together, the findings from this study are broadly consistent with the assumptions and predictions of my
        socio-cognitive model of micro-level neoliberal reproduction. Namely, these findings suggest that the more
        youth are exposed to institutionally and culturally prevalent neoliberal congruent discourses and practices,
        the more they will develop and enact values, attitudes, and practices similar to the ones featured in the
        ideal-type neoliberal habitus composite. Of course, I fully recognise that my interview and ethnographic data
        are limited. I also appreciate that no matter how systematic and objective I believe I was in my data analysis,
        it is still like all qualitative analysis procedures, inherently vulnerable to low reliability, overly
        subjective interpretation, and unconscious projection. In addition, while my uniquely diverse sample mirrored
        the gender, ethnic, and class variances that make up the Los Angeles and London city youth populations, it was
        quite small and uneven. Hence, I might even go as far as to agree with any potential detractors that this study
        gives at best speculative and at worst superficial empirical support for my model. If this is your opinion,
        then fair enough. However, two final points. First, the qualitative methods used for this study yielded rich,
        descriptive, and insightful data that could not be collected with quantitative methods, but which can inform
        and strengthen the external validity of quantitative studies. Second and correspondingly, I’m not done yet, and
        will in the next two chapters, present additional corroborating evidence for my model from survey and
        experimental priming studies with fairly large samples.
      

    


    
      Appendix A: Interview schedule for young people


      
        After-school activities, leisure time
      


      
        	Tell me a little bit about yourself, name, age, hobbies, what you normally do after school or in your free
        time?


        	Are there any after-school programs or youth centres that you go to? If so, why, and what type of
        activities do you participate in?


        	If you do attend a youth centre, what types of subjects are taught there? Are any particular programs that
        they emphasise or expect you to participate in?


        	If you had more free time, what would you do with it?

      


      
        Perceptions on education
      


      
        	What high school did you go to?


        	How do you feel about your education thus far?


        	What would you change about it if you could?


        	What do you feel the role of education should be? That is, what do you think schools should be teaching
        students?

      


      
        Consumption
      


      
        	Do you ever go to the mall or shopping centres? If so, do you like going to those places? Why or why not?
        How often would you say you go to these places?


        	Do you purchase brand name clothing and electronics, why or why not?


        	If so, can you describe to me what you’re thinking when you purchase something you really want? For
        example, let’s say you’re buying a nice pair of shoes, what exactly is going through your mind, your thoughts,
        your feelings?


        	Furthermore, do you know where these brand-name clothes and electronics are made, and under what conditions
        they are made?


        	If so, where did you learn that, and what do you think about the situation of the workers who make the
        products you buy?


        	If not, why do you not consider their situations when purchasing your items?


        	What about the impact on the environment that occurs because of the production of these items, do you know
        anything about that? If so, what are your thoughts?

      


      
        Media-culture intake and interpretation
      


      
        	What type of music/television/film do you watch or listen to? Why do watch or listen to them, and what type
        of messages do you interpret from them?


        	Can you think of 1 song, 1 tv show, and 1 film that you really like and why?


        	Do you ever surf the Internet? If so, what type of websites do you visit and why?


        	Do you blog on the Internet, if so, what about, or do you visit blogs, and if so, what about?


        	What types of newspapers and magazines do you read if any?


        	Where do you get your news from? And when you watch the news, do you think that the newscasters are telling
        you the truth about events?


        	What are your favourite news sections that watch?


        	Do you listen to any political music, or watch political tv shows, movies, or Internet sites? Why or why
        not?

      


      
        Opinions on socio-economic issues and politics
      


      
        	How do you think the current political system that you live under works, and do you think it is
        effective?


        	So for instance, what do you think about the current Obama administration/Cameron administration?


        	Our economic system is described as a capitalist system of private property rights and competing privately
        owned businesses where individuals are rewarded based on how hard or how little they work, what do you guys
        think of this economic arrangement?


        	Do you know about any other political and economic alternatives?


        	Do you think it is the government’s job to do something about social problems like poverty, world hunger,
        and global warming, or do you think these problems should be mostly addressed by private charities and
        organisations that do not rely on taxation but on voluntary donations?


        	Why do you think that some people are homeless, unemployed, or poor?


        	What do you think about government welfare programs?


        	As an individual, do you think that you have, or can have (if you wanted to) a say in government, and how
        the government is run? That is, how do you think you can influence the government, what kinds of actions do you
        think are necessary to make governments responsive to the wants of their citizens?


        	What do you think about voting, do you think it is effective as a way to get the government to do what
        citizens want, or to influence government policies? And do you vote, or would vote, and for whom? Why or Why
        not?


        	Do you think that the mainstream/major political parties represent the interests of their supporters?


        	What do you think can be done to help solve some of these large social problems that we face like
        homelessness, poverty, and global warming?


        	Are some of the political views you expressed different from those of your parents?

      


      
        Family life
      


      
        	What do you think your parents expect of you, that is, what do you think they want you to do in life? Are
        their aspirations for your future, different from your own? If so can you tell me how? For example, is there a
        particular career path that they would like you to take or that they give you advice on?


        	What do your parents do for a living, and would you like to have a job similar to your parents, why or why
        not?


        	Do you think parents feel that your education is preparing you for your future aspirations, that is, are
        there any subjects they wish that schools would teach you?

      


      
        Personal aspirations and biography
      


      
        	Finally, what do you want to do in your future? Is there a particular career that you want to do, and
        why?


        	Who do you look up to the most and why?


        	Are there any famous people you look up to and why?


        	What are some of things in the world that you care about the most?

      

    


    
      Appendix B: Interview schedule for youth workers


      
        Education
      


      
        	What type of subjects do you teach, and or what does your work with young people entail, and about how much
        time would you say you spend with your students?


        	Some schools I have visited have a mandatory geography class where all 9th graders are taught about social
        issues like economic globalisation, theories on poverty, and even sweatshop working conditions. Are such
        subjects taught to young people in your after-school non-profit organisation)?


        	If so, what do you think the impact of such a class has on your students’ social consciousness?


        	If not, do you believe that such a class would be beneficial to your students, why or why not? And why do
        you think such a class is not offered by your after-school non-profit organisation?

      


      
        Opinions on student aspirations
      


      
        	What would you say are your students’ major aspirations in life?


        	What do you think are the biggest influences on your students’ values, attitudes, and life aspirations? And
        why do you think this?


        	Who do you think are major role models for your students?

      


      
        Media and culture
      


      
        	From your experiences, what are the most popular forms of media-culture that your students engage with? Can
        you think of specific examples?


        	What type of lessons do you think your students learn from these media artefacts? That is, what do you
        think are some of the main messages they receive or interpret from media? And, why do you think this?

      

    

  


  
    4 How new media
    help generate neoliberal subjectivities


    
      A survey study
    


    
      
        
          	Me:

          	What type of media do they [sc., young people] engage
          with?
        


        
          	Warren:

          	They watch a lot of TV [shows] and movies on the Internet. There’s a lot of bootleg
          websites where they stream pirate movies. They have IPods, and they’re really technically savvy. Some of the
          kids do role playing games on the Internet. But yeah, they all have iPods. Race, religion, creed, class, it
          doesn’t matter, they all have iPods. But they don’t go to the movies as much, and I don’t think they watch
          much TV because a lot of the stuff is on the Internet. (Youth Worker: Bresee Foundation)
        

      
    


    
      In this chapter, I present my second primary study viz., a 2015 UK survey examination
      of the relationship between Internet usage and the formation of neoliberal subjectivities.1 First, I review the literature on the effects of new media on youth political participation
      and identity development that informed this study’s methods and hypotheses.2
      Then, I detail its novel web-survey design, which incorporated simulated Facebook and Twitter newsfeeds that
      enabled the capturing of participants’ real-time content selections and corresponding attentive-cognitive
      expenditures. This is followed by a hierarchical regression analysis that identifies the potential political
      attitudinal and behavioural effects of frequent social media consumption and attention to materialism-related
      digital content. I conclude with a brief discussion on how the results fit with the general assumptions and
      predictions of the media framing, priming, and online selective-exposure research, and how this helps to further
      bolster my micro-level neoliberal reproduction model.
    


    
      1  Although this quantitative study builds on the main insights and improves on some of the
      limitations of my ethnographic research discussed in Chapter
      3, it is a distinct study with a different nature and context. Hence, the need here to review and unpack
      hitherto undiscussed literatures.
    


    
      2  To clarify, ‘new media’ refers to all digital mass communications technologies whose
      products rely on computers and the Internet for distribution and exhibition. New media includes ‘social media’,
      but the latter term is typically used to only denote social networking sites and apps.
    


    
      Social media and the crisis in democracy


      
        Millennials from the UK, US, and most advanced democracies continue to have the lowest rates of political and
        civic engagement among existing generational cohorts (Bessant et al., 2015; Leyva, 2017; Smith & Thompson,
        2015; Twenge et al., 2012). Yet there is optimism that the Internet, and social media in particular, will
        ameliorate or even reverse this longitudinal trend by catalysing youth participation in elections (Morris &
        Morris, 2013), and ushering in new forms of participatory democracy (Castells, 2007; Harris, 2008). This
        optimism has been further fuelled by largely anecdotal and Western journalistic accounts of Facebook’s and
        Twitter’s supposed causal role in the 2010 Arab Spring youth-led uprisings (Wolfsfeld et al., 2013). Lazy
        journalism notwithstanding, it is currently the case that political campaigns, non-governmental organisations,
        and activist groups across the world are increasingly turning to social media to inform and mobilise
        millennials into both formal and direct modes of democratic action (Curtis, 2015; Van Laer, 2010; Vitak et al.,
        2011).
      


      
        Moreover, while at times bordering on technological determinism, the now taken-for-granted belief in the
        politicising effectiveness of social media is not without sound logical grounding. Millennials did, after all,
        come of age during the advent of Web 2.0, and are coincidingly the largest and most experienced users of social
        networking sites (SNSs). Unlike traditional media, SNSs enable the free or inexpensive dissemination of
        user-selected or created content across global networks in real time. This affords users the opportunity to
        more easily bypass the content selection, distribution, and censoring practices of governments, party
        officials, and the ever-expanding multinational media conglomerates. Furthermore, SNSs provide users with
        platforms to discuss and debate political topics with both like-minded people and those of rival orientations.
        They also allow users to communicate more directly with elected officials and politicians running for office.
        These and other unique and heretofore historically unavailable user tools certainly endow social media with the
        potential to reinvigorate, transform, and expand contemporary democratic processes and practices. However,
        whether or not this potential is actually being realised continues to be hotly debated in the scholarly
        literature. This scholarship can be broadly broken up into three empirical factions based on similar findings.
      


      
        Evidence from the first empirical faction shows that social media use induces significant increases in online
        and offline political participation by mediating political interest and moderating political marginalisation
        (de Zúñiga et al., 2014; Holt et al., 2013; Kahne et al., 2013; Xenos et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2013). This
        research lends support for the mobilisation thesis, which draws on a mix of the ‘uses and gratifications
        theory’, ‘incidental by-product model of learning’, and ‘political engagement gateway hypothesis’. That is, the
        observed mobilisation effects are hypothesised to result from a combination of exposure, informational,
        developmental, and social interactionist processes and mechanisms that are uniquely enabled by and inherent to
        social media. For instance, SNSs have low-entry costs, social networking requirements (i.e., you need to link
        with other users), and a chaotic or relatively uncontrollable distribution of
        user-created and other media content. These and other features set or extensively facilitate conditions whereby
        frequent use can probabilistically result in a higher likelihood of intentional and unintentional exposure to
        and eventual engagement with political information, opinions, organisations, and recruitment opportunities.
        Additionally, this likelihood is amplified during major events or national political campaigns whose coverage
        often saturates traditional and online media (Morris & Morris, 2013). In tandem, all these conditions and
        reciprocal processes directly and indirectly nurture the development of norms for group action, civic skills,
        and socio-political knowledge and identities. Such digital socialisation can complement, fill in for, or
        possibly even challenge the role and influence of primary political socialisers (e.g., family and schools).
        Ergo, over time, social media use can lead to a higher interest in and propensity for both online and offline
        political participation (Ekström & Östman, 2015; Enjolras et al., 2013; Lee et al., 2013; Towner, 2013).
      


      
        In contrast to the above, evidence from the second empirical faction shows that social media consumption has a
        weak to no significant positive effect on offline participation, but does seem to have a greater effect in
        raising online participation (Baumgartner & Morris, 2009; Carlsele & Patton, 2013; Vissers &
        Stolle, 2014; Vitak et al., 2011; de Zúñiga et al., 2012). For example, Baumgartner and Morris’ (2009) study
        found that in the context of the 2008 US Presidential Election, SNS usage had no association with voting, but
        did yield an appreciably strong positive association with online participation (e.g., posting a political
        message on a blog, forwarding a political link). However, it is important to note that these digital practices
        are often cited as examples of “slacktivism”, that is, “low-risk, low-cost activities via social media whose
        purpose is to raise awareness, produce change, or grant satisfaction to the person engaged in the activity”
        (Lee & Hsieh, 2013, p. 811). Other common examples include emailing a politician, joining a Facebook cause
        group, signing e-petitions, clicking “like” on a political post, and participating in a digital protest or
        awareness campaign (Halupka, 2014). Correspondingly, in the majority of social media politicisation studies,
        measures for online participation tend to exclude higher-commitment practices such as hacktivism or event
        organising, and predominantly include what are arguably mostly “slacktivist” practices (see, e.g., Carlisele
        & Patton, 2013; Christensen, 2012; Ekström & Östman, 2013). My point here is that when divorced from
        traditional formal and activist offline practices, the significance of low-commitment online participation, or
        slacktivism as it were, is highly questionable (Morozov, 2009). That said, many of the researchers grouped here
        take a cautiously positive view of this typical mode of online participation, arguing that it provides
        otherwise disengaged youth with an outlet from which to develop and apply civic knowledge and skills (e.g.,
        Vissers & Stolle, 2014; Vitak et al., 2011). They, therefore, leave open the possibility that in time,
        slacktivism may eventually moderate more significant increases in offline participation.
      


      
        Findings from the third empirical faction suggest that social media consumption has minimal to no significant
        effect in mobilising new citizens to either offline or online participation (Bakker
        & de Vreese, 2011; Hargittai & Shaw, 2013; Kushin & Yamamoto, 2010; Theocharis & Quintelier,
        2014; Zhang et al., 2009). These studies show that high levels of prior political engagement, political
        interest, and sociopolitical capital, are the strongest predictors of both online and offline participation.
        Many studies from across the literature have arrived at these findings (e.g., Dimitrova et al., 2014; Holt et
        al., 2013). The major difference here is that this third body of research has consistently found that once
        these predictors were controlled for, SNS usage induced either no effect, or a significant but very weak
        positive effect, on offline and online participation. This indicates that rather than serving as a politicising
        gateway and leveller of participatory inequalities; social media may for now simply function as supplementary
        tools whose political utility is being predominantly maximised by privileged and/or strongly politically
        predisposed individuals. As such, the findings from this third faction indirectly lend support for the
        reinforcement or normalisation thesis. This thesis
        posits that social media and other web technologies provide politically advantaged and interested individuals
        with another means to be politically active, but most people will simply use these mediums to do what they
        already do in their offline worlds (Strandberg, 2013, Van Laer, 2010). As a result, the unequal demographic and
        psychographic makeup long observed in offline participation will be effectively reproduced and observed in
        online participation, irrespective of relative equal access to the Internet (Brandtzaeg, 2017; Min, 2010;
        Schlozman et al., 2010).
      

    


    
      Social media, materialism, and neoliberalism


      
        Despite extensive empirical research, the jury is still out on social media’s politicising potential, and no
        academic consensus has been officially reached. Recent meta-analysis studies do show, however, that the
        preponderance of evidence is consistent with the findings from the second empirical faction. In other words, it
        seems likely that social media does moderately increase slacktivism, but does little to mobilise
        non-politically predisposed millennials into offline participation (Boulianne, 2019; Boulianne, 2018; Chae et
        al., 2019). But why aren’t social media spurring Western millennials to take to the streets or to at least the
        ballot box? It should go without saying that there are likely many complicated factors and contextual reasons
        for this, but these have been undertheorised as most of the focus has gone towards determining the mobilisation
        effects of social media. Thus, the theoretical explanation sketched below is an attempt to address this gap.
      


      
        Most researchers seem to broadly agree or suggest that exposure to political content is the initial necessary
        condition for activating social media’s politicising function, and that this condition is most likely to be
        satisfied via frequent social media use if only accidentally. Although such exposure is statistically probable,
        it is important to point out that online environments present users with a high volume of segmented, diverse,
        bespoke, and continuously changing digital content. The prioritisation, selection, and subsequent interaction
        with individual content is thus largely determined by the degree to which its respective textual-sensorial
        stimuli can, more so than others, simultaneously attract a user’s attention and cue their motivational states and/or salient sociocultural schema networks (Graf & Aday, 2008;
        Knobloch-Westerwick & Kleinman, 2012; Knobloch-Westerwick & Meng, 2009). It follows from this that part
        of the reason for why the observed mobilisation effects of social media use have been so marginal may be
        because most non-politically interested millennial youth (i.e., the majority of them) are probably not
        interested in and therefore not engaging with digital political content. For instance, as Harris (2008, p. 487)
        argues with reference to Western young women, “it must be acknowledged that participation in online DIY
        culture, especially the creation of politically and socially engaged websites, occurs among only a minority of
        young women”. This is because “most do not have the resources, time or subcultural capital to engage with these
        kinds of activities” (Harris, 2008, p. 487). However, Harris’ arguments were based on observations from ten
        years ago. Hence, my contention here is a conjectured partial explanation as there is a surprising dearth of
        research on what political content young millennials actually attend to on social media or the Internet more
        generally, and on how and the extent to which they do so (Bode, 2016). To be clear, studies have shown that
        informational uses of social media and the Internet – specifically news consumption or attention to information
        about a politician running for office, are weakly but positively related to offline participation (Bakker &
        de Vreese, 2011; de Zúñiga et al., 2012; Towner, 2013). These studies have, however, relied on self-reported
        measures that gage attentive frequency to quite unspecific content categories. For example, these include
        Likert-type items that ask participants to indicate how often they paid attention to “SNSs that provide
        information about specific issues or policies they agreed or disagreed with” (e.g., Zhang et al., 2013), or to
        “information about a political campaign or politician on SNSs such as Facebook” (e.g., Towner, 2013). Such
        instruments have produced insightful data, but they are limited in terms of ecological validity, and are
        susceptible to participant recall errors and social desirability biases (Vraga et al., 2016). Moreover, and
        since they are often indexed with other broad new media usage categories,3
        these instruments offer minimal contextual and textual detail. This makes it difficult to decipher or unpack
        the specific content mechanisms through which social media may help catalyse political participation, or to
        ascertain which and how much political information young people are consuming online.
      


      
        3  For example, Internet news consumption was measured by Bakker and de Vreese (2011, p.
        459), with survey items that “combined visiting newspaper websites, visiting news sites and news blogs, and
        visiting showbiz news”. Similarly, the use of SNS for news consumption was measured by de Zúñiga et al. (2012)
        with four survey items that asked respondents to note on 10-point scale what extent SNSs helped them: “to stay
        informed about current events and public affairs; to stay informed about the local community; to get news about
        current events from mainstream news media; and to get news about current events through friends” (p. 32). Note
        that these are fairly typical of the ways that new media news content consumption is very broadly measured.
      


      
        Nevertheless, a few small-scale American studies indicate that young adults usually ignore or dislike social
        media political content (Vitak et al., 2011; Vraga et al., 2016). A large-scale online population study by
        Gabielkov et al. (2016) further showed that, for example, 59% of URLs shared on Twitter, and pertaining to news
        content from major organisations such as CNN, The New York Times, BBC, Huffington Post, and Fox News, are never
        clicked on. Additionally, although a bit outdated, a comparative survey study of Internet adoption and use in
        Britain in 2003 and 2005 by di Gennaro and Dutton (2006), found that the political informational use of the
        Internet was fairly low compared to other uses. For example, the researchers found that “92% of Internet users
        reported using the Internet to check email [,…] 66% […] to send email attachments; 87% […] to look up product
        information, 66% […] to get local events information and 61% […] to look for current news” (di Gennaro and
        Dutton, 2006, p. 303). Relatedly, findings from a more recent UK study by Leyva (2017) suggest that millennials
        without socio-structural advantages, formal political socialisation, or a heightened political disposition may
        ignore most of the political content that social media present to them. Or, may not be exposed to much
        political content at all, since they or their SNSs can automatically filter out posts depending on their
        preferences and interests. In all, these studies suggest that in the UK and US context, the simple availability
        and access to web-technologies may not be enough to encourage their political use among the general youth
        population (Min, 2010).
      


      
        This now raises the question: what then are most millennials actually using social media for? Well, here the
        available evidence partly supports one of the main assertations made by proponents of the reinforcement thesis,
        which posits that people will largely use social media to partake in the same everyday activities that they do
        in the real world. In the context of Western youth, this particularly entails shopping and engaging with
        corporate pop-culture (Ismail et al., 2018; Kamal et al., 2013). A British survey study by Rai et al. (2018, p.
        1), for example, found that “the Internet (a newer form of mass media) was more strongly associated with
        greater materialistic values and the ability to identify brand logos than older forms of mass media”.
        Similarly, a survey study administered to American millennials by Chu and Kamal (2011) found that SNS usage was
        positively related to brand consciousness and intentions to purchase luxury products. Notably, these similar
        patterns of social media use, consumerism, and brand awareness were also observed in the British and American
        Mainstream youth from my ethnographic study described in Chapter 3.
      


      
        Correspondingly, according to a nascent body of research, one of the main psychosocial drivers of compulsive
        social media use among emerging and young adults is the need to express and develop their identities. Social
        media environments, however, can disrupt these delicate identity-formation processes by prompting users to
        adopt different online personalities, thereby hindering the development of a unified self-concept. This can
        then engender compulsive online shopping, which can function as a coping mechanism that allows youth
        experiencing insecurities from the discrepancies between their real and ideal online selves to seek solace in
        material possessions (Lee et al., 2016; Sharif & Khanekharab, 2017). Moreover, these digitally mediated
        self-construction processes are exacerbated by people’s and young people’s, in particular, innate need to
        compare their abilities, thoughts, performances, accomplishments, and statuses to those of others – especially their peer groups. Drawing on this major tenet of social comparison
        theory, related studies have also found that social comparisons enabled by SNSs raises materialism among youth.
        This is because as Ismail et al. (2018, p. 20) argue, social media has become a place for adolescents and young
        adults to “talk about their material gains with peers and get influenced by the material gain of celebrities;
        both are factors that encourage materialism”. Concordantly, in this fashion, social media can also activate
        young people’s prestige biases. These are related to social comparison dispositions, and refer to an innate and
        dispositional preference to learn from and imitate the behaviour of people who appear and are deemed by others
        to be socially successful (Chudek et al., 2012). Rich celebrities and social media “influencers” showing off
        their lavish lifestyles are thus prime examples of the types of ostensibly socially successful people that
        youth on social media are likely to encounter from time to time, even if not directly searching for them.
      


      
        Therefore, it can be inferred from the research above that considerable proportions of young Britons and
        Americans are regularly consuming and being influenced by materialism-related content on social media (Ismail
        et al., 2018; Kamal et al., 2013). Furthermore, all the literatures discussed in this chapter, coupled with the
        fact that social media companies base their profits almost entirely on advertising revenue and are pioneering
        targeted advertising, can be used to, in lieu of direct evidence, extrapolate the following logical inference.
        British and American millennials are, on average, using social media more for consumer media-cultural content
        than for political content, and have more incidental exposure to materialistic content than political content.
        However, what the social media identity and social comparisons research isn’t taking into consideration is that
        along with satisfying social comparison needs and mitigating psychological insecurities, the deliberate
        exposure to the online celebrity webpages, advertisements, and coveted products, in addition to the actual
        online purchasing of consumer goods, all relate to an important macro-level factor and serve two key additional
        functions. Namely, these behaviours are related to and serve to sustain the broader neoliberal
        political-economy and culture which promote and valorise the exact same kinds of aforementioned compulsive and
        uncritical consumerism. At the level of the individual, this consumerism, in turn, relates to and serves to
        cultivate a neoliberal subjectivity.
      


      
        To reiterate, I share with all of the studies discussed in this chapter, and have argued three positions.
        First, youth identities (i.e., subjectivities) and their corresponding practices, although not fixed, are
        largely shaped through regular deliberate or incidental exposure to social information. Second, media-culture
        and new media-culture specifically, is arguably at the centre of the majority of contemporary Western young
        people’s leisure activity, if not their lives. Third, it stands to reason that emerging and young adults – who
        are still undergoing formative development of their identities and sociocultural neural architectures – will
        internalise and be affected by the social information that they regularly encounter in their respective mass
        media environments. Additionally, I agree with the social media identity and social comparisons research that
        much of this social information is related to representations of materialism. And,
        that internal and/or external social pressures will motivate young people to, and increase the likelihood that
        they will, internalise and conform according to said information.
      


      
        Where I differ, is in further contending that materialistic values, attitudes, and practices correspond to a
        broader set of self-interested and anti-leftist views and political orientations that in tandem make up the
        socio-cognitive construct that I have characterised as a neoliberal subjectivity formation (i.e., neoliberal
        habitus).4 Indeed, I have argued that materialism views and behaviours are
        conceptually, logically, and behaviourally congruent with, for example, the position that workers shouldn’t be
        allowed to form unions, and minimal political–civic engagement, among other related political views and
        behaviours. The reasons for these associations are that cultural values like those of materialism, and
        political views like the above-mentioned anti-union position, are both congruent with neoliberal ideology,
        promoted by mass traditional and digital media, and centred on individualistic antisocial concerns and
        practices. These cultural and political values and attitudes are thus plausibly represented and organised
        together in memory. If sufficiently strong and reinforced, these representations should when activated by
        relevant stimuli, hinder the activation potential of antithetical cognitions and related behavioural
        orientations, such as social justice concerns and corresponding political–civic engagement. Should these links
        hold true, then exposure to materialistic content on social media will activate and thus help cultivate and
        reinforce the types of political schemas listed in the Table
        2.2 ideal-type neoliberal habitus composite. This should correspond to the relevant political practices of
        the composite as well. Therefore, hypotheses H1 and H2 below are posited to test these links, and to add an
        extra level of falsification, the converse hypothesis H3 and H4 are also tested.
      


      
        4  The terms “subjectivity” and “habitus” have been vaguely defined, but generally refer
        to the same thing, i.e., a socially mediated constitution of the self (e.g., see O’Flynn & Petersen, 2007;
        Stahl et al., 2017). In other iterations, including the one used in this book, a subjectivity is simply the
        outward and agentic manifestation of some component of the self, but is mnemonically stored in, enabled, and
        guided by the habitus (Holt, 2008; Lawler, 2005). It follows then that the deliberative cognitive and
        behavioural expressions of a neoliberal subjectivity, are directed by, but also help to subliminally cultivate
        and reinforce a neoliberal habitus. In this chapter, I’m using the term subjectivity because it’s usually used
        to denote or imply conscious agency. This fits better with the deliberative social media consumption captured
        by the primary study presented here.
      


      
        
          
            	H1:

            	Real-time attention to and selection of materialism-related social media content will be
            positively associated with neoliberal accordant political values and attitudes, and negatively associated
            with online and offline participation.
          


          
            	H2:

            	Regular new media consumption of materialism-related news will positively predict
            neoliberal accordant political values and attitudes, and negatively predict online and offline
            participation.
          


          
            	H3:

            	Real-time attention to and selection of other-regarding critical-political social media
            content will be negatively associated with neoliberal accordant political values and attitudes, and
            positively associated with online and offline participation.
          


          
            	H4:

            	Regular new media consumption of other-regarding critical-political news will negatively
            predict neoliberal accordant political values and attitudes, and positively predict online and offline
            participation.
          

        
      

    


    
      Methodology: a web-survey design


      
        To address these hypotheses, a web-survey was developed using Qualtrics online software and platform. Data for
        this study were collected from April to August 2015, which coincided with the UK General Election and Labour
        leadership campaign. This provided a serendipitous research opportunity to explore the very recent political
        uses and influence of social media in communicative settings where the dissemination of political information
        was national and especially heightened. Participants were first presented with an online information sheet and
        consent form that disguised the purpose of the study as a reliability test of various non-related survey items
        that were going to be used in different longitudinal studies. This was done to minimise demand effects.
        Following their consent to participate, participants proceeded to complete a questionnaire. The survey items
        were presented in the same order to all participants.
      


      
        Sample demographics


        
          Due to the focus of this study being on young adults’ uses of social media, and given that like in other
          Western countries, UK university students are, relative to the population, the most frequent users of the
          Internet and email (di Gennaro & Dutton, 2006), university students are considered an appropriate cohort
          to examine social media effects (Kushin & Yamamoto, 2010; Vissers & Stolle, 2014). The survey link
          and participant information sheet were distributed via email to universities’ networks from across the UK,
          which informed potential recruits that participation in the study was voluntary and that only undergraduates
          who could vote in the UK and from the ages of 18 to 29 years were eligible to participate. This age range was
          chosen because it marks a critical period in political development and engagement (Neundorf et al., 2013;
          Sears & Levy, 2003) and has been empirically shown to be a range in which inequalities in Internet access
          and competency are less pronounced (di Gennaro & Dutton, 2006; Kahne et al., 2013).
        


        
          In total, 271 eligible participants were included in the analyses, and consisted of 50.9% females and 49.1%
          males and 51.9% females, with the average age being 22.5 years. The racial-ethnic spread of the sample was
          more diverse than the national average and entailed a makeup of 62% white, 13% black, 15.7% Asian, and 6.3%
          mixed racial-ethnic background. Additionally, self-reported annual family income was used as a measure of
          socioeconomic status (SES). The results indicate that 21.4% of participants corresponded to a low SES
          (£20,000 or less), 23.6% low-middle SES (£20,000 to £40,000), 24.7% upper-middle SES (£40,000 to £60,000),
          and 26.5% high SES (£60,000 or over), 3.7% did not respond.
        

      

      
        Predictor variables


        
          Real-time SNS Content Selections: 12 Facebook and 3 Twitter naturalistic newsfeeds were developed in order to
          examine the potential effects of social media materialism-related and other-regarding critical-political
          content on young people’s political subjectivities and practices. Materialism-related SNS content is defined
          here as salient digital textual, audio, and/or video representations and endorsements of affluence, fame,
          image, status, and/or conspicuous consumption. Other-regarding critical-political SNS content is defined as
          digital posts that communicate a social justice concern along with an explicit or implicit call for prosocial
          collective action to address this concern. More specifically, this entails news articles, event notifications
          by activist groups, or regular user postings about an ongoing situation in which people, communities, and/or
          the environment are being negatively affected by the practices of state and/or corporate actors.
          Materialism-related and other-regarding critical-political SNS contents are thus antithetical, as the former
          promotes self-enhancement values, attitudes, and practices, while the latter promotes self-transcendence ones
          (more on this in Chapter 5). Their respective selections
          should thus, as I theorised above, have opposite effects on neoliberal subjectivity formations and online and
          offline participation. Also, SNS posts about a politician’s personal indiscretions or about general calls to
          register to vote, for example, do not fit my definition of other-regarding critical-political content. This
          is because while these types of SNS content are political, they aren’t reporting on instances where powerful
          state and/or corporate actors are exploiting, harming, or helping to harm marginalised peoples, communities,
          and/or the environment.
        


        
          Facebook was selected as the newsfeed platform background because at the time it was the most used SNS in the
          UK (Kemp, 2015), and Twitter because it was widely used by the UK electoral commission in 2015 to spread
          voter registration information and reminders (Curtis, 2015). These simulated newsfeeds were spread across
          four survey items that asked 1) If the following posts appeared on your Facebook newsfeed, which one would
          you most likely click on and read?; 2) Which of the following Facebook newsfeeds would you most likely share
          with your friends?; 3) If the following posts appeared on your Facebook newsfeed, which one would you most
          likely click “Like” on?; and 4) Which of the following would you most likely Retweet? All of these survey
          items were shown before the outcome measures, and each contained three vertically segmented and modified
          images designed to mimic SNS newsfeeds (see examples in Figure 4.1). Two of these images
          displayed varying types of political content specific to the UK, and one displayed random materialistic
          content. All of the images had their dates changed to display recent posting times in order to further
          simulate realistic settings, and to minimise the effects of visual saliency and response bias, were
          restructured to relatively equal sizes and placed in a counterbalanced order. Three images containing general
          information on how to register to vote for the 2015 General Election were also shown. These were incorporated
          to further simulate realistic social media environments during election times, and to in conjunction with a
          “none of the above” option, better gage and evaluate the types of content that users are most likely to
          selectively engage with if exposed to. These images were of completely neutral political orientation, and had
          no effect and were thus not included in the analyses below.
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            Figure 4.1a  Examples of Facebook newsfeed simulations.
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            Figure 4.1b 
          


          

        


        
          Six images featured high-profile celebrities, with three of them also displaying luxury brands and products.
          Media content featuring celebrities has been found to be associated with increasing materialistic attitudes
          (Ashikali & Dittmar, 2012; Lewallen et al., 2016). Selected images were coded as “1” and “0” otherwise.
          The measures were summed to create an additive composite variable for selective engagement with Materialism-Related SNS Posts ranging from 0 to 6 selections (M =
          0.77, SD = 1.1). Three images contained news stories and information about
          activist actions being taken to overturn the at-the-time recent tuition hikes in English and Welsh
          universities. The selections for these were summed to create an additive composite variable for selective
          engagement with Student-Fee Activism SNS News ranging from 0 to 3 selections
          (M = 0.98, SD = 0.94). This procedure was repeated
          for three images featuring Environmental Activism SNS News (M = 0.40, SD = 0.71), and for three images featuring Corporate Malfeasance SNS News (M = 0.96, SD = 0.94).
        


        
          Regular Online News Usage: Participants were asked which types of news they most often read online, and asked
          to select one from the following options: 1) News about music and film; 2) News about health and fitness; 3)
          News about celebrities and fashion; 4) News about politics and world events; 5) News about the environment;
          6) News about ways to increase your wealth and business opportunities; 7) News about sports; and 8) None of
          the above. These measures were used to make two dummy variables. Options 3) and 6) were coded as 1,
          everything else as 0, to create a variable for Materialism-Related Online News
          Usage (M = 0.26, SD = 0.45). Options 4) and 6)
          were coded as 1, everything else 0, to create a variable for Other-Regarding
          Critical-Political News Usage (M = 0.35, SD =
          0.47). Note that I am working with the broad assumption that news about politics and world events, as well as
          news about the environment, is generally more in-depth and critical of governments and corporate practices.
          Admittedly, these measures are only a modicum better than the broad social media usage measures I critiqued
          earlier. I will maintain that mine at least give a clearer indication of the types of content driving
          participants’ informational usages, though these are certainly still crude measures. Despite this, they will
          do for current purposes, but at the end of this chapter I will make suggestions for how researchers can
          improve on them.
        

      

      
        Outcome measures


        
          Neoliberal accordant political values and attitudes: Drawing on the ideal-type neoliberal habitus composite
          from Table 2.2, these values and attitudes were measured by
          asking participants how much they agreed on a 5-point scale (1 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree) with
          the following seven statements: 1) The NHS should be run by private companies in order to become more
          effective; 2) Government benefits make people lazy and should be reduced; 3) Most people in the lower
          economic classes are poor because they did not work hard enough; 4) Obedience and
          respect for authority are the most important lessons that should be taught to children. These next items
          three were reverse coded5: 5) Workers should be allowed to organise and
          demand better wages and working conditions from their employers; 6) Corporations have too much influence on
          government policies and decisions; 7) Everyone should be given decent housing, education and nutrition
          regardless of how much money they have. The measures were averaged to create a composite variable for
          Neoliberal Political Subjectivity Formation ranging from 1 = very weak formation
          to 5 = very strong formation (M = 2.5, SD = 0.63),
          and yielded what is termed a “questionable” Cronbach’s Alpha score of 0.68. This is just under the 0.70
          standard demarcation for “acceptable” reliability,6 which effectively means
          that this scale composite needs refinement, but is good enough to be included in the analyses below.
        


        
          5  In survey research, reverse scoring is necessary when the questionnaire items used to
          measure a construct have opposite directions, for example, when one question is worded positively and another
          negatively. In the case of this study, the items above pertain to opposite ideological orientations.
          Moreover, mixing the direction of attitude statements is thought to help participants concentrate better and
          reduce their response acquiescence and boredom.
        


        
          6  Cronbach’s Alpha is a numeric value from 0 to 1 that measures how closely related a
          set of survey items are to one another, and is used to determine a given set’s reliability and construct
          validity.
        


        
          Online participation: Participants were shown a list of four common online practices and asked to select any
          that they had engaged in over the last 12 months. These included: 1) Purchased a product online where some of
          the proceeds go to support a political or social cause. 2) Signed an online petition about a political or
          social cause. 3) Used social media to spread information about a political event or demonstration. 4) Used
          social media to spread awareness of a political or social cause or issue. Responses were coded as 1 for “yes”
          and 0 for “no” and subsequently summed to create an additive index for online
          participation (M = 1.39, SD = 1.2).
        


        
          Offline participation: Participants were shown a list of six traditional formal and activist practices and
          asked to indicate the ones they had engaged in over the last 12 months. These included: 1) Campaigned for a
          politician or political party by passing out pamphlets or door-to-door canvassing; 2) Helped to organise a
          political event; 3) Attended a meeting hosted by an environmentalist, human rights, and/or other activist
          organisation; 4) Written a letter to Parliament; 5) Attended a political protest or demonstration; 6)
          Registered to vote for the 2015 General Election. Voter registration can be done online, but I classified it
          as an offline practice because it is a strong predictor of actual voting (Kahne et al., 2013). These measures
          were summed to create an additive index for offline participation (M = 1.14, SD = 1.0).
        


        
          As with most survey measures for any human behaviour, political activity indexes are limited indicators of
          participation, since they measure the range of actions that participants are engaged in rather than their
          frequency of engagement (Dylko, 2010). Hence, for example, a participant who is very active in only one
          offline activity could be considered a low-engagement participant. Despite these limitations, the indexes
          used here are pretty much the same as those used in several other related studies (e.g., di Gennaro &
          Dutton, 2006; Dimitrova et al., 2014; Xenos et al., 2014), and provide a suitable starting point to gage
          consistent patterns in participation. Moreover, the practices included here in each index were grouped
          according to their relatively symmetrical costs, risks, and commitment requirements in order to generate more
          precise effect estimates.
        

      

      
        Control variables


        
          To investigate the distinct influence of the six online media predictor variables, gender (coded 1 = male, 2
          = female), income, ethnicity, age, political knowledge, and social media use were included and controlled for
          in the analyses (see Table 4.1 for zero correlations between
          all the major variables.
        


        
          Political knowledge: This was measured through four multiple-choice questions on representative and
          participatory democratic systems. Each question listed five possible answers. The four questions were as
          follows: 1) A political system in which all citizens can propose laws and vote on legislation and executive
          bills can best be described as? (43.6% correct); 2) A political system in which all citizens can participate
          in open elections and vote on representatives to run the government can best be described as? (62.9%
          correct); 3) The process in which citizens identify, prioritise, and decide on how public budgets are spent,
          is best associated with which of the following political systems? (41.6% correct); 4) The process in which
          legislative groups of elected officials identify, prioritise, and decide on how public budgets are spent, is
          best associated with which of the following political systems? (44.9% correct). Correct responses were coded
          as “1” and “0” otherwise, and the scores were averaged to create a variable for Knowledge of Democracy (M = 2.0, SD =
          1.4, Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.70). Furthermore, young
          people with far left or far right-wing orientations tend to search and pay more attention to political news
          and be more politically active and informed than their moderate counterparts (Federico & Hunt, 2013;
          Sidanius, 1984). Given this, the above-listed measures for political knowledge also roughly gage and control
          for political interest-disposition.
        


        
          Social media use: Given a 5-point Likert-type response scale from 1 = never to 5 = very often, participants
          were asked to indicate their typical weekly usage of Facebook (M = 3.6,
          SD = 1.4) and Twitter (M = 2.5, SD = 1.5). Participants were also shown a list of other SNSs, and asked to click on any of
          the ones that they used regularly. Of these, 84.1% selected YouTube, 60.5% selected Instagram, and 72.3%
          selected Whatsapp. These five functionally heterogeneous SNSs were selected and included individually in the
          analyses, because they were popular with UK young adults during the time of this study (Kemp, 2015). Also,
          depending on the specific functions of and device on which each of these is accessed, they can be used to
          create, distribute, and receive digital content of varying textual-sensorial forms (e.g., videos, images,
          short text messages). Hence, because these SNSs produce different content forms, they may induce different
          effects on political subjectivity formations and practices.
          
        


        
          Table 4.1  Zero-order correlations for all measured variables N = 271
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          Note: *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. Correlations are two-tailed Pearson’s r coefficients. In
          case you aren’t too familiar with statistics, the p in p < .05 refers to the probability value of a
          statistical model. Further, the .05 is the most conventionally used alpha/significance level, or Type 1 error
          rate. i.e., an arbitrary cutoff point for determining whether the results from an inferential statistical
          testing of quantified observations (e.g., group differences, associations between variables, or effects of an
          independent variable on a dependent variable) can be considered statistically significant. The lower the
          p-value (e.g., < .01 or .001) the more assurance one can have in rejecting the null hypothesis, which
          posits that there are no meaningful effects of, or relationships or differences between measured phenomena.
          For example, let’s say that data from a hypothetical survey is used to run a correlation test of the
          association between being an early career researcher and alcoholism. The test yields a p-value of .04, and
          alpha is set at .05. So since in this case p < .05, said correlation is considered statistically
          significant, and we would, therefore, reject the null hypothesis. Note that p-values don’t prove or disprove
          a hypothesis. They simply raise confidence that a given significant observation is unlikely to be a
          coincidence or the result of sampling error alone.
        

      
    


    
      Data analyses and findings


      
        Hierarchical regression procedures were used to gage the potential effects of the online media variables on the
        three outcome variables viz., neoliberal political subjectivity formations, online
        participation, and offline participation. This regression method helps to generate more accurate coefficient
        estimates (Kushin & Yamamoto, 2010), and better isolate and measure the individual effects of the posited
        predictor variables by holding the effects of all the other variables constant (Bakker & de Vreese, 2011).
        So to test H1, the demographic control variables were entered in the first block, and the five SNS control
        variables in the second block in order to also gage the distinct effects of social media. The Materialism-Related SNS News variable was entered in the third block as the predictor variable.
        For the first model (M1), the neoliberal subjectivity formation variable was entered as the outcome variable.
        The same was done for online participation in the second model (M2), and offline participation in the third
        model (M3). Results for all three models are shown in Table
        4.2.
      


      
        The standardised coefficients (βs) from the first model (M1)7 show that males
        (β = −0.16, p < 0.05) and participants with higher
        incomes (β = 0.17, p < 0.05) held stronger
        neoliberal political subjectivity formations, while participants with more knowledge on democratic systems held
        weaker such formations (β = −0.27, p < 0.05).
        Additionally, YouTube (β = −0.13, p < 0.05) and
        Whatsapp (β = 0.12, p < 0.05) were respectively
        negatively and positively related to the dependent variable. The predictor variable of interest [sc., Materialism-Related SNS News Content] was positively related to neoliberal accordant
        political views and attitudes (β = 0.14, p < 0.05),
        and explained approximately 2% of the total variance in the model (Adjusted R2 =
        0.16, F = 5.46, p < 0.05). The results for (M2),
        show that knowledge of democratic systems (β = 0.22, p
        < 0.05) and regular Twitter use (β = 0.21, p <
        0.05) are each positively related to online participation. Moreover, attention to and selection of Materialism-Related SNS News content is negatively related to online political participation
        (β = −0.18, p < 0.05), and accounts for
        approximately 3% of the total variance in the model (Adjusted R2 = 0.14,
        F = 4.93, p < 0.05). Results for the third model
        (M3), show that knowledge of democratic systems (β = 0.14, p < 0.05) and regular Twitter use (β = 0.19, p < 0.05) are each positively related to offline participation. Finally, attention to and
        selection of Materialism-Related SNS News is negatively related to offline
        political participation (β = −0.12, p < 0.05), and
        accounts for approximately 1% of the total variance in the model (Adjusted R2 =
        0.11, F = 4.12, p < 0.05). Overall, while it cannot
        be ascertained for certain that respondents who attended to these content simulations do the same in their
        actual social media environments, the findings partially suggest that if exposed and attended to,
        materialism-related SNS news content that includes representations of famous wealthy celebrities and luxury
        goods may contribute to the cultivation of neoliberal-related political schemas, and aid in hindering the
        enactment of offline participation and even low-risk online slacktivist practices. These results are consistent
        with the predictions for H1.
      


      
        7  Standardised (a.k.a. beta) coefficients help to more clearly identify which independent
        variable has a greater effect on the outcome (i.e., dependent) variable, when the variables are constituted
        with differing units of measurement. Additionally, an independent variable with a negative beta coefficient as
        denoted by the sign (-), means that the said variable has a negative effect on or association with the
        dependent variable such that an increase in the corresponding X variable leads to a decrease in the associated
        Y variable.
      


      
        Now, if for whatever reason you are having difficulty making sense of all the numbers or statistical jargon, I
        will put the results for H1 in a way that is hopefully easier to comprehend. First, I should remind you that
        the results are very broad estimates based on good enough but still crude instruments. So rather than trying to
        tease out the precise incremental or decremental effects of the predictor variables from each of the models, a
        simpler way to understand the numeric results from those in Table
        4.2 is as follows. Participants who made more materialism-related SNS content selections were more likely
        to have stronger neoliberal accordant political values and attitudes, and less likely to engage in online
        “slacktivist” and offline political participation. The rest of the models presented below can be interpreted in
        a similar fashion, albeit with different variables.
      


      
        Table 4.2  Associations between materialism-related SNS news content and neoliberal political
        subjectivity formations (M1), slacktivism (M2), and offline participation (M3)
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        Note: Table 8 represents the hypothesis test for H1. Column entries include increments in variance explained
        from the final equations of three hierarchical regression analyses. *p < .05.
        **p < .01. ***p < .001.
      


      
        Table 4.3  Effects of materialism-related online news usage on neoliberal political subjectivity
        formations (M4), slacktivism (M5), and offline participation (M6)
      


      [image: Image]


      
        Note: Table 4.9 represents the hypothesis test for H2. Column entries include increments in variance explained
        from the final equations of three hierarchical regression analyses. *p < 0.05.
        **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001.
      


      
        To test H2, the same hierarchical regression procedure as above was employed, but this time the Materialism-Related Online News usage variable was entered in the third block as the predictor
        variable. The results shown in Table 4.3, starting with (M4),
        show that gender, knowledge on democratic systems, and regular YouTube and Whatsapp use each yielded
        significant effects on neoliberal accordant political views and attitudes. Over and above the effects of these
        control variables, regular consumption of Materialism-Related Online News
        positively predicts said views and attitudes (β = 0.12, p < 0.05), and explains approximately 1% of the total variance in the model (Adjusted R2 = 0.15, F = 5.24, p <
        0.05). The results for (M5), show that regular consumption of Materialism-Related Online
        News predicts a negative but statistically insignificant effect on online participation (β = −0.07, p > 0.05). However, the results for (M6), show that
        over and above the effects of the significant control variables, the predictor negatively and significantly
        predicts offline participation (β = −0.12, p <
        0.05). Further, this predictor explains approximately 2% of the total variance in the model (Adjusted R2 = 0.12, F = 4.22, p <
        0.05). These results indicate that regular selective exposure and attention to online news content about
        celebrities and fashion and/or ways to increase one’s wealth and business opportunities may help foment and
        reinforce neoliberal subjectivity formations and decrease offline participation. Ergo, these results are mostly
        consistent with the predictions for H2, and help to further corroborate the SNS content, attitudinal, and
        behavioural associations found in the tests for H1 above.
      


      
        Table 4.4  Associations between critical-political SNS news content and neoliberal political
        subjectivity formations (M7), slacktivism (M8), and offline participation (M9)
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        Note: Table 4.10 represents the hypothesis test for H3. Column entries include increments in variance explained
        from the final equations of three hierarchical regression analyses. *p < 0.05.
        **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001.
      


      
        To test H3, I repeated the same hierarchical regression procedure as before, but this time entered the three
        critical-political SNS content simulation variables in the third block as the predictor variables. The beta
        coefficients featured in Table 4.4 starting with (M7), show
        that after the significant control variables, the block of critical-political SNS content simulation variables
        significantly improved model performance by an increase of 3% (Adjusted R2 = 0.16,
        F = 4.81, p < 0.05). Of these, selection of
        Student-Fee Activism News is negatively related to neoliberal accordant political
        views and attitudes (β = −0.13, p < 0.05). The
        results for (M8) show that the block of critical-political SNS content simulation variables significantly
        improved model performance by an increase of 11% (Adjusted R2 = 0.23, F = 6.85, p < 0.05). All three of these variables are also shown
        to be positively and significantly related to slacktivism. Similar results were generated for (M9). In this
        model, the SNS content simulation variables accounted for 8% of the total variance (Adjusted R2 = 0.17, F = 5.21, p <
        0.05). Of these, selections of Student-Fee Activism News (β = 0.21, p < 0.05) and of Corporate
        Malfeasance News (β = 0.15, p < 0.05) are
        shown to be positively and significantly related to offline participation. These results are consistent with
        the predictions for H3, and indicate that regular attention to other-regarding critical-political SNS content,
        such as event postings about environmental demonstrations and news stories about corporate misdeeds may help
        hinder the development of neoliberal political subjectivity formations, and potentiate the likelihood of
        engaging in both offline and online participation.
      


      
        Finally, to test H4, I employed the same hierarchical regression procedure as above, but this time entered the
        Critical-Political Online News usage variable in the third block as the predictor
        variable. The results shown in Table 4.5 starting with (M10),
        show that gender, income, knowledge on democratic systems, regular YouTube and Whatsapp use each yielded
        significant effects on the dependent variable. After these, regular consumption of Critical-Political Online News negatively predicts neoliberal accordant political views and
        attitudes (β = −0.12, p < 0.05), and explains
        approximately 1% of the total variance in the model (Adjusted R2 = 0.15,
        F = 5.24, p < 0.05). The results for (M11), show
        that over and above the effects of the significant control variables, regular consumption of Critical-Political Online News positively predicts online participation (β = 0.21, p < 0.05), and improves model performance by an
        increase of 5% (Adjusted R2 = 0.15, F = 5.31,
        p < 0.05). Lastly, the results for (M12), show that over and above the effects
        of the significant control variables, Critical-Political Online News positively
        predicts offline participation (β = 0.22, p < 0.05),
        and explains approximately 5% of the total variance in the model (Adjusted R2 =
        0.15, F = 5.09, p < 0.05). In all, these results
        indicate that regular selective exposure and attention to online news content about politics and world events
        and/or the environment may have an appreciable effect in decreasing the development of neoliberal political
        subjectivity formations, and increasing both online and offline participation. These results are consistent
        with the predictions for H4, and help to further corroborate the content, attitudinal, and behavioural
        associations that were found in the tests for H2 above. 
      


      
        Table 4.5  Effects of online critical-political news usage on neoliberal political subjectivity
        formations (M10), slacktivism (M11), and offline participation (M12)
      


      [image: Image]


      
        Note: Table 4.11 represents the hypothesis test for H4. Column entries include increments in variance explained
        from the final equations of three hierarchical regression analyses. *p < 0.05.
        **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001.
      

    


    
      Discussion and summary of findings


      
        Much of the current sociological and developmental psychology literature on Western youth and politics has
        centred on concerns regarding contemporary young people’s lack of interest in formal politics (Farthing, 2010;
        Harris, 2008; Liu & Kelly, 2010; Twenge et al., 2012). This is generally referred to as the “crisis in
        democracy” whereby the majority of Western young people are deemed to have abandoned the civic and political
        realm in favour of consumer lifestyles, and consequently, tend to be more individualistic and focused on
        self-actualising pursuits than they are on traditional notions of civic and social responsibility. It was hoped
        that the advent of Web 2.0 would help to reverse this crisis by exponentially increasing access to political
        information from an immeasurably wide range of ideological positions. This was then supposed to foster
        political interest, civic skills, and new modes of political participation among traditionally disengaged youth
        cohorts (Christensen, 2012; Hargittai & Shaw, 2013; Holt et al., 2013; Theocharis & Quintelier, 2014;
        Xenos et al, 2014). Yet, while the 20 plus years of new media and 11 plus years of social media have seen a
        remarkable societal adoption of these web-technologies, extensive empirical research suggest that this has at
        best marginally helped to induce weak-to-moderate levels of youth online slacktivist participation, but has
        otherwise had little effect in moderating offline participation (Boulianne, 2019; Boulianne, 2018; Chae et al.,
        2019).
      


      
        Given the current preponderance of evidence, I am compelled to side with the proponents of the “crisis in
        democracy” thesis. However, I argue that this generational trend has coincided with, largely reflects, and is
        thus partially due to, the widespread and omnipresent nature of neoliberal congruent discourses and practices
        over the last 40 years (Biesta & Lawy, 2006). Hence, in the instance of Western young people, their
        political inactivity, I propose, is most likely the result of underexposure to valuable forms of
        critical-political information and overexposure to neoliberal congruent cultural and political information.
        This goes to Gill’s (2003) point that a rather disturbing feature of neoliberal culture is that it tends to
        generate a world perspective that is, “ahistorical, economistic, and materialistic, me-oriented, short-term,
        and ecologically myopic” (p. 118). Further, this proposition is in keeping with Flanagan’s (2004) explanation
        of young people’s inability to conceive of alternatives to their political-economic situation, which she
        suggests is rooted in a lack of access to knowledge about these alternatives. I further contend that social
        media are exacerbating these imbalanced informational exposure conditions. This would help explain why SNS
        usage has been routinely found to induce weak effects on youth political mobilisation (which generally means
        collective action directed at promoting the greater good), and moderately strong effects on materialistic
        attitudes and practices (which are generally individualistic in nature).
      


      
        To partly test these contentions, this UK web-survey study examined data collected in 2015 from a diverse group
        of undergraduates whom, at the time, represented a sample of young adults who had the most historical
        experience and exposure to new media to date. The results indicated that frequent selective exposure and consumption of materialism-related digital content is associated with holding
        stronger neoliberal congruent political views and attitudes, and with civic–political disengagement. These
        media content, attitudinal, and behavioural associations were consistent with predictions. Conversely, frequent
        selective exposure and consumption of antithetical digital media, viz.
        other-regarding critical-political (i.e., leftist oriented) content, was consistently and significantly
        associated with weaker neoliberal accordant political views and attitudes, and with increased online and
        offline participation. Such findings were also consistent with the posited predictions, and help to further
        empirically support my theorisation by showing that the converse associations also hold true.
      


      
        Furthermore, as stated earlier, all the newsfeed simulations were shown before the outcome measures. This
        presentation order of materialistic or ideological-political digital content has been experimentally
        demonstrated to subliminally prime participants’ associated pre-existing schemas and subsequently increase
        their scores on related attitudinal and behavioural measures in ways that are consistent with said priming
        (Bauer et al., 2012; Hameleers & Schmuck, 2017; Igartua et al., 2012; Leyva, 2018b). Relatedly, according
        to extensive framing and priming research, political news content can affect audiences’ knowledge, inferential
        reasoning, and behavioural intentions (Johansen & Joslyn, 2008; Kühne et al., 2015; Moy et al., 2016).
        These effects are largely enabled by a given news content’s embedded textual and/or visual cues and frames
        e.g., phrasings, innuendo, word choices, symbols, highlighted and discursively inflected information etc. These
        content mechanisms function to guide attention towards the communicator prescribed judgements and selected
        information about a topic. They also allow inferences to be made without needing to draw on more detailed
        knowledge (Druckman et al., 2010). Accordingly, due to limited free time, attention, and motivation, most
        readers tend to use a news article’s various cues and frames as heuristic devices to help them quickly process
        and evaluate the information being presented to them.
      


      
        Cues and frames can facilitate the internalisation of new information or changes in longstanding informational
        and affective schemas (Lecheler & De Vreese, 2011), by inducing systematic-processing, which allows
        individuals to contemplate on and integrate heretofore unheard of facts, arguments etc. However, more often
        cues and frames trigger heuristic processing (Igartua et al., 2012; Matthes & Schmuck, 2017). This
        automatic and non-conscious process is dependent on the availability, accessibility, and applicability of
        pre-existing schemas to an associated judgement task; and when triggered, usually results in a bias towards
        maintaining and reinforcing existing attitudes and beliefs (Borah, 2014; Moy et al., 2016). To clarify, a news
        article is usually more persuasive when its cues or frames are recognised as consistent with perceiver
        political predispositions and knowledge. Conversely, cues or frames perceived as discrepant, often lead a
        reader to disregard an article’s message (Johansen & Joslyn, 2008). Igartua et al. (2012, p. 175), for
        instance, argue that recurring “cues in a news message can condition cognitive responses and the attitudinal
        impact associated with the impact of news frames”. But regardless of which type of information processing is
        induced, instances of news content consumption can instantiate relevant schemas,
        which can then remain temporarily accessible and subliminally guide subsequent related judgements and decisions
        (Borah, 2014; Domke et al., 1999; Matthes & Schmuck, 2017). In line with these propositions, several
        selective-exposure studies show that online news readers will, in the first instance, select and spend more
        time reading content with attitude-consistent over counter-attitudinal political information. This then serves
        to solidify readers’ political identities through increased accessibility or related self-concepts (Garrett,
        2009; Graf & Aday, 2008; Knobloch-Westerwick & Meng, 2011). In addition, people’s strong preference for
        attitude-consistent political news information may lead them to avoid consuming counter-attitudinal information
        (Knobloch-Westerwick & Meng, 2009). And, again in the specific context of social media, most
        non-politically interested people avoid and are otherwise disinterested in engaging with political content all
        together (Bode, 2016; Vraga et al., 2016).
      


      
        It therefore follows from theoretical and empirical insights of the large body of media-effects research
        described above that participants with the more robust neoliberal political subjectivities may be subliminally
        motivated or predisposed if you will, to avoid attending to leftist news content online and on social media in
        particular. The potential reason being that such content features cues, frames, and other textual information
        which these participants may find to be attitude-discrepant and/or uninteresting, and they are thus not
        motivated to read, like, or share it. That is, at least when presented with consumer media-cultural or other
        types of content options that are more concomitant with their interests and preferences (e.g., personal
        information on friends and family). It is worth noting that this is pretty much always the case in actual
        social media and general online environments given their bespoke filtering and algorithmic content presentation
        functions. It also then follows that participants who selected and regularly attended to other-regarding
        critical-political digital content were more likely to exhibit the weakest neoliberal political subjectivity
        formations, at least in part, because such content is likelier to cue their heightened political interests and
        reinforce an antithetical political identity-formation, i.e., an empathic and leftist one. However, the
        framing, priming, and selective-exposure theories do not by themselves explain why, for instance, reading a
        Facebook post about Kim Kardashian giving away a Louis Vuitton bag or about Kanye West introducing his luxury
        clothing line was significantly associated with a higher likelihood of agreeing with the view that government
        benefits make people lazy. Nor with why these content selections were associated with disagreeing with the view
        that everyone should be given decent housing, education, and food regardless of their ability to pay for it.
        Keep in mind that the SNS simulations and the survey item that asked about regular types of online news
        consumption all had a “none of the above” response option.8 So it is not like
        participants were forced to choose between only materialistic and critical-political
        content. I have weaved together an explanation for these inverse relationships throughout the book, but it is
        missing two more theoretical components that will be elaborated in the next chapter. Here, I will end this line
        of arguments by noting that the significant associations and predicted effects uncovered by this study are
        consistent with both the cultural and political components and characteristics of what I have referred to as a
        neoliberal subjectivity formation-habitus. These findings, therefore, lend additional empirical support for
        both H1 and H2 of my socio-cognitive model of micro-level neoliberal reproduction.
      


      
        8  This design measure raises confidence that the observed statistical patterns are
        unlikely to be a mere coincidence or the result of a measurement error.
      


      
        Before discussing this study’s limitations, I should mention that the findings also indicate that frequent
        usage of SNSs and attention to SNS critical-political content are positively but weakly related to offline
        formal and activist participation, and more strongly related to online slacktivism. Moreover, political
        interest-disposition was only partly controlled for with indirect measures, and so it is possible that a more
        thorough control of this key predictor would have nullified the significant effects of the social media
        variables above. That said, the findings suggest that online participation likely complements offline
        participation for the most politically interested (i.e., typically engaged participants), and is the main and
        potentially only mode of participation for the most typically disengaged youth cohorts. For instance, typically
        disengaged youth include women and young people with low-socio-economic status (Holt et al., 2013). What I
        didn’t show above for the sake of narrative cohesion, is that females and participants with lower self-reported
        annual family incomes did engage in proportionately more online practices relative to their offline practices
        than their demographic counterparts. In this regard, this study’s findings most closely align with those from
        the second empirical faction discussed earlier. More specifically, they corroborate Vissers and Stolle’s (2014)
        “dual effects” thesis, which posits that social media are having some appreciable effect in mobilising
        otherwise disaffected youth into low-cost online participation, while simultaneously reinforcing the expected
        high level of online and offline participation of those with strong political dispositions. Again, however, the
        latter group most probably represent a minority, given that the majority of Western millennials tend not to be
        civically engaged or interested in traditional politics or political practices like voting (Bessant et al.,
        2015; Liu & Kelly, 2010). Or, you know the types of practices that some might describe as being actually
        effective in inducing progressive social changes. That snarky remark aside, whether or not social media have
        realised their politicising potential, or will do so given enough time, cannot be answered by this study, and
        so certainly remains an open question that requires further research to answer.
      

    


    
      Limitations and avenues for future research


      
        Correspondingly, this study also showed that YouTube and Whatsapp, respectively, yielded negative and positive
        associations with neoliberal accordant views and attitudes, while Twitter yielded positive associations with
        online and offline participation. I don’t have enough supplementary or contextual data to be able to put
        together a plausible explanation for these findings. Obviously, the specific content that participants were
        regularly consuming through these SNSs is key to understanding these significant associations, but it would
        also be worth exploring if the forms of content specific to these SNSs potentiate their effects. Additionally,
        the UK provided an ideal setting for this study as it was then fourth in the world in social media use and
        Internet speed and residents on average spent more than half the time on social media than they did on the
        Internet in general (Kemp, 2015). This does mean that the findings can only speak to the UK context, as I did
        not recruit American participants. However, parallel and large-scale US-based studies show that American
        millennials are exhibiting very similar characteristics and behaviours to the UK participants from this study.
        For example, Twenge et al. (2012) note that the large majority of birth cohort studies have reported
        significant increases in individualistic and materialistic traits and decreases in civic interest in the
        American millennial generation. I would, therefore, expect to observe similar results to the ones presented
        above were I to re-run this study with an American sample, but this needs to be verified with direct testing.
      


      
        Moreover, this study’s incorporation of novel Facebook and Twitter newsfeed simulations allowed for the
        capturing of the cognitive-attentive expenditures of content-selections in real-time. Unlike past instruments
        used to measure social media political content exposure, these more distinct and detailed measures of SNS usage
        patterns and preferences have improved ecological validity and are not susceptible to recall errors. Despite
        this, due to its cross-sectional design, this study is based on a limited snapshot of young people’s social
        media consumption patterns and political practices. As such, it cannot offer firm conclusions on causal
        directions. Furthermore, even though the sample used for the analysis featured a uniquely diverse demographic
        profile, it was nonetheless small and composed entirely of undergraduates; the majority of which resided in
        London. Participants were also surveyed during two national political campaigns, which could have had an
        otherwise irregular amplifying effect on their political attitudes and participation. Any or all of these
        factors could have biased the observed effect estimates.
      


      
        Finally, the simulated SNS newsfeeds were only partially simulated, and restricted to Facebook and Twitter
        platform formats and a small sample of content items. Future research should utilise more interactive
        simulations under more controlled and experimental conditions, along with a wider range of SNS platform formats
        and types of political and non-political content. These should be coupled with instruments that measure regular
        attention to specific and popular online news sites, fashion and celebrity gossip magazines, and consumer
        platforms like Amazon. Such instruments are required to flesh out the specific platform, device, and
        textual-sensorial mechanisms that mediate and/or moderate the effects of individual SNSs and websites on
        people’s political cognitions, affects, and behaviours. Despite all these limitations, this study demonstrates
        how utilising more distinct and detailed measures of participation and digital consumption can help in gaining
        a better understanding of the complex relationship between new media use and youth political
        identity-formations and practices.
      

    

  


  
    5 Experimental
    insights into mass media’s cultivation of a neoliberal habitus


    
      
        
          	Me:

          	Do you ever go to shopping malls?
        


        
          	Joey:

          	In previous years since 8th grade to 11th grade malls used to make me nauseous and sick. At
          first I didn’t understand. It was just overwhelming how many faces there are. It’s just overwhelming how
          retarded it is, how retarded people get. It’s just the animalistic way they do it. They just go there to
          spend money and get things. I don’t usually go to malls. I hang out at a friend’s house for fun. I hate going
          to malls and I hate looking at ads. […] I think a lot of kids our age are not really interested in the whole
          controversy of like you know, wow, they’re ads like this everywhere, like buy this buy that everywhere. A lot
          of kids aren’t really interested in that, and you know it’s because a lot of training like capitalism is
          good, it’s what makes the world go round. You know you want things and that’s why you work harder, so that’s
          the whole theory behind it and kids aren’t really interested. (Critical/Political
          LA youth participant)
        

      
    


    
      In Chapter 2, I hypothesised a causal relationship between
      commercial media consumption and the neurocognitive development of neoliberal-congruent cultural and political
      values, attitudes, and behavioural orientations. I then laid out primary qualitative and quantitative
      correlational evidentiary support for this hypothesis in Chapters
      3 and 4, respectively. However, as you may know,
      correlation does not equal causation. Therefore, to more directly test the aforementioned relationship, in 2017,
      I conducted a UK-based priming experiment on the effects of exposure to materialistic media messages (MMMs) on
      material values, anti-welfare sentiments, and attitude-consistent behavioural intentions. The methods and results
      of this endeavour are presented in this chapter. First, I proceed with a review of the cultivation and
      dispositional materialism theories that informed this study. Importantly, though I have spoken about it across
      the book, I have deliberately waited until the section below to provide a working definition of materialism and
      cover the scholarship on it. The reason being that a fleshed-out conceptualisation of and review of the
      literature on materialism will serve as the lynchpin that neatly ties together the majority of the major but
      otherwise disparate arguments, concepts, theories, models, predictions, and empirical findings discussed in this
      book thus far. This review and theoretical reconciliation are followed by methodology sections that detail the
      experimental design, and univariate, hierarchical regression, and mediation
      data-analysis procedures used for this research. Lastly, I go over the results and conclude with a discussion on
      what these contribute to understandings of how commercial media’s cultivation of a neoliberal habitus can
      potentially undermine prosocial development and societal well-being.
    


    
      Cultivating materialism: a media effects theory


      
        In the media and social psychology literature, materialism refers to a set of values, attitudes, and goal
        aspirations that orient individuals to valorise, seek, and be preoccupied with attaining wealth, possessions,
        prestige, status, and an attractive image (Dittmar et al., 2014; Kasser, 2016; Shrum et al., 2011). Materialism
        as such has manifested and been observed in some form or another throughout recorded history across societies
        and countries with varying economic systems (Graeber, 2011; Kasser, et al., 2007; Voutsaki, 1997). However,
        materialism in the form of an overarching cultural system has arguably been most fully realised, endorsed, and
        practised in nations with advanced neoliberal capitalist economies – the UK and US being prime paragons
        (Kasser, 2011; McGuigan, 2010). To reiterate, more so than other comparably developed countries with more
        restrained systems of capitalism such as Norway and Sweden, the UK and US have over the past 40 years undergone
        considerable marketisation, economic deregulation, and oligopolisation (Chang, 2010; Hall & Rustin, 2015;
        Harvey, 2005). These national structural restructuration processes, coupled with concurrent advancements in
        communications technology, have combined to exponentially accelerate the growth and spread of mass media
        conglomerates (Klein, 2000; McChesney & Nichols, 2009). The result of all this has been the creation of a
        now omnipresent and largely homogenised consumer media-culture that predominantly functions to induce material
        desire and consumption by disseminating a near-constant stream of implicit and explicit evocations, correlates,
        and signifiers of materialism (Beader et al., 2009; Crisp, 1987; Kasser et al., 2007; Littler & Couldry,
        2008; Nunes et al., 2011). For instance, whether walking down most any high street; watching television;
        listening to the radio; taking the train or driving to work; or browsing their Facebook newsfeeds, today’s
        Britons and Americans are almost certainly going to encounter advertisements, programs, songs, and/or tabloid
        articles that glorify and promote fame, fortune, and conspicuous consumption (Boyle, 2008; Dicieanu, 2014;
        O’Neill, 2012; Orgad & Meng, 2017; Uhls & Greenfield, 2011b). Indeed, if residing in these countries it
        can be easy to take the constant barrage of MMMs for granted, and be unaware that their omnipresence is
        actually a historically unprecedented cultural phenomenon. Given this ubiquity, centrality, and economic
        importance of MMMs in modern Anglo-American societies, a growing body of research has begun to study how MMMs
        can affect personal values and attitudes. Before reviewing this research, however, it is best to first unpack
        the cultivation theory framework that it draws on.
      


      
        Cultivation theory is a major and extensively researched paradigm in the field of media communication. Its
        central and surprisingly simple thesis is that frequent television viewing will be “associated with a tendency
        to hold specific and distinct conceptions of reality, conceptions that are congruent with the most consistent and pervasive images and values of the medium” (Shanahan et al., 1999, p. 3).
        Early research posited that cultivation effects stemmed from cumulative and profuse but general television
        viewing rather than from attention to particular content or viewing context (Lewallen et al., 2016). More
        recent cultivation theorists have modified this original premise by incorporating the
        computational-representational understanding of information processing described in Chapter 2 (Nabi & Riddle, 2008; Roskos-Ewoldsen et al., 2004).
        According to these recent cognitive cultivation formulations, instances of media consumption can prime and
        heighten the accessibility of relevant internal constructs, which can then be gradually influenced by what
        viewers are distinctly watching (Coenen & Van Den Bulck, 2018; Shrum et al., 2011). Chronic attention to
        prevalent and conceptually congruent media representations, therefore, increases the probability of salient,
        recurring, and affective aspects of these representations significantly inflecting a viewer’s mnemonic
        structures and corresponding conceptions of reality (Morgan & Shanahan, 2010; Nabi & Riddle, 2008).
      


      
        If this sounds a lot like the framing and priming theories discussed at the end of Chapter 4, it is because these media-effects paradigms are all
        closely related and share the same socio-cognitive theoretical assumptions. There are two major differences
        between them though, one concerns traditional usage and the other concerns the duration of effects. Regarding
        the former, framing and priming studies have mostly attended to the effects of subtle textual manipulations in
        print media such as newspapers. Cultivation studies have largely stuck to examining the effects of the overt
        and recurring audio-visual content of television. However, this is only due to custom, research agendas, and
        differing units of analysis. In actuality, all three paradigms can be used to study the effects of exposure to
        content from any medium and of any form (Jeffres et al., 2008). As for the later difference, framing and
        priming effects are considered short term – lasting around two to four weeks (Lecheler & de Vreese, 2011),
        and 5 to 20 minutes (Roskos-Ewoldsen et al., 2008), respectively. Cultivation effects, on the other hand, are
        posited as long-term effects that result from years of heavy media consumption. There are other but arguably
        minor differences on how these paradigms posit their effects. Still, from their shared socio-cognitive
        framework, it follows that the regular inducement of a framing or priming effect can over time become a
        cultivation effect. This contention is based on the well-documented observation that exposure to a particular
        thematic and valenced media representation of reality, which is basically a frame, will prime relevant schemas.
        Frequent subsequent activation of these schemas will reinforce and make them more accessible and dispositional.
        This will be to the extent that when cued by related media stimuli, they will be more likely to guide automatic
        and deliberative judgements and behaviours, while other schemas are likelier to be weighted less, ignored, or
        go inactivated (Borah, 2014; Igartua et al., 2012; Matthes & Schmuck, 2017; Roskos-Ewoldsen et al., 2008;
        Shen & Edwards, 2005).
      


      
        Put differently, if a cultivation effect is, in fact, a result of long-term media exposure to specific content
        arrangements, then it seems theoretically agreeable to postulate that such effect is the end product of schemas
        that have been chronically primed by heavy consumption of media content with recurring and accordant emphasis
        frames. Of the major kinds of frames studied under experimental conditions, these
        are the most naturalistic (i.e., observed in real media). And, refer to media content that highlights and
        orients attention to specific subsets of contextual aspects that lead audiences towards the
        communicator-prescribed interpretation of the presented information (Cacciatore et al., 2016). These frames
        have been traditionally operationalised as salient textual manipulations (e.g., newspaper headlines featuring
        clear anti-immigrant linguistic cues), but, in theory, can also come in audio-visual form (e.g., television
        commercials of luxury items). Hence, constant exposure to particular content with consistent emphasis frames,
        broadly conceived as saliently presented bits of information in any textual-sensorial form, will in each
        instance, prime and reinforce a nascent or longstanding frame-consistent schema (Lecheler & de Vreese,
        2011). Years of this, should at some point generate what can otherwise be regarded as a cultivation effect.
        Incidentally, a few scholars have made very similar arguments to this (Arendt & Matthes, 2014; Jeffres et
        al., 2008). Arendt and Matthes (2014, p. 564), for example, argue that the given memory associations
        strengthened during attention to media stimuli “may influence a subsequent judgment”, and hence “cultivation
        can be seen as some kind of meta-model for political priming, framing, and agenda setting”. Nevertheless, many
        media theorists, remain protective of their respective paradigm, and for this and more technical objections
        prefer to keep them separate. My paradigmatic synthesis may, therefore, irk or draw ire from some for being too
        swooping or simplistic. That said, it is in line with existing ones; open to future theoretical and empirical
        refinement; and necessary for the purposes of the arguments being developed in this chapter. Therefore, I am
        going to keep with it. At least until there is a consensus on how framing and priming effects that have been
        repeatedly measured and observed over a long period of time are distinct from cultivation effects, which I
        might add have been predominantly inferred from single instance experiments and cross-sectional studies (see
        e.g., Coenen & Van Den Bulck, 2018; Morgan & Shanahan, 2010; Nabi & Riddle, 2008; Shrum et al.,
        2005).
      


      
        With regards to how all of this relates to materialism, a nascent body of cultivation research indicates that
        repeated exposure to materialistic content via television and other mediums rife with MMMs (e.g., SNSs),
        cultivates materialistic values and attitudes in those exposed (Good, 2007; Harmon, 2001; Kamal et al., 2013;
        Opree & Kühne, 2016; Shrum et al., 2005). The specifics of how this occurs are still being worked out, but
        generally, explanations more or less mirror the synthesised theoretical processes described above. That is,
        this research suggests that, in the first instance, exposure to MMMs activates and updates materialism-related
        schemas. Successive and heavy consumption of MMMs then increases the salience, strength, valence, extremity,
        and automaticity of these schemas. It follows then that the more these schema networks are cued and accessed,
        the stronger their impact will be in “in shaping the interpretation of relevant information and subsequent
        judgment” (Shen & Edwards, 2005, p. 803). A more specific addendum to this process has been proposed by
        Shrum et al. (2011). Their leading model categorises materialism as a set of second-order judgements (e.g.,
        values and attitudes), and proposes that the cultivation of these can, in part, be enhanced through a
        stimulus-based online process. This is dependent on the extent to which viewers are drawn into the world of the
        narrative (i.e., the degree of narrative transportation).
      


      
        To wit, Shrum et al. (2011) argue that materialistic values and attitudes can be shaped during the time of
        viewing by actively engaging with compelling media accounts of materialism. In the case of their experimental
        study, such an account was operationalised via clips from the film Wall Street that
        repeatedly and explicitly linked wealth and luxury to happiness.1 The
        explanation for the observed cultivation effects is that the more a given media narrative captivates and
        transports a viewer into its world, the likelier this is to activate high-end elaboration central route
        mnemonic processes, which can induce enduring changes in stable values and attitudes. Here, Shrum et al.
        (20011) are drawing on the Elaboration Likelihood Model of persuasion and attitude change. This model
        characterises high-end elaboration as a form of systematic processing. During this process, a viewer expends a
        great amount of deliberative cognition on attending to and evaluating the received media message. Viewers who
        elaborate more on the message should thus as Shrum (2004, p. 334) argues, “be more persuaded than those who
        elaborate less”. He further adds that “factors such as motivation to elaborate (e.g., program involvement) or
        ability to elaborate (e.g., paying attention) should enhance the cultivation effect” (Shrum, 2004, p. 334). The
        resulting subliminal influence on and changes to the instantiated value or attitudinal schemas will, therefore,
        tend to be more resistant, persistent, and predictive of behaviour (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).
      


      
        1  Participants only viewed 19 minutes of the film, and were not shown the parts featuring
        the downfalls of materialistic pursuits.
      


      
        Recent studies have drawn on Shrum and colleagues’ (2011) stimulus-based materialism cultivation model to
        examine more genre-specific contexts (Lewallen et al., 2016; Opree & Kühne, 2016). Lewallen et al. (2016),
        for example, investigated the association between celebrity-media diets and materialistic attitudes among a
        sample of US undergraduates. This survey study was based on the researchers’ observations that celebrity-based
        media disseminate substantial amounts of MMMs e.g., celebrity endorsements of consumer products, and portrayals
        of celebrities living extravagant and enviable lifestyles. In addition, these favourable media accounts are
        engineered to absorb audiences into the glamorous world of celebrities. Ergo, celebrity-focused media content
        has a strong potential to activate a viewer’s attentional and elaboration mechanisms, and thus its heavy
        consumption may cultivate materialism. As predicted, Lewallen et al. (2016, p. 266) found that participants who
        consumed “more celebrity-based media – including magazines, blogs, television news, and reality television
        programming focused on famous people – had significantly higher levels of materialism”.
      


      
        Despite its consistent findings, however, materialism cultivation research is still in its infancy, and has so
        far consisted of cross-sectional studies, along with a couple of experiments. These can only provide a
        tentative account of how materialism cultivation – again a longitudinal phenomenon, is actually realised. This
        observational limitation notwithstanding, the research to date lends ample and convincing evidence for the
        following formulation. The cultivation of materialistic values and attitudes is, in effect, a linear function
        of frequent exposure to positive media portrayals of materialism, which foments and strengthens existing
        schema associations that are valenced in line with those portrayals. Note that this
        is just a more media-inclusive and materialism-centred rehashing of Shrum’s (2004, p. 334) thesis below – the
        only difference being that Shrum’s seems to be exclusive to the medium of television and speaks to the
        persuasion-cultivation effects of repeated televised messages in general.
      


      
        It is useful to view television programs as persuasive communications that present particular messages. Viewed
        in this way, message repetition can be operationalized as the frequency of television viewing. As just noted,
        message repetition tends to increase persuasion. Thus, frequency of viewing should be positively related to the
        beliefs presented in the programs (again, a cultivation effect). In addition, the constructs of motivation and
        ability to elaborate should also play a role.
      

    


    
      Dispositional materialism: psychological theories


      
        Although cultivation studies have firmly established a positive association between materialism and heavy
        consumption of media products that regularly feature materialistic content, considerably less is known about
        the behavioural effects of this association. Fortunately, a parallel body of psychology research on
        dispositional materialism, i.e., the automatic bias towards self-enhancement values, attitudes, and practices
        (Kasser, 2016), provides key insights that shed light on what these effects might entail. For example,
        experimental studies demonstrate that even momentary and subliminal exposure to materialism-related stimuli
        such as consumer-associated images and language can simultaneously potentiate selfishness and competitiveness,
        and inhibit the activation of altruism, social cooperation, and egalitarian orientations (Bauer et al., 2012;
        Caruso, et al., 2013). Notably, even though these studies consisted of several extensive experiments, they did
        not specifically test the effects of exposure to materialism stimuli in the form of media texts, save for one
        experiment by Bauer et al. (2012), which primed a small sample of US undergraduates with advertisements for
        luxury goods. Across the other experiments, Bauer et al. (2012) primed participants with words related to
        materialistic concepts (e.g., consumer, buy, expensive), while Caruso et al. (2013) used primes that entailed
        faint images of and phrases related to money. However, content with these types of materialism evoking
        linguistic cues and image primes is endemic in and promulgated by Western commercial media. Correspondingly, as
        mentioned in Chapter 1, US- and UK-based developmental
        studies have empirically linked the rise in the dissemination of and consequent exposure to MMMs over the past
        40 years, to higher levels of self-interestedness and desires for possessions, fame, and wealth among
        millennial cohorts (Easterbrook et al., 2014; Twenge & Kasser, 2013; Uhls & Greenfield, 2011a). A study
        by Twenge and Kasser (2013), for example, shows that from the mid-1970s to 2007, increases in advertising
        expenditures in the US in a given year predicted increases in materialistic values among US high-school
        seniors. Other researchers have proposed that exposure to MMMs may be contributing to generational decreases in
        the development of empathy and prosocial values (Konrath et al., 2011; Uhls & Greenfield, 2011b). For
        example, Uhls and Greenfield’s (2011b, p. 12) content analysis of the values
        portrayed in American television shows for tweens from 1967 to 2007, found that “community feeling was ranked
        as one of the most important values in popular TV shows for every decade except 2007, when it was ranked
        eleventh out of 16”. Fame – an individualistic value – was ranked as number one for the first time in 2007. The
        researchers posit that the aspirational values most portrayed in commercial media can considerably influence
        those internalised and prioritised by the impressionable youth that are consuming such portrayals.
      


      
        A leading explanation for the experimental and developmental effects described above is based on a fusion of
        Schwartz’s circumplex model of basic human values and self-determination theory (Kasser, 2016; Easterbrook et
        al., 2014; Bauer et al., 2012). This fused theoretical account postulates that people have a set of innate
        dispositions,2 which function as motivational needs that they are
        bio-psychologically driven to satisfy. These dispositions are grouped within four main quadrants termed
        “self-enhancement”, “self-transcendence”, “openness to change”, and “conservation”. Materialism is
        conceptualised as belonging to the self-enhancement quadrant, but no particular disposition is “an island to
        itself within a person’s psyche” (Kasser, 2011, p. 195). This means that as several cross-cultural psychology
        studies have confirmed, materialism works and develops in consort with, and is psychologically organised into,
        a broader system of compatible dispositions. For instance, one of the first three self-enhancement dispositions
        identified in the original Schwartz model is termed “power”, and refers to the need to gain dominance over
        resources and people. This is compatible with the other two termed “achievement” (i.e., the need to set and
        meet goals), and “hedonism” (i.e., the need to partake in self-indulgent pleasures above all other concerns).
        More have since been added, but the key takeaway here is that when any of the self-enhancement dispositions is
        triggered by socio-environmental stimuli, they can instantly and without one’s conscious control or awareness
        induce orientations towards 1) individualistic mentalities; 2) non-generosity; 3) envious sentiments; 4)
        acceptance of social hierarchies, 5) desires to become successful and more so than others; and 6) the
        attainment of status, power, and possessions (Bauer et al., 2012; Roccas, 2003).
      


      
        2  This specific scholarly literature uses the term “value” instead of disposition, and
        self-enhancement values are also referred to as extrinsic values. I’m using the term disposition instead of
        value for linguistic purposes. That is, values are described in this literature as evolutionary endowed drives,
        motivations, and needs, and so I think that the dictionary definition of “disposition” better captures these
        theoretical constructs. This is just my personal semantic preference, and should therefore not be interpreted
        as arrogance or disrespect on my part. I have also used the term value throughout this book in the way that it
        is defined in the sociological and cognitive social psychology literatures. Roccas (2003, p. 727), for example,
        succinctly captures this definition by describing values as “cognitive, social representations of basic
        motivational goals that serve as guiding principles in people’s lives”, and which motivate actions but differ
        from needs and motives, “because values are inherently desirable and they must be represented cognitively in
        ways that enable people to communicate about them”. I thus want to stay consistent with this conception and
        usage to avoid confusing readers.
      


      
        Moreover, self-enhancement dispositions are psychologically incompatible and in relative conflict with those
        from the self-transcendence quadrant, which focus on empathy, altruism, and
        communality. The expression of this conflict thus manifests as an inverse relationship such that the activation
        of self-enhancement dispositions decreases the activation potential of self-transcendence ones and vice versa
        (Kasser, 2016). As with any complex phenomenon, there are several possible complicated and overlapping reasons
        for this, but two are particularly noteworthy. The first is to do with the limited and orientating nature of
        human cognition: viz., in most instances our cognitive mechanisms tend to steer us
        away from conflicting thoughts that can induce internal dissonance; enable us to rationalise our callous
        thoughts and actions; and during task endeavours, primarily make available to us and direct our focus to the
        most salient and congruent considerations while silencing others. A relevant example of how all this may play
        out in real life is as follows: London and LA have growing rates of homeless people. Many understandably
        panhandle in the busy shopping districts, but are overwhelmingly rebuffed by a great deal of the shoppers
        passing by. It seems plausible that during these instances, most of these shoppers are deliberating on what to
        purchase and marshalling their relevant schemas and other available cognitive mechanisms towards that end. At
        the same time, they are likely quickly justifying their non-generosity and/or repressing feelings of guilt,
        shame, and pity which might otherwise cause them to donate some of their shopping funds. Hence, I am suggesting
        that in these scenarios, the activation of self-enhancement dispositions brought on by consumerist motivations
        and monetary-based deliberations could potentially work in tandem with other relevant cognitive mechanisms to
        suppress the inducement of prosocial inclinations, thoughts, and behaviours.
      


      
        The second and related reason is that it’s very difficult to process and act on information that relates to and
        activates self-enhancement, and simultaneously contemplate on prosocial concerns and pursue self-transcendent
        goals. These two opposing avenues of thought and action are in most cases simply too contradictory. It’s fairly
        easy to, for instance, concurrently think and care about one’s status and image, and then act in ways to
        enhance these by say buying a Lamborghini or Hermes bag. These considerations are complementary and
        synergistic. It is, usually considerably more difficult, however, to think, care, and work to accrue wealth in
        order to dominate people, while at the same time thinking, caring, and working to address rising wealth
        disparities and concentration of capital. Correspondingly, both self-transcendence and self-enhancement
        dispositions are thought to be hardwired and universal components of human personality and motivation. But, the
        specific ways and the extent to which these are conceptualised, abstracted, prioritised in people’s minds, and
        behaviourally enacted, are largely shaped by the dominant and distinct social information that people are
        surrounded by and encultured with (Hunt et al., 1996; Uhls & Greenfield, 2011b). Thus, societies that
        endorse, reward, and frequently communicate positive sociocultural representations of one set of dispositions
        (via for example mass media), substantially more so than an antithetical set, can generate a sort of seesaw
        effect. In other words, such societal conditions can cause individuals to overdevelop dispositional values,
        attitudes, and behaviours that correspond with one quadrant and under-develop those
        that correspond with the opposite quadrant (Dittmar et al., 2014; Twenge et al., 2012; Twenge & Kasser,
        2013).
      


      
        To clarify, we are all inherently materialistic. Concordantly, it makes sense from an evolutionary perspective
        that this inherited trait helped our ancestors survive and attract mates, by, for instance, possibly prompting
        them to build and acquire better tools and homes. It also makes sense that these traits mesh and develop
        alongside other natural dispositions including the need to be socially accepted, fear of rejection and
        exclusion, need for autonomy, group conformity tendency, and propensity to engage in sexual selection display
        behaviours. The interplay between these dynamic biological, cognitive, psychological, and social functions and
        mechanisms can be amplified and weaved by individuals into complex needs for recognition, status, and approval
        that are “mediated and incorporated into a symbolic sense of self” (Gilbert, 2017, p. 137). However, the
        specific mental representations and behavioural expressions of materialism, along with the priority that people
        from a given society assign to materialistic pursuits over others, will vary and be significantly determined by
        sociocultural arrangements. For example, in the famed case of the Trobriand kula, materialism manifested as the
        exchange of ornate seashells that conferred prestige along with a strict sense of reciprocity on those gifted
        these shells. Voutsaki (1997, p. 37) argues that what is ultimately important in this gift exchange “is not the
        value of the object, but the status of the transactors and the fame accruing to them by means of the
        transaction as a condensation of past performances and future expectations”. She further adds that this gift
        exchange “is perceived primarily as a social relation between people, rather than as an equivalence between
        objects” (Voutsaki, 1997, p. 37). Such manifestation of materialism was thus socioculturally specific, but
        interestingly also relatively balanced with equally specific manifestations of self-transcendence. This is very
        different from how materialism develops in the UK and US. These formations are considerably influenced by
        highly sophisticated messages on television, the radio, the Internet, newspapers, magazines, and public spaces
        that encourage the constant purchasing of goods in order to convey an image of success, or to be popular,
        admired, loved, etc. And, although these MMMs often prey on our innate desires for sociability and social
        acceptance, they typically neither communicate other-regarding considerations, nor are the products featured in
        them normally tied to any broader social obligation other than pure monetary exchange.
      


      
        What I am trying to say with all this is that there is nothing natural about valuing and being preoccupied with
        acquiring seashells – as in the case of the Trobriad islanders, or say a Ferrari – as in the case of many
        aspiring millionaires from Western neoliberal societies. However, the dispositional orientation towards
        ascribing social value to and then desiring to own and show off what are otherwise arbitrary and often useless
        material possessions, is natural. But, this inherent disposition can, depending on the degree of exposure to
        specific and hegemonic sociocultural discourses and practices, be either overdeveloped into an anti-social
        state of being; tempered by being moored to adherences of social solidarity, or even, in theory, be
        underdeveloped.
      

    


    
      A schema-cultivation theorisation of thoughts, things, and politics in the UK


      
        To recap, I have defined schemas as generative, subjective, dynamic, and neocortical knowledge structures that
        can contain and process mental representations of values, attitudes, behaviours, material symbols, meanings of
        words, etc. (Davis & Gaskell, 2009; Gilboa & Marlatte, 2017; Halkias & Kokkinaki, 2014; Mandler,
        1982). These structures are acquired and can be modified throughout life, but are first encoded through
        exposure to and interaction with novel environmental information. These unexperienced instances can impress
        within an individual’s memory an initial affective, lexical, semantic, and contextually specific referent
        (Ghosh & Gilboa, 2014; Gronau & Shachar, 2015; Morris, 2006). This base syntax functions as an
        informational attractor – a scaffolding and accretionary mechanism that enables a coarse schema to become
        reinforced, enhanced, and/or modified when instantiated in subsequent exposure to contextual cues from relevant
        stimuli. Information that is thematically, conceptually, affectively, or semantically accordant or otherwise
        associated, and/or repeatedly presented together, is easier to process and likelier to become encoded into
        pre-existing schemas (Brod et al., 2015; Robin & Moscovitch, 2014; van Kesteren et al., 2012). Furthermore,
        social information that is regularly institutionally disseminated, enforced, and/or deemed by the individual
        encountering it to be useful for gaining status, prestige, and social acceptance, and/or for avoiding social
        rejection or sanctions, is also likelier to be attended to, encoded, and behaviourally expressed (Chudek et
        al., 2012; Fiske & Taylor, 2013; Henrich & Boyd, 2002).
      


      
        Additionally, a schema’s capacity to orient perception and recall; induce expectations and inferences; distil
        competing or dissonant information; trigger related schemas; and direct behaviours; is proportional to its
        recency and frequency of activation. Consequently, when a given schema exceeds an activation threshold, it can
        then, when cued by corresponding stimuli automatically instantiate; co-activate with associative schemas;
        and/or initiate nonconscious cognitive, affective, and/or behavioural reactions (Bargh et al., 2001; Baumeister
        & Bushman, 2014; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; Kitayama & Park, 2010; Schröder & Thagard,
        2013). A given schema’s cultivation, automaticity, salience, strength, level of sophistication, and connection
        to and co-activation with associated schemas are, therefore, largely determined by the frequency and
        socio-environmental and affective context in which it is cued, accessed, and applied (Chiao et al., 2010;
        Gronau & Shachar, 2015; van Kesteren et al., 2013). This is, in turn, dependent on situationally specific
        and proximate triggers and cues – the distribution of which can be significantly impacted and guided by
        large-scale socio-structural and cultural changes (Brubaker et al., 2004).
      


      
        Given all the factors, processes, and explanations that schema theory addresses, it thus offers a theoretically
        compatible and useful means to bridge the disparate theories and findings from the media-communication and
        psychology research on materialism described earlier by providing a connecting mechanism and process. For some
        reason that is unknown to me, materialism is not typically or at least explicitly proposed as a schematic
        information processing construct (Hunt et al., 1996). This may simply be due to
        differences in the terms traditionally used by different fields, but otherwise, as Hunt et al. (1992) argue,
        schema theory and materialism are perfectly compatible constructs. Indeed, materialistic values and attitudes
        can be construed as schemas.3 Moreover, materialism value and attitudinal
        schemas are effectively the acquired mental representations that correspond to, and which provide a semantic,
        affective, and socio-culturally moulded framework that enables the development and behavioural expression of,
        innate self-enhancement dispositions. Also, as suggested by cultivation and dispositional materialism research,
        in advanced neoliberal societies, materialism schemas can be implicitly activated, shaped, and overdeveloped,
        in part, by chronic exposure to MMMs (Bauer et al., 2012; Dittmar et al., 2014; Harmon, 2001; Shrum et al.,
        2005).
      


      
        3  The term “value; is varyingly defined, but it is often described in the cognitive
        social-psychology literature as an enduring and stable conceptual-type schema that can contain representations
        of social perceptions, beliefs, ideals aspirations, and and/or principles, and which like all other schema
        types can guide behaviour and motivation” (Roccas, 2003). Attitudes, which as I argued in Chapter 2, are basically affect-type schemas that are strongly
        linked to and co-activated with corresponding factual or conceptual information-based schemas such as values
        (Lodge & Taber, 2005).
      


      
        Finally, in order to make a clear connection between the main theories and concepts discussed in this chapter
        with the topic and purpose of the present study, the following sociopolitical context that informed it must
        first be briefly outlined. According to longitudinal surveys conducted by the National Centre for Social
        Research, British public support for welfare spending has been steadily declining over the past four decades
        (Clery et al., 2013; Taylor & Taylor-Gooby, 2015). Notably, these surveys show that approval for higher
        taxes to fund increases in welfare spending for low-income peoples fell from 61% in 1989 to 27% in 2009, and
        remained low at 30% in 2014 (Taylor & Taylor-Gooby, 2015). Support for increasing unemployment benefits has
        fallen from 35% in 1984 to 7% in 2007, and rose only slightly to 13% in 2014 (Taylor & Taylor-Gooby, 2015).
        What makes these attitudinal trends peculiar, if not paradoxical, is that during this same span of time, the UK
        has also experienced accelerated and concentrated capital accumulation (Ramesh, 2011), that has ballooned even
        further following the 2007–2008 global financial crisis. As Dorling (2014) notes, the UK was the only G7
        country to record significantly rising wealth inequality from 2000–2014, which rose “four times faster in the
        seven years after the crash compared with the seven years before” (p. 1).
      


      
        Conversely, while wealthy Britons are becoming richer – and at faster historical rates, it is the opposite case
        for working-class people. For instance, and to cite just a few glaring figures; from 2002–2012, 73% of workers
        who started on low wages were still on low wages by 2012; from 2008–2014 part-time employment grew by 9%; and
        from 2009–2014 real wages decreased due to rising inflation (Wiggan, 2015). Hence, the British public’s current
        and near record low support for increasing benefits to the poor and unemployed run counter to the trends that
        are typically observed and expected in times of growing socioeconomic inequalities, sluggish wage and
        employment growth, and rising living costs (Clery et al., 2013; Taylor & Taylor-Gooby, 2015). Against this
        bleak macroeconomic backdrop, several complex factors may help explain why Britons
        today are considerably less inclined to support financing welfare benefits for their economically disadvantaged
        compatriots than they were a generation ago. That said, it is argued here that one potentially contributing and
        significant factor entails consumption of MMMs. This prediction stems from the following two premises which
        build on the cultivation, dispositional materialism, and schema theories described above.
      


      
        First, as stated earlier, contemporary Britons are surrounded by omnipresent commercial media. These mass media
        do disseminate content with varying and complex cultural-political meanings and representations, but they by
        and large bombard Britons with a seemingly endless stream of implicit and explicit materialistic or
        materialism-related messages (O’Neill, 2012; McGuigan, 2010; Boyle, 2008). These are best exemplified by
        advertisements for consumer goods and brands that stress image and high social standing, but more broadly
        include any audio, visual, and/or print-textual content with messages that celebrate and encourage affluence,
        fame, competition, status, wealth acquisition, and conspicuous consumption. Moreover, the ubiquity of these
        MMMs has greatly accelerated over the past four decades. For example, Boyle (2008) notes that from the year
        2000, Channel 4 and the BBC began commissioning several reality-based docudramas such as The Apprentice that “had business as the content theme and would dominate the schedules for the
        rest of the decade” (p. 420). In addition, since 1986 coverage of celebrity-related film, TV, and music news
        has skyrocketed across all UK broadsheets and daily tabloids, which circulate in the millions (O’Neill, 2012).
        When not scapegoating defenceless immigrants or demonising the poor, these supposedly journalistic outlets will
        occasionally report on more serious events. Overall, however, they are littered with advertisements, images of
        glamorous celebrities, and news reports featuring subtle consumerist-linguistic framings. Any of these types of
        newspaper content can serve to activate a reader’s materialism schemas (Bauer et al., 2012). Additionally, the
        average Briton is currently exposed to 71 outdoor advertisements a day, most of which promote aspirational
        products and yuppie middle-class lifestyles (Orgad & Meng, 2017). Relatedly, Ashikali and Dittmar’s (2012)
        UK priming study showed that momentary exposure and attention to MMMs can indeed activate materialism
        cognitions. If these findings hold true for the population, then it stands to reason that some proportion of
        Britons will hold materialism schemas that have been chronically instantiated and thus consequently cultivated
        to some meaningful extent by long-term exposure and attention to MMMs, given that in the UK, this exposure is
        virtually impossible to fully avoid.
      


      
        Second, there is a logical cognitive, affective, and behavioural congruity, and a plausible contiguity, between
        materialism and anti-welfare schemas. For instance, the former encompass mental representations of
        self-enhancement dispositions that, when triggered, dispose people towards ungenerous and individualistic
        mindsets and behaviours (Hunt et al., 1996; Roccas, 2003). The latter can be said to entail negative
        evaluations of welfare cantered on the belief that welfare is too personally costly and goes to undeserving
        “scroungers” (Reeves & de Vries, 2016; Tihelková, 2016), coupled with a disinclination to voluntarily pay
        for the funding of social programs (Taylor & Taylor-Gooby, 2015). Therefore, as proposed by my neoliberal habitus theorisation discussed in Chapter 2, and empirically suggested in Chapters
        3 and 4, materialism and anti-welfare schema networks
        to a substantial degree, comprise similar if not overlapping self-interested, antisocial, and monetary-based
        values, attitudes, and behavioural representations. If this linkage holds true, then exposure to MMMs
        potentially helps to cultivate both, and reinforces the neocortical association between, materialism and
        anti-welfare schemas. These schemas should, therefore, be automatically co-activated during exposure to MMMs.
        To empirically test these premises and propositions, the following hypotheses are proposed.
      


      
        
          
            	H1:

            	Momentary exposure to MMMs will increase materialistic and anti-welfare values and
            attitudes.
          


          
            	H2:

            	Regular consumption of materialistic media content will be positively associated with
            materialistic and anti-welfare values and attitudes.
          

        
      


      
        Lastly, the model of micro-level neoliberal reproduction outlined in Chapter 2, predicts that exposure to culture-specific social information should first activate the
        most relevant cultural schemas and increase the likelihood of enacting a corresponding behaviour. So, for
        example, exposure to MMMs should increase both materialistic attitudes and the likelihood of purchasing a
        product. This particular prediction has been widely tested, verified, and is indeed likely the main reason for
        why global advertising spending was around $580 billion in 2017 and is expected to grow to $750 billion by
        2021. The more curious aspect of my model, however, is that it further predicts that exposure to
        culture-specific social information should to a weaker but still significant extent, also prime and heighten
        the accessibility of the other cultural and political schemas, and subsequently increase the likelihood of
        enacting any of the other action schemas, listed in the ideal neoliberal habitus composite featured in Table 2.2. Concomitantly, in Chapter 4, I presented primary quantitative findings showing consistent associations between
        selective exposure to digital MMMs, anti-welfare attitudes – (among other neoliberal-congruent political
        attitudes), and a decreasing likelihood of political-civic participation. Based on my model’s above-mentioned
        prediction, I speculated that these associations are mediated by materialism. Yet, due to the limitation of the
        instruments used in that study, this speculation could not be confirmed. I also only gave a partial explanation
        for these otherwise disparate associations that centred on framing, priming, and selective-exposure theories. I
        maintain that this partial explanation is accurate. However, when examined together, the media and psychology
        research on materialism helps to further explain these associations and can be used to form additional proxy
        hypotheses to test them. More specifically, this research suggests that situational
        exposure to MMMs can concurrently activate materialism schemas and related self-enhancement
        dispositional-behavioural orientations and deactivate self-transcendence ones. Over time, chronic exposure to
        MMMs should strengthen and increase this concurrent activation and deactivation potential. It is additionally
        posited here that these propositions can be tested by examining the effects of momentary and regular
        consumption of MMMs on welfare policy positions. Given the welfare system’s humanitarian function and fiscal revenue-derived funding, and arguably increasing need for in the UK, then the types of
        government welfare policies whose enactment the Britons are willing to support serves as a barometer for their
        empathy, altruism, and communality. Welfare policy positions are thus rough but reasonable indicators of
        prosociality. The following hypotheses are hence also proposed.
      


      
        
          
            	H3:

            	Materialism will mediate the effects of momentary exposure to MMMs on anti-welfare policy
            positions.
          


          
            	H4:

            	Materialism will mediate the relationship between regular consumption of materialistic
            media content and anti-welfare policy positions.
          

        
      

    


    
      Methodology: a web-survey priming experiment


      
        To test these hypotheses, a between-subjects web-survey priming experiment was designed. The between-subjects
        factor, presentation condition, had two levels, 1) exposure to MMMs and 2) a neutral stimuli control condition.
        Participants were first presented with an online consent form. Following their consent to participate,
        participants were randomised into one of the two aforementioned presentation conditions and proceeded to
        complete a questionnaire.
      


      
        Sample demographics


        
          Data was collected in April 2017, through the surveying agency Qualtrics which was commissioned to recruit
          participants. A stratified sampling quota was employed to recruit an approximately representative sample in
          terms of gender, education, and socioeconomic status (this was measured via parental level of education).
          Only individuals who had resided in the UK for ten years or more were eligible to participate. Since
          cultivation theory is premised on the assumption that mass media socialises individuals from infancy (Nabi
          & Riddle, 2008), this ten-year eligibility requirement was an arbitrary delineation introduced to partly
          ensure the recruitment of participants with long-term exposure to UK commercial media. Data was collected
          from 492 British residents from the ages of 18 to 49 years (M = 32.28 years).
          Five participants were excluded from the analyses as their responses were consistently straight-lined and in
          the top 3% of fastest response times. This indicated that their data was unreliable (Zhang & Conrad,
          2014).
        


        
          In total, 487 participants were included in the analyses. Of these, 244 participants were randomly assigned
          to the treatment condition (i.e., exposure to MMMs), and 243 to the control condition. From this sample,
          24.2% reported having earned a General Certificate of Secondary Education, 39.8% an A-level qualification or
          equivalent, and 35.5% an undergraduate university degree of higher. Moreover, 37.3% of participants reported
          that their parents had a General Certificate of Secondary Education, 31% an A-level qualification or
          equivalent, and 26% an undergraduate university degree or higher. These figures indicate that a fairly
          balanced mix of participants from lower, middle, and upper socioeconomic backgrounds were recruited.
          Additionally, the sample consisted of 82.2% White and 17.8% non-White, 56.4% female, and 76.6% non-students
          and 23.3% undergraduates or postgraduates. All these demographic figures approximate national averages
          (Office for National Statistics. 2011).
        

      

      
        Procedure


        
          During the questionnaire, participants were asked to complete three observation tasks. These were masked as
          memory and attention tests, and spread across the questionnaire in between other measures. Before each task,
          a pop-up note informed participants that they would be asked a question after each task on what was
          displayed, and were asked three post-task test questions. This functioned to minimise respondent inattention,
          and those who answered any of these three questions incorrectly had their sessions automatically terminated
          and their answers deleted. This strict attention filter protocol was implemented for three reasons. First, to
          collect a dataset comprising participants who fully evidenced stimuli encoding. This would raise confidence
          that any observed significant treatment effects stemmed from actual attention to the materials. Second, as
          Maniaci and Rogge (2014, p. 75) argue, “inattentive participants might not be affected by text-based
          manipulations, potentially adding error variance to the effects and thereby obscuring meaningful results”.
          Third, inattentive responding can adversely affect statistical analyses and generate spurious results
          (Maniaci & Rogge, 2014).
        


        
          For the first task, participants were instructed to carefully observe the content of four separate images;
          each image was displayed for 5 seconds. The second task involved attention to four additional images (each
          displayed for 5 seconds) as did the third task. Additionally, questionnaire items and stimuli materials were
          presented in the same order to all participants. Also, the stimuli materials were displayed before the
          outcome measures, and the outcome measures were presented in between nine random distractor questions. All
          these design measures were implemented to help mask the purpose of the study and minimise demand effects.
        

      

      
        Materials stimuli


        
          Consistent with the materialism primes used in previous studies (e.g., Ashikali & Dittmar, 2012; Bauer et
          al., 2012; Caruso et al., 2013), the materials used for this study’s treatment condition consisted of four
          advertisements for luxury products, four tabloid photos of famous celebrities showing off expensive goods,
          and four newspaper headlines of rags to riches stories featuring monetary denominations. All 12 of these
          images were shown to participants assigned to the treatment condition. Participants assigned to the control
          condition were exposed to 12 images that contained value-neutral wording and imagery. These consisted of four
          non-commercial public advertisements about the London subway system, four images of natural scenery, and four
          newspaper headlines about dinosaurs. These images did not contain any commercial messages, and are likely to
          primarily cue train, nature, and dinosaur-related schemas. They are, therefore, unlikely to trigger either
          self-enhancement or self-transcendence related schemas. (See Figures 5.1 and 5.2 for examples of the
          materials used) 
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            Figure 5.1  Examples of images used for the treatment condition.
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            Figure 5.2  Examples of images used for the control condition.
          


          

        


        
          At the end of the survey, all participants were asked about the extent they agreed that the majority or all
          of the images that they were shown communicated and/or displayed: 1) Financial Wealth, 2) Luxury, and 3) Rich
          Lifestyles. Participants were given a 5-point Likert-type response scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly
          agree). These measures were averaged to create a composite variable: (M = 3.18,
          SD = 1.39, Alpha = 0.97). T-tests showed that the
          treatment group had significantly and considerably higher levels of agreement than the control group:
          (M = 4.26, SD = 0.79 vs M
          = 2.10, SD = 0.94) t (485) = 27.43, p < 0.001.
          These results indicate that the treatment materials were effective and reliable instruments for communicating
          materialistic messages.
        

      

      
        Predictor variables


        
          Momentary exposure to MMMs: A grouping variable was devised from the presentation condition coded as (1 =
          treatment group, 0 = control group).
        


        
          Regular consumption of materialistic media content: Participants were asked to indicate on a 5-point
          Likert-type response scale (1 = never, 5 = very often), their frequency of attending to the following media
          products either online or in their conventional medium. Nine television shows (e.g., The
          Apprentice, X-Factor, Keeping Up with the
          Kardashians, Made in Chelsea), five daily
          tabloids (e.g., The Sun, The Daily Mail), and ten
          magazines (e.g., Vogue, Cosmopolitan, GQ, Esquire). I selected these media products for two reasons.
          First, they were popular in the UK during the time of this study (BARB, 2017; Dicieanu, 2014; O’Neill, 2012;
          Ponsford, 2017; Wetherill, 2016). Second, they have been found to regularly feature the types of salient
          materialistic content that is known to directly trigger or be associated with increases in materialistic
          orientations. For example, in-depth textual analyses studies note that The
          Apprentice and X-Factor emphasise luxury goods as highly desirable, and
          promote cutthroat competition for the chance to become rich and famous (Dicieanu, 2014; Littler &
          Couldry, 2008; McGuigan, 2008). Moreover, Keeping Up with the Kardashians and
          Made in Chelsea centre on the glamorous lifestyles of wealthy famous people, and
          heavy consumption of these types of shows has been found to be positively correlated with materialism
          (Lewallen et al., 2016). Further, content analysis studies show that the selected UK tabloids largely focus
          on reporting about moneyed celebrities (O’Neill, 2012), whereas the selected magazines function as
          advertising channels designed to induce the desire for and purchasing of luxury products (Nunes et al.,
          2011).
        


        
          The scores were then grouped by medium and averaged to construct three composite variables: materialistic magazine consumption (M = 1.5, SD = 0.79, Alpha = 0.94), materialistic
          reality-based television show consumption (M = 2.1, SD = 0.93, Alpha = 0.87), and materialistic
          tabloid consumption (M = 2.1, SD = 0.95,
          Alpha = 0.80). In lieu of longitudinal data or repeated measures, these variables
          also serve as rough proxies for long-term exposure to materialism stimuli.
        

      

      
        Outcome measures


        
          Materialism: Participants were presented a 5-point Likert-type response scale (1
          = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) to answer six self-developed questionnaire items based largely on
          Kasser and Ryan’s (1993) Aspiration Index. These items included the following: 1) Financial wealth is a mark
          of success; 2) I would be much happier if I owned expensive homes, clothes, and cars; 3) I want a high-paying
          career so that I can buy a big house and luxury products; 4) Schools should teach more about how to become
          successful in business; 5) I want to become successful in a business of my own; 6) I want to be financially
          wealthy. The scores were averaged to create a composite variable: (M = 3.4,
          SD = 0.76, Alpha = 0.75).
        


        
          Anti-welfare attitudes: Participants were asked to indicate how much they agreed on a 5-point Likert-type
          response scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) with four self-developed items based on the
          political attitudinal measures used in my survey study described in Chapter 4. These were reworked, repurposed, and included the following: 1) Benefits make people
          lazy and should be cut or eliminated; 2) The majority of people in poverty are mostly poor because they did
          not work hard enough and/or value education; 3) Most people in the upper economic classes had the ability and
          required work ethic to accumulate wealth, and it is thus unfair to make them pay higher taxes than everyone
          else; 4) We need to raise taxes on higher salaries and corporations to fund more social programs and benefits
          that help the poor and less fortunate (this item was reverse coded). The scores were averaged to create a
          composite variable: (M = 2.5, SD = 0.86, Alpha = 0.70).
        


        
          Anti-welfare policy support: Welfare encompasses various taxpayer-funded public
          services (e.g., healthcare, unemployment insurance, student financial aid), that are designed to support
          individuals with limited financial means. As such, the following four semi-vignettes were developed, with
          each describing a hypothetical proposed government policy that would negatively affect varying welfare
          services:
        


        
          	Policy #1: Parliament is going to vote on the 2016 Welfare Reform Act. If this act is passed, people who
          are unemployed or working for less than 16 hours a week, and receiving any type of Jobseeker’s Allowance {the
          current average sum given to claimants is £65 a week} will be required to instantly participate in workfare
          schemes. These schemes include public works jobs such as beach and street clean-up, as well as volunteer work
          for enrolled private- and third-sector organisations.


          	Policy #2: The UK government is considering lowering the PAYE tax rate on individuals making annual
          incomes of £31,786 or more from the current 40% to 35%, in order to stimulate consumer spending and job
          growth. To balance the loss of these tax revenues, the government will need to cut
          funding for the construction of new NHS primary care clinics in economically deprived areas.


          	Policy #3: Parliament is considering passing the 2018 City Home Ownership Act. This will lower taxes and
          construction fees for investors and companies who build new flats in urban areas. This Act is designed to
          tackle the growing shortage of affordable city housing. To help pay for these financial incentives, the total
          amount of money received by unemployed people on Jobseeker’s benefits will be reduced by 15%.


          	Policy #4: The UK government is considering reducing VAT taxes on cars, designer clothing, smartphones
          and financial services to make these more affordable to the general public. To balance the loss of these tax
          revenues, the government will cut funding for foreign aid.

        


        
          Participants were asked to indicate their support for the enactment of each policy on a 4-point forced-choice
          Likert-type response scale (1 = strongly against, 4 = strongly support). To partly ensure that participants
          read each policy, timers were placed on these instruments so that participants had to wait at least 6 seconds
          before being allowed to answer.
        


        
          The scores were averaged to create a composite variable: (M = 2.5, SD = 0.71, Alpha = 0.69). Note that the Cronbach’s Alpha score is
          just under the 0.70 delineation score for generally acceptable reliability. However, each mock policy was
          modelled after actual UK government tax cuts, austerity measures, and welfare reforms (i.e., neoliberal
          policies), that according to extensive policy research, have had detrimental effects on welfare institutions
          and beneficiaries (Hamnett, 2014; Harvey, 2005; Wiggan, 2015). Additionally, a two-tailed Pearson’s
          correlation test showed this composite variable to be largely correlated with the anti-welfare attitude
          variable r (485) = 0.57, p < 0.001. This indicates
          that these variables effectively tap into the cognitive-affective facets that comprise anti-welfare
          orientations, which can orient political behaviours like voting and boosting. Because of all these factors, I
          deemed the anti-welfare policy variable to be “acceptable enough” to include in the analyses.
        

      

      
        Covariates


        
          Gender, age, education, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status have been shown to predict, moderate, or mediate
          media cultivation effects, materialism, and/or welfare attitudes (Reeves & de Vries, 2016; Taylor &
          Taylor-Gooby, 2015; Harmon, 2001). Demographic measures for these variables were thus included and controlled
          for in the analyses (see Table 5.1 for the zero-order
          correlation of all the variables measured). 
        


        
          Table 5.1  Zero-order correlations for all measured variables N = 487
        


        [image: Image]


        
          Note: *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. Correlations are two-tailed Pearson’s r coefficients.
        

      
    


    
      Data analyses and findings


      
        Randomisation check


        
          Chi-Square and T-tests revealed no significant differences between the treatment and control group in gender
          χ2 = (2, N = 487) = 0.37, p = 0.83; age χ2 = (7, N = 487) = 3.67, p = 0.80; education χ2 = (4, N = 487) = 1.3, p = 0.87; ethnicity χ2 = (4, N = 487) = 2.39, p = 0.66; socioeconomic status χ2 = (5, N = 487) =10.24, p = 0.07; materialistic magazine consumption
          t (485) = 1.39, p = 0.16; materialistic reality-based
          television show consumption t (485) = 1.82, p = 0.07;
          or materialistic tabloid consumption t (485) = −1.16, p = 0.24.4 These results indicate that randomisation was
          successful, and raise confidence that any observed significant influence of the predictor variable on the
          outcome measures works beyond the influence of the covariates and is unlikely to be the result of skewed
          sampling distributions in the treatment conditions.
        


        
          4  Chi-Square tests are used to determine whether there are significant differences
          between the expected and observed frequencies in one or more nominal measures -i.e., sampled distributions of
          categorical data that have no specific numeric value or meaning (e.g., gender or ethnicity). T-tests are used
          to determine if two groups significantly differ in the means of their responses to ordinal or interval
          measures -i.e., instruments that measure a natural and ascending order with meaningful numeric values (e.g.,
          Likert scales or age).
        


        
          To test H1, two analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were conducted with the use of SPSS version 21; using
          momentary exposure to MMMs as the independent variable. For the first test, materialism was entered as the
          dependent variable. Results showed a statistically significant difference between the treatment and control
          groups with the former reporting greater materialism scores (M = 3.46,
          SD = 0.73 vs M = 3.28, SD
          = 0.78) F(1, 485) = 6.94, p = 0.009, Cohen’s D = 24. For the second test, anti-welfare attitudes were entered as the dependent
          variable. The results showed a statistically significant main effect for exposure to digital MMMs on
          anti-welfare attitudes, with the treatment group reporting stronger anti-welfare attitudes (M = 2.54, SD = 0.86 vs M = 2.35,
          SD = 0.85) F(1, 485) = 5.90, p = 0.015, Cohen’s D = 0.22. Notably, the Cohen’s D, which measures the effect size of a tested predictor variable, suggests that the
          materialism primes had a slightly stronger effect on materialistic attitudes than on anti-welfare ones. This
          helps to confirm one of the major assumptions of my neoliberal habitus model. Namely, that exposure to
          culture-specific social information should have a more potent proximal effect on the most relevant cultural
          schemas, and a more distal but still significant effect on related political schemas. Additionally, the
          randomisation checks gave no indication that the demographic covariates would impact the results due to
          differences in conditions. Nevertheless, a second analysis entering all the covariates as control variables
          was conducted and showed relatively similar findings. Therefore, only the more parsimonious models without
          the covariate controls are presented here. However, I should note that age yielded significant effects. As
          the sample consisted of a wider age range [sc., 18–49-year olds], this finding
          fits with several of the developmental studies that I have cited throughout this chapter and book, and
          further supports the thesis that millennials are more materialistic than older cohorts. Furthermore, all
          these findings are consistent with the predictions for H1.
        


        
          To test H2, two ordinary least square hierarchical regression models were constructed, respectively
          predicting materialism and anti-welfare attitudes. The covariates were entered in the first block, the
          treatment condition variable into the second block, and the composite regular materialistic media consumption
          variables in the third block. This cross-sectional analysis procedure was used to hold the effects of the
          treatment condition constant (i.e., to control for them), and because the predictor variables used to test H2
          were drawn from observational data rather through experimental manipulation. Results are shown in Table 5.2. 
        


        
          Table 5.2  Predicting materialism and anti-welfare attitudes N = 487
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          Note: Table 5.3 represents the hypothesis test for H2. Column entries include increments in variance
          explained from the final equations of two hierarchical regression analyses. *p <
          0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001.
        


        
          Starting with the first model (M1), the standardised β coefficients show that age and the treatment condition
          had significant effects on materialism. These results again indicate that younger participants are likelier
          to hold stronger materialistic attitudes than older cohorts. Over and above the effects of these variables,
          the block of materialistic media variables explained 5% of the total variance in the model Adjusted R2 = 0.08, F(9, 477) = 6.01, p < 0.001. Of these, materialistic reality-based television show consumption (β =0.21, p < 0.001), was positively related to materialism.
          The β coefficients for the second model (M2) show that education and MMMs
          exposure had significant effects on anti-welfare attitudes. Here, the block of materialistic media variables
          improved model performance by 5% Adjusted R2 = 0.06, F(9, 477) = 3.32, p < 0.001. Of these, materialistic
          reality-based television show consumption had a positive relationship with anti-welfare attitudes
          (β =0.14, p = 0.016). The results from both M1 and M2
          suggest that respondents who more frequently viewed shows such as The Apprentice
          or X-Factor are more likely to hold stronger materialistic and anti-welfare
          attitudes than lighter consumers of these shows. These results are consistent with the predictions for
          H2.
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            Figure 5.3  Mediation analysis indicating relations between momentary exposure
            to MMMs, materialism, and anti-welfare policy support.
          


          

        


        
          To test H3, a bootstrapping approach for estimating indirect effects in simple mediation was employed using
          Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro (model 4) with 10,000 bootstrap estimates for the construction of 95% confidence
          intervals.5 The anti-welfare policy support, materialism, and treatment
          variables were standardised and entered as the outcome, mediator, and predictor, respectively. Results showed
          that momentary exposure to MMMs had a significant and positive total effect on anti-welfare policy support
          (β = 0.10, SE = 0.05, p =
          0.035). The bootstrap intervals for the estimated indirect effects suggest that materialism (β = 0.04, Bootstrap SE = 0.01; [CL] = [0.0105, 0.0733],
          p = 0.014), significantly and fully mediated the effects of exposure to MMMs on
          anti-welfare policy support (see also Figure 5.3). A second
          test was run entering the covariates as controls. The results were effectively the same, and so only the
          model without covariates is shown. Moreover, these findings support the predictions for H3.
        


        
          5  Mediation statistical analyses are used to identify and clarify a causal mechanism
          between an independent variable and dependent variable via the introduction of a third variable known as a
          mediator. Therefore, instead of a direct causal relationship between an independent and dependent variable,
          mediation models posit that the independent variable influences the mediator variable, which, in turn,
          influences the dependent variable (Hayes, 2013).
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            Figure 5.4  Mediation analysis indicating relations between regular consumption
            of materialistic reality-based television shows, materialism, and anti-welfare policy support.
          


          

        


        
          To test H4, I employed the same bootstrapping procedure and mediator and outcome variables from the previous
          mediation test. A standardised materialistic reality-based television show consumption variable was entered
          as the predictor, since this was the only one of the three non-manipulated predictors found to be significant
          in the hierarchical regression analyses above. The covariate and treatment condition variables were entered
          as controls. Results showed this predictor to have a significant and positive total effect on anti-welfare
          policy support (β = 0.27, SE = 0.05, p < 0.001). The bootstrap intervals for the estimated indirect effects indicate that
          materialism (β = 0.06, Bootstrap SE = 0.02; [CL] =
          [0.0362, 0.1021], p < 0.001), significantly and partly mediated the effects of
          materialistic reality-based television on anti-welfare policy support (see also Figure 5.4). These findings support the predictions for H4.
        

      
    


    
      Discussion and summary of findings


      
        The ubiquity of MMMs is beneficial if not critical to the GDP growth of capitalist economies, given that this
        ubiquity helps stimulate consumption and production. Yet despite their positive economic contributions, growing
        bodies of evidence indicate that frequent exposure to MMMs is connected to several troubling trends and adverse
        effects. For example, UK psychology studies suggest that momentary activation of materialism via advertisements
        for luxury goods can increase body dissatisfaction in women (Ashikali & Dittmar, 2012), while others
        indicate that internalising the consumer media-culture ideals of materialism is negatively related to
        well-being in children (Easterbrook et al., 2014). In a similar vein, US media studies have found that heavy
        consumption of MMMs leads to increased materialistic orientations, which can then lead to higher levels of
        unhappiness, stress, life dissatisfaction, and anxiety (Harmon, 2001; Shrum et al., 2011). According to both
        psychologists and media scholars, these detrimental psychological effects largely occur because prioritising
        the pursuit of materialistic goals diverts people’s time and focus away from as Easterbrook et al. (2014, p.
        349) put it, “satisfying basic human needs that are necessary for optimal psychological functioning and
        well-being: those of relatedness, autonomy, and competence” (Dittmar et al., 2014; Vansteenkiste et al., 2006).
      


      
        However, research on the dynamics between commercial media consumption and materialism is still in its infancy
        and has been mostly correlational. Hence, to date, very few studies have directly examined the negative effects
        of exposure to MMMs, and these have primarily focused on the micro-level individual harms that said exposure
        exacerbates (e.g., see Ashikali & Dittmar, 2012; Shrum et al., 2011). As such, the potential macro-level
        sociopolitical harms or consequences that may follow from commercial media’s cultivation and activation of
        materialism remain underexplored. Therefore, to help fill this gap and address some of the longstanding
        methodological issues in this budding literature, this UK priming study tested interrelations among commercial
        media viewing, materialism, and welfare support, as well as their underlying processes and mechanisms.
        Specifically, this study attempted to address four hypotheses. First, I posited that materialism and
        anti-welfare orientations operate through associative and contiguous value and attitudinal schema networks that
        can be primed and potentiated by momentary exposure to MMMs. Second, I posited that heavy consumers of media
        products that valorise and regularly portray wealth, fame, and luxury would be more materialistic and
        anti-welfare than lighter consumers. Third and fourth, I posited that momentary and frequent attention to MMMs
        would indirectly increase support for the governmental enactment of punitive welfare policies via activating
        materialism schemas, which when instantiated, would concurrently decrease dispositional prosocial orientations.
        All four hypotheses were confirmed. Results suggest that momentary exposure to and regular consumption of MMMs
        indeed induces stronger materialism and anti-welfare attitudes. In addition, mediation tests further confirmed
        the possibility that exposure to MMMs in either digital or conventional media forms mediates a decrease in
        welfare support.
      


      
        Furthermore, materialism cultivation research has primarily relied on instruments that measure overall,
        general, and traditional television viewing, instead of the consumption frequency of specific television
        programs or other types of commercial media products (see e.g., Good, 2007; Shrum et al., 2005). A few very
        recent studies have investigated the correlation between medium-specific content viewing and materialism, but
        these only examined single genres such as celebrity-focused media and reality television (e.g., Lewallen et
        al., 2016; Opree & Kühne, 2016), The self-reported media consumption instruments used for this study
        enabled the examination of a much broader set of media products and mediums. In this regard, this study heeds
        Harmon’s (2001) largely ignored recommendation for materialism cultivation research to incorporate analyses of
        multiple media sources, programs, and content types, which is needed in order to differentiate between the
        cultivation effects of different media products. This is critical to moving this branch of cultivation research
        forward since a) not all media products are equally materialistic; b) audiences usually consume multiple
        commercial broadcasts and publications; and c) the Internet has given audiences unprecedented control over
        the media products that they are exposed to. Accordingly, this study found a
        positive association between materialism and the regular consumption of reality-based television shows about
        aspiring business people, wealthy people’s lives, and musical talent competitions, respectively, including
        The Apprentice, Keeping Up with the Kardashians, and X-Factor. Since these types of shows are replete with MMMs that are specifically engineered to
        draw audiences into the glamorous world of wealth and celebrities, they have a strong potential to function as
        cultivators of materialism schemas. These findings are thus consistent with prior materialism cultivation
        studies (Lewallen et al., 2016; Shrum et al., 2011).
      


      
        Moreover, experimental psychology studies have found that materialism-related textual primes can trigger
        antisocial responses (Bauer et al., 2012; Vohs, 2015), like increased support for instituting a “free-market
        system of organ transplants that [benefits] the wealthy at the expense of the poor” (Caruso et al., 2013, p.
        301). These studies are highly insightful, but basically capture responses to purely or somewhat unrealistic
        hypothetical scenarios, and recruit small samples of mostly American undergraduates. Therefore, to gain a more
        representative account of how exposure to materialism-related stimuli can affect responses to contemporary
        real-world public policy inputs and societal dilemmas, this study recruited a demographically diverse and
        relatively large British sample, and employed mock punitive welfare policies modelled after real neoliberal
        welfare reforms. Policy #1, for instance, is based on
        stipulations from the 2013 Jobseeker’s Act. These mock policies also contained consumerist language, with three
        of them worded to subtly imply that their enactment may benefit participants economically (e.g., by increasing
        their purchasing power see Policy #2, and #4). Such framings mirror the actual consumerist frames and either/or
        dilemmas that are regularly featured in popular UK newspapers, as well as the press briefings and interviews of
        governing ministers (e.g., see Cowburn, 2016; Elgot, 2017; and Hawkes, 2017). Relatedly, Bauer et al. (2012, p.
        518) argue that “By framing the news in terms of its relevance to a consumer identity, these messages may
        directly activate a [materialistic] mindset in the audience”. This does mean, however, that it’s difficult to
        determine whether participants for this study were reporting an anti-welfare stance or simply a preference for
        the implied personal benefits of instituting the mock policies (e.g., tax cuts, and more affordable housing and
        consumer goods). Alternatively, it could also be the case that participants’ support for these policies was
        underpinned by both a belief that they can stand to benefit monetarily from them, as well as a negative
        appraisal of welfare. This ambiguity notwithstanding, the arguably more realistic public-policy responses
        captured by this non-American based study, are consistent with, and thus lend an added degree of ecological and
        external validity to, the existing experimental research on dispositional materialism.
      


      
        Correspondingly, even though the present study was not longitudinal, its unique experimental and observational
        design enabled a closer gaging of how the activation of materialism schemas via the viewing of MMMs possibly
        undermines prosociality. In other words, the results trace a line of potential socio-cognitive development. To
        wit, these results suggest that momentary attention to positive media framings of
        materialism instantiates and heightens the accessibility of, in the first instance, materialism schemas (a
        proximal cultivation effect); and, in the second instance, anti-welfare schemas (a distal cultivation effect).
        Over time, the chronic instantiation of these schemas via regular MMMs consumption can augment their activation
        potential and interconnectivity. This then raises their probability of becoming co-activated, which in turn
        potentiates their corresponding dispositional orientations, such that when subsequently triggered by relevant
        media stimuli, they can plausibly decrease or inhibit concerns for and actions to aid the impoverished and the
        community at large. This study’s findings, therefore, lend initial, albeit tentative, empirical confirmation of
        commercial media’s suspected role in contributing to both the overdevelopment of self-enhancement and
        underdevelopment of self-transcendence dispositions. Such role has been posited in developmental psychology
        research, but has heretofore not been directly tested (Dittmar et al., 2014; Easterbrook et al., 2014; Konrath
        et al., 2011).
      


      
        This study’s schema-cultivation theory of dispositional materialism can also contribute to explanations for why
        the UK public’s support for welfare to aid the impoverished and unemployed has been decreasing during a time of
        rapidly growing wealth disparities, living costs, and rates of precarious and underemployment. However, it is
        not the intent here to reduce the complexity of the British public’s declining welfare support to a single
        variable or sociocognitive explanation. To be certain, there are several societal, demographic, psychological,
        and other media content factors that affect welfare support – many of which I have discussed in previous
        chapters but did not control for in this study, such as exposure to anti-welfare media frames and discourses
        (Reeves & de Vries, 2016). Ergo, the presented findings only give empirical credence to the contention that
        the cognitive-affective mechanisms underpinning materialism are another potential contributing factor to this
        decreasing support when taking into account the coinciding spread and ubiquity of MMMs in UK society. Lastly,
        while commercial media exposure is a key causal variable, there are also several factors that can moderate the
        cultivation of materialism e.g., new media use, as discussed in the previous chapter (Kamal et al., 2013; Rai
        et al., 2018), and others that I have not yet mentioned such as economic insecurity (Twenge & Kasser,
        2013). In the next chapter, I will discuss in more detail how some of these additional factors work in consort
        with existing macro-structural and meso-organisational conditions and systemic imperatives along with
        neuro-cognitive and social-psychological mechanisms to generate and reify both a neoliberal habitus and a
        neoliberal social system.
      


      
        Before concluding, I want to make clear that I am neither suggesting that people are shaped inexorably by the
        rampant and omnipresent MMMs that they are exposed to, nor that they are helpless to resist being persuaded and
        manipulated by them. The 1930s hypodermic needle or magic bullet model of the media has been discredited, but
        that said, a few new realities need to be taken into consideration. Namely, the fact must be recognised that
        contemporary commercial media, and advertisements in particular, are unprecedented in scope, size, space, and
        scientific development, and hence in no way resemble those of the past. For example, by conservative estimates,
        Western populations are now exposed to anywhere from 1500–3000 scientifically honed
        adds a day. Moreover, corporations continue to research, enhance, and use psychological marketing and publicity
        strategies that target consumers at the subliminal level to incite desire and override their rationality and
        impulse control (Crisp, 1987; Patel, 2010). Indeed, corporate-sponsored neuroscientists are in hot pursuit of
        the holy grail of marketing known as the “buy button”. To this end, they are using MRI machines (originally
        meant to scan for tumours and brain damage) and other highly sophisticated tests and instruments to identify
        the logos, sounds, and imagery that can most effectively trigger automatic purchasing (Beader et al., 2009).
        This type of research, and marketing in general, costs billions of dollars. An Occam’s razor deduction would
        conclude that companies would not spend this much money if these consumption-inducing media mechanisms didn’t
        work to gain them a competitive advantage and satisfy their bottom line. All this means that modern MMMs and
        their dissemination apparatuses don’t work like a magic bullet fired from the media gun directly into a passive
        audience. Instead, they work more like a sawed-off shotgun, scatter-shooting multiple forms of psychologically
        potent stimuli targeted at the affective information processors of both voluntary and non-consensual
        audiences.6 It, therefore, bears repeating that the potential socialising and
        (what are basically) propagandistic effects of commercial media should not be underestimated.
      


      
        6  By voluntary audience I mean individuals who have intentionally chosen to look for and
        consume a particular media product and have thus initially (implicitly or explicitly) consented to being
        presented with the information from that product (i.e., selective exposure). A non-consensual audience member
        is someone who is exposed to media information without their initial consent, but who may subsequently chose to
        attend to or disregard such information. This is a form of incidental exposure and largely takes place in
        public spaces or online environments.
      

    


    
      Limitations and avenues for future research


      
        Unlike my previous two studies, this study employed a double-blind randomised-control experimental design along
        with distinct measures for the neoliberal congruent values and attitudes that I categorised in Chapter 2 as either primarily cultural or primarily political.
        These methodological strengths along with the recruitment of a relatively large and non-student-based sample
        allowed for a more direct testing of my neoliberal habitus theorisation. This design coupled with the
        significant findings also helped to further verify and bolster the explanations for the major empirical
        regularities and associations identified in my two previous studies. Despite these strengths, the results
        presented above are based on a single-instance snapshot of Britons’ media consumption habits and materialism
        and welfare attitudes. Therefore, although the data followed a theorised cultivation pattern, this is not
        enough to confirm a cultivation effect, as this confirmation requires longitudinal observations. Also, while
        the publications and television shows selected for inclusion in this study are popular in the UK (BARB, 2017;
        Dicieanu, 2014; O’Neill, 2012; Ponsford, 2017; Wetherill, 2016), the observed low average consumption scores
        indicate that they were not so popular with my sample of participants. This issue is
        mitigated partially by the experimental component which provides a better means for inferring causal
        relationships than correlational ones (Shrum et al., 2011). However, this experimental component is limited in
        external validity, as the treatment condition entailed the presentation of MMMs that were isolated from the
        surrounding media that they would normally be embedded in. Further, even though this component was masked as an
        attention and memory task, and despite the use of subsequent distractor questions in the survey, the priming
        was not implicit as participants were made to directly attend to MMMs. And so there is a possibility that some
        participants realised the purpose of the study and corrected their biases when answering the questions on
        welfare, or used the primed materialism concept more deliberately during their contemplation of the welfare
        questions.
      


      
        Due to these limitations, definitive conclusions should not be drawn from the otherwise significant findings
        presented above. Although, I would add that this study draws on a rich and well-established body of theoretical
        and empirical media and psychology research. As such, I am fairly confident that my findings can be replicated
        in the UK and in other countries with similar contexts. But as always, more research is needed. More
        specifically, it would be optimal if future studies employ a longitudinal or repeated measures design, along
        with larger representative samples; subliminal priming sessions; more precise and implicit anti-welfare
        measures; and additional materialistic media product consumption measures. These methodological improvements
        would help to greatly advance the extant scholarship, and help confirm whether the findings from this study are
        generalisable to the UK or other populations with similar political-economic and media environments (e.g., the
        US).
      

    

  


  
    6 A
    cognitive-sociological theory of neoliberal reproduction


    
      I have now covered the last ten years of my primary research. Coincidentally, just like ten years ago, rises in
      popular support for leftist-progressive figures and policy proposals on one side, and right-wing populist ones on
      the other,1 have spawned another chorus of academics and op-ed columnists to once
      again predict the end of neoliberalism. These recent events bring us full circle to the start of this book, and
      provide a fortuitous segue into this concluding chapter. Let me now quickly comment on these current affairs and
      predictions.
    


    
      1  For example, the conservative-libertarian movement of US Tea Party formed in 2009, and
      went on to win several congressional seats. This popular movement arguably laid the groundwork for the 2016
      election of Donald Trump.
    


    
      No, the popularity of Jeremy Corbyn in the UK and Bernie Sanders in the US are not threats to neoliberal
      hegemony. These politicians do champion genuine anti-neoliberal policies. However, they lost in the last national
      races by large margins. This means that the majority of the electorates are at best indifferent to Corbyn and
      Sanders, and are at worst disliking and distrustful of them enough to actually go out and vote against them.
      Further, Corbyn’s and Sanders’ policy positions are being parroted in watered-down forms by the neoliberal
      members of their parties who will be challenging them in the coming elections. It must be said that the
      admittedly impressive attribute of neoliberal theorists, organisations, and politicians is their ideological
      plasticity and chameleonism. This enables them to co-opt, integrate, transmute, and redirect the tenets and
      public fervour for popular political sentiments and proposals that may be antithetical to neoliberalism (Ban,
      2016; Mirowski, 2014), such as public support for banking and environmental regulations. Just take a look back at
      Barack Obama’s 2008 ‘hope’ and ‘change’ campaign and eight-year Presidency if you think I’m exaggerating this
      point. Moreover, even if by some miraculous feat Corbyn or Sanders manages to become a head of state, they will
      face fierce opposition and condemnation from the conservative parties, the mainstream-corporate wing of their
      own party, belt-way think tanks, powerful business leaders and associations, the press
      (including PBS and the BBC), and probably most elite university economics departments. These establishment forces
      command obscene amounts of wealth and play dirty. They would thus, to put it mildly, make Corbyn or Sanders
      winning the war of position and subsequent undertaking of any significant structural changes, very unlikely. This
      goes to Giroux’s (in Sardoc, 2018, p. 98) argument that
    


    
      Neoliberalism has become the dominant ideology of the times and has established itself as a central feature of
      politics. Not only does it define itself as a political and economic system whose aim was to consolidate power in
      the hands of a corporate and financial elite, it also wages a war over ideas. […] It has and continues to
      function […] in wider cultural apparatuses and platforms to privatize, deregulate, economize, and subject all of
      the commanding institutions and relations of everyday life to the dictates of privatization, efficiency,
      deregulation, and commodification.
    


    
      No, the rise of right-wing nationalism across the globe, though certainly concerning, does not fundamentally
      challenge the neoliberal order. In fact, the ideas and support for these movements are being skilfully adopted,
      manipulated, and permutated by American and British power elites to advocate and push through deregulation,
      anti-labour, and marketisation policies that they are masking as solutions to populist grievances (Bessner &
      Sparke, 2017; Lawson, 2018). Also, as I have mentioned previously, neoliberalism and right-wing authoritarianism
      are highly compatible. Both are based on ideologies that are reactionary, anti-progressive-leftist, and
      privilege markets and private property rights over democratic and human rights. Irrespective of their
      geo-specific version and manifestation, neoliberalism and (let’s not mince words anymore) fascism, are thus by no
      means inconsistent, and often the lines between them are quite blurred. This may be partly why historically,
      neoliberals have struggled to condemn fascist regimes, and why they have in some cases directly aided them.
      Milton Friedman and his Chicago boys, for example, had no compunctions about advising the Chilean dictator
      Augusto Pinochet who murdered and tortured thousands of leftist dissenters for committing the audacious crime of
      wanting a democracy. Relatedly, in reference to last year’s globally important Brazilian Presidential election of
      far-right candidate Jair Bolsonaro, Groccott (2018, p. 1) argues that
    


    
      When contemporary neoliberal commentators focus on Bolsonaro’s free trade credentials rather than his stand on
      dictatorship and human rights, it is worth remembering that this is a position with a long back-story that has
      its roots in the origins of neoliberal economic thought.
    


    
      Given their policy consistencies and historical chumminess, it is, therefore, tempting to reason that
      neoliberalism is just a tamer and more public relations friendly version of fascism,
      though this would miss important nuances. One is on conceptually safer waters to think of governors like May and
      Trump as representing a right to far-right neoliberalism, and of the Blair and Obama ilk as representing an
      “extreme centre” neoliberalism (Ismail & Kamat, 2018). For the foreseeable future, policy shifts in British,
      American, and most of the other “democratic” G20 central governments will likely not go beyond this range of
      neoliberalisms.
    


    
      In other words, even though current political developments and contexts are unique, we have basically seen this
      movie before. The ending tells us that neoliberalism is not going away anytime soon. This book has delved into
      one important area that can contribute to understandings for how and why this is the case, but which has been
      undertheorised and underexplored. Namely, missing from the scholarly literature concerned to explain the hegemony
      of neoliberalism are in-depth analyses of the psychosocial mechanisms necessary for any hegemonic system to
      persist. In the few works where these are addressed, they are often broadly explained in non-empirical works
      that, irrespective of intent, are mired in or very much reflect the dated Marxist notion of “false consciousness”
      (see e.g., Newman, 2016). And, no matter how sensitively this notion is applied or updated, even in the more
      sophisticated neo-Gramscian works, it suggests that the internalisation of dominant social information is a
      largely phenomenological and consensual albeit negotiated process. That is, these works suggest that the majority
      of non-elite individuals, despite their subordinate and marginalised social positions, hold a relatively
      cognisant although misguided awareness of their consent, contribution, and submission to the existing ruling
      ideology and corresponding social order. This, however, is a deus ex machina type of
      explanation that evades theoretical specificity and testability, as it does not specify how exactly dominant
      ideologies shape people’s subjectivities, or how this then leads them to reproduce those ideologies in their
      everyday lives. In addition, as Bourdieu (2000a) argues, people’s conscious consent to capitalist systems,
      whether deliberate or misdirected, does not sufficiently account for how these systems are able to evolve and
      adapt to changing times, especially when considering the ongoing crises and rampant social inequalities that they
      generate. More to the point, and in the current context, since the majority of people arguably do not even know
      what neoliberalism is, it is unlikely that most of them are, in the first instance, consciously consenting to it
      let alone actively reflecting on and negotiating between its discourses and practices. This is not to dismiss
      conscious agency, but only to recognise that subjectification and social reproduction largely occur beyond an
      agent’s conscious awareness or control (Althusser, 1971; Bourdieu, 2000b).
    


    
      Therefore, to help fill this theoretical and empirical gap in the literature, this book has focused on developing
      and testing a model of how both the conscious and non-conscious dimensions of people’s subjectivities and
      everyday social practices become interpellated through and reproductive of neoliberal
      ideology. For this end, I drew on and combined major tenets and concepts from complementary neurocognitive,
      social-cognition, media psychology, and developmental psychology paradigms, and tested and found support for
      these paradigmatic syntheses across three primary and methodologically distinct studies. Throughout this
      endeavour, I have attempted to identify and unpack key proximal and distal cognitive-affective and
      social-psychological mechanisms and processes through which people adopt and enact the market-based values,
      identities, and modes of agency that are distributed, endorsed, and enforced by neoliberal institutions and
      culture. But, in order to more fully explain how neoliberalism has become “common sense”, I need to reconnect
      these micro-level factors to the major structural and organisational components documented in the extant
      literature. I have reviewed many of these components in Chapter
      1, but will flesh them out a bit more in the next section. In doing so, I hope to demonstrate that insights
      from the sociological-political sciences and the cognitive-psychological sciences can be fruitfully meshed to
      develop a distinctive, falsifiable, and cognitive and sociological perspective on the determinants of
      neoliberalism.
    


    
      Power, organisation, ideology, and cognition: a unified systems theory


      
        Figure 6.1 presents a mapping of some of the key macro-,
        meso-, and micro-level mechanisms and interrelations that generate the production and reproduction of
        neoliberalism. The arrows (↑,⟶,↓) attached to what are denoted as major causal mechanisms by the symbol (•)
        represent a potentiating effect and direction. By this I mean the effect of increasing the activation
        potential, likelihood of engendering, and/or reinforcement of the target mechanism/s. Similarly, the
        (+) moderators refer to important secondary factors and conditions that can help
        foment, bolster, and intensify the functions of the target mechanism/s. Note that depending on their activation
        context and frequency, some of the mechanisms and moderators featured in the boxes will have greater
        potentiation effects or be more potentiated than others. Because of the spacing limit and necessary parsimony
        needed to make Figure 6.1 relatively understandable, these
        and other nuances and specificities are not well captured. Thus, to make sense of how to interpret this figure,
        I am going to detail how some of its featured mechanisms and moderators work. Also, this theoretical account is
        specific to the UK and US conjunctures. Although, with a few contextual tweaks it can be used to explain
        neoliberal hegemony and reproduction in other advanced neoliberal countries (e.g., Australia, South Korea) and
        developing neoliberalising countries (e.g., China, India), I am going to have to leave supporting that argument
        for another book.
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          Figure 6.1  Determinants of UK & US neoliberalism
        


        

      


      
        Major macro-level causal mechanisms and moderators


        
          As discussed in Chapter 1, a primary force behind the
          drafting and structural implementation of neoliberalism has been the Mont Pelerin Society and its
          intellectual network of pro-business think tanks and elite university economics departments (Mirowski &
          Plehwe, 2009; Plehwe et al., 2007). For almost 70 years, the MPS and its allies have been tenacious in
          preaching the neoliberal gospel, with many members going on to directly advise governments or get appointed
          to top government positions (Steger & Roy, 2010). During this time, business associations, NGOs, and
          non-MPS affiliated pro-market think tanks also formed and greatly multiplied (Ismail & Kamat, 2018;
          McDonald, 2014). These organisations perform various roles and are generally autonomous i.e., not centrally
          coordinated, but nonetheless tend to serve two main functions. The first is to
          develop policy positions and/or to conduct or fund research that just so happens to support these positions,
          and then to actively present these positions to government officials and disseminate them through mass media.
          For example, a US-based content analysis by McDonald (2014) found that on the topic of education reform,
          analysts from neoliberal “think tanks produced the largest number of education media citations”, while
          analysts from “progressive think tanks and university-based education-policy centers had little to no media
          presence” (p. 845). Accordingly, the second and corollary function is to shape public opinion in favour of
          neoliberal prescriptions and help quell or marginalise dissent.
        


        
          This brings us to the moderators shown in Figure 6.1.
          Specifically, the arrows and diagrams indicate that instances of natural disasters or financial crisis
          moderate the policy advocacy of neoliberal civil society organisations. This then potentiates the likelihood
          that a) governments will adopt and implement the policies proposed by the said organisations, or not make
          changes to existing neoliberal policies; and b) mass media will increase their dissemination of “free-market
          discourses & prescriptions”.2 Klein (2008) and Mirowski (2014), for
          example, have respectively documented how after Hurricane Katrina and the 2007–2008 US Credit Crisis,
          neoliberal think tanks and the neoclassical economics profession doubled down and stepped up their efforts in
          propagating further deregulation, privatisation, and austerity. Relatedly, in post-Katrina New Orleans,
          Gotham (2012, p. 633) argues that at “both the federal and local levels, inadequate contract oversight and
          lack of cost controls provided opportunities for private contractors to siphon public resources and exploit
          government agencies to further their profiteering interests and accumulation agendas.” Moreover, the US
          2007–2008 Credit Crisis and the global recession caused by it, led to the implementation of austerity
          measures in both the US and the UK. Importantly, I am not arguing that neoliberal civil society organisations
          are the sole or even main cause of these policy responses. Rather, and as Figure 6.1 is meant to illustrate, I am only arguing that they played a significant role in
          influencing these outcomes.
        


        
          2  Note that Figure 6.13 shows the moderator “Decreasing Individual Subscriptions”
          specifically targeted at the “MMMs” mechanism. This is based on the logical inference that plummeting
          subscriptions make print media in particular, depend more on advertisement revenue. This has the effect of
          forcing print (either traditional or online) outlets to show more adds, report on tawdry celebrity gossip,
          and cover other non-substantive topics i.e., to produce clickbait. Congruently, this also means that less
          time and resources are spent on reporting on criminal or legal but corrupt business and government practices.
        


        
          Correspondingly, recessions can also moderate mass media’s dissemination of market citizen framings and
          narratives. These are closely related to MMMs in that they entail consumerist frames that present individuals
          as market actors and producers, but are employed in political news coverage as opposed to advertisements and
          entertainment-based media. Temple (2015), for example, conducted a content analysis of 1,000 quotes from
          named individuals quoted in UK newspaper articles (excluding op-eds and editorials) between 2007 and 2014
          about the recession, financial crisis, or austerity policies from five national newspapers. These included
          The Mirror, The Daily Mail, The
          Times, The Sun, and The Guardian – a “liberal”
          newspaper. The findings showed that market citizen framings e.g., “decreasing
          purchasing power”, and “loss in economic output”, were the most prevalently employed by political, business,
          and civil society representatives. Additionally, “there were no systematic differences between the newspapers
          in the reporting of quotes which were overwhelmingly neoliberal in nature” (Temple, 2015, p. 3).
        


        
          Booming stock markets are another major moderating condition, and one that specifically serves as a rationale
          to push for further deregulation in order to keep the good times rolling. Dagher’s (2018) econometric
          analysis of the most well-known financial booms and busts since the 18th-century, for example, shows that
          each boom stage has occurred alongside a period of marked deregulation. As he puts it, “during these periods,
          governments weakened existing regulations, softened supervision, and often offered credit subsidies that
          amplified the boom” (Dagher, 2018, p. 2). These policy responses to bull markets are thus not unique to the
          neoliberal era, but they are nevertheless strongly congruent with enacting and maintaining neoliberal
          policies. In the US, for instance, the current Trump Presidency has overseen a stock boom, which he is using
          as excuse to slash environmental regulations; launch efforts to dismantle Dodd-Frank financial regulations;
          and threatened to rescind a regulation that would make millions of workers eligible for overtime pay
          (Surowiecki, 2017). To be certain, whether the economy is in recession or thriving, the policy response that
          is most 1) advocated by neoliberal economists and business representatives, 2) presented in mainstream media,
          and 3) likely to be enacted by governments, is predominantly some mixture of deregulation, marketisation, and
          loose monetarism. The latter is also known as monetary accommodation, and is normally proposed in the form of
          very low-interest rates. These I should add, discourage personal savings; encourage consumer borrowing and
          debt; and accelerate financialisation and mergers and acquisitions (Albo et al., 2010; Colombo, 2018; Mason,
          2010).3
        


        
          3  Quantitative easing is another important monetary policy that when enacted, props up
          too-big-to-fail banks with public funding. This encourages “moral hazard” among financial firm i.e.,
          situations in which one party undertakes risky behaviours (e.g., underwriting subprime mortgages), but is
          protected against the risk because a third party (e.g., taxpayers) will incur the cost.
        


        
          Two other key mechanisms that I have hinted to but not spelled out are known as “state capture” and
          “regulatory capture”. Both of these terms refer to situations in which state decision-making and legislation
          are heavily influenced if not outright controlled by private interests for their own advantage. The first
          type of capture applies to control of the state apparatus as a whole. Whereas the second, applies
          specifically to situations in which a regulatory agency charged with preserving the public interest, instead
          advances the commercial concerns of special interest groups that dominate the industry that the agency is
          charged with regulating. Either type of capture often comes into effect through campaign finance
          contributions (i.e., legal bribes); interlocking directorates and ruling-class networks and socialisation;
          governmental appointments of individuals to head agencies tasked with regulating the commercial industry that
          they worked for prior to their appointment and who following their government
          tenure return to the private sector (i.e., revolving doors); and governmental rubberstamping of legislation
          directly drafted by big businesses. Irrespective of their specific genesis, instances of state and regulatory
          capture produce a highly permissive regulatory environment that presently serves neoliberal entrenchment
          (Baker, 2010; Van Der Pijl & Yurchenko, 2015).
        


        
          Concordantly, supranational institutions like the IMF, World Bank, and WTO generally make no secrets about
          being principally concerned with promoting the interests of Western multinational corporations and
          governments. They are, therefore, effectively subject to forms of state and regulatory capture (Reinsberg et
          al., 2019). For example, the WTO’s Agreement on Agriculture was drafted by the former vice-president of
          Cargill Dan Amstut. Similarly, the WTO’s Trade-related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights agreement was
          initially drafted by computing and pharmaceutical companies prior to being pushed onto to governments to
          sign. A legitimate argument can be made that big businesses should be involved in the deliberation of these
          treaties. However, the fact that these legally binding treaties are being largely written by representatives
          of big business with little alteration and minimal input from the broader pool of affected stakeholders, and
          then accepted by economically weaker developing countries via the strong-arm tactics of the US and EU
          government negotiators, is an affront to the democratic norms the WTO purports to uphold, and a textbook
          example of state and regulatory capture. In a similar vein, the World Bank and IMF are considerably
          influenced by the US Treasury and Wall Street firms. Due in large part to this influence, these supranational
          institutions have effectively forced developing countries to adopt lapse capital controls; eliminate trade
          barriers; and implement austerity, privatisation, and price-deregulation measures; among other pro-market
          reforms. They have accomplished this primarily by making their financial aid and technical expertise
          conditional on a country’s acceptance and implementation of structural adjustment programmes (Gill, 2003;
          Steger & Roy, 2010). The result of these adjustments has been to provide British and American companies
          with an abundance of cheap labour, raw materials, tax loopholes, and virtually zero liability for any
          incurring environmental damage or human rights abuses. This keeps the cost of their products low, thereby
          helping to fuel a perpetual cycle of foreign production-exportation and domestic consumption (Wall, 2010).
          These policies also have the effect of keeping developing countries poor, indebted, and desperate enough to
          sell their public assets (e.g., state-enterprises, natural resources) to multinational and local corporations
          – often at below market value (Ellwood, 2011; Henisz et al., 2005). Hence, overall, the free-trade treaties,
          reforms, and structural conditions engendered by the WTO, IMF, and World Bank have exerted “deleterious
          effects on bureaucratic quality by increasing the risk of bureaucrats [from developing countries] falling
          prey to special interests and narrowing potential policy instruments available to them” (Reinsberg et al.,
          2019, p. 1222). All these factors, in turn, moderate corporate conglomeration, monopolisation, and
          oligopolisation (Ellwood, 2011; Monbiot, 2016; Vratuša, 2002). Mind you, this isn’t just lefty hyperbole. The
          World Bank itself has, for example, found that their own structural adjustment programmes yielded such
          outcomes.
        


        
          Broadly speaking, financial liberalization has reinforced patterns of economic growth that are based on
          strengthening non-competitive practices. Oligopolistic practices have not only been preserved but also
          enhanced by the side effects of financial liberalization, the most important of which are speculative
          behavior and non-productive borrowing.
        


        
          (Structural Adjustment Participatory Review International Network, 2002, p. 72)
        

      

      
        Major meso-level causal mechanisms


        
          The second-level (i.e., meso) section of Figure 6.1
          displays commercial industries, public services, education sectors, and non-profit sectors as causal
          mechanisms. These encompass the large majority of the employment and educational institutions that most
          adolescent and adult Britons and Americans spend the majority of their waking hours working and interacting
          in. While they can also be considered macro-level mechanisms, they are featured in the second-level section
          because of how their neoliberal congruent organisational structures and practices are potentiated by the
          mechanisms that I termed: Profit-Maximization Fiduciary Obligation (PMFO), Tendency To Adjudicate
          White-Collar Crimes As Torts (TTAWCCAT), Toothless Labour Laws, Neo-Managerial Methods, and Decreasing Public
          Funding. I shall begin this segment by discussing the two acronymised mechanisms.
        


        
          Commercial industry firms such as public limited companies, hedge-funds, investment banks, and insurance
          agencies, are legally obligated to place their investors’ interests ahead of competing interests and maximise
          their returns. White-collar crimes including corporate and financial crimes (e.g., insider trading, money
          laundering, selling illegal tax shelters, frontrunning, and environmental pollution) are in the UK and US,
          typically treated as tort violations. So instead of being prosecuted under criminal statutes that lead to
          imprisonment for offenders, these crimes are overwhelmingly litigated under civil law accords that mostly
          lead to fines (Cohen, 1989; Simpson, 2002), and in many instances without the offender actually having to
          admit guilt. Correspondingly, incorporation affords limited liability companies the status of a “legal
          person”. Hence, in instances of criminality, it is usually only the abstract corporate entity that is
          prosecuted, while the flesh and blood managers are rarely legally charged with any wrongdoing, and are in
          essence just told by state prosecutors and regulators not to do it again. Since 1) it is impossible to jail a
          corporation; 2) incurred fines can be normally readily observed by a corporation’s massive annual revenues;
          and 3) culpable executives almost never have to face jail time or even be held personally liable, recidivism
          is quite high among corporate offenders.
        


        
          All this means that top managers and junior executives, especially those working in limited liability
          companies, are keenly aware that their job security and bonuses depend on how much revenue they can generate
          for their company. On average, they also probably know that most any malfeasance that they partake in to meet
          or exceed their revenue quotas, will almost certainly result in a monetary penalty that is less than what
          they can gain from the offense, and only if they get caught (Cohen, 1989). These
          economic incentives, institutional imperatives, and conditions of underdeterrent legality in tandem generate
          a distinct corporate culture that tolerates, rewards, and engenders legal offences that benefit a company’s
          bottom line. Indeed, criminological studies have well established the link between profit motivations,
          TTAWCCAT, organisational-cultural deviance, and corporate criminality (Husted & Gendron, 2010; Simpson,
          2002; Taibbi, 2010). A US-based study, for example, found that “serious anti-trust violations are more likely
          when industry profitability is declining, and trivial violations are more likely when industry profitability
          is increasing” (Daboub et al., 1995, p. 143). Accordingly, the PMFO and TTAWCCAT mechanisms potentiate the
          neoliberal system maintenance and reproductive functions of major and dominant commercial industries in at
          least two ways. First, these mechanisms help create within corporate work environments, organisational norms
          and values that include a hyper-competitive ethos and climate, rewards for compliance with questionable and
          illegal practices, and sanctions for non-compliance with this illegality. These norms and values ensure that
          management bodies are predominantly composed of individuals conditioned to be highly self-interested,
          instrumental, and amoral, and substantially devoid of individuals who favour prosocial and ethical values,
          concerns, and behaviours. Second, PMFO and TTAWCCAT potentiate moral hazard; the externalisation of labour
          and environmental costs; and risky leveraging, speculation, and underwriting practices that, by the way, can
          induce asset bubbles and consequent market crashes and significant pension losses (Taibbi, 2010).
        


        
          Toothless labour laws and neo-managerial methods potentiate several of the same private sector behaviours and
          organisational outcomes described above, but have a more pernicious effect on workers at the bottom or under
          the corporate ladder. That is, toothless labour laws are those with feeble regulations and enforcement
          outlets. These laws have been made as such due to state-regulatory capture, deregulation, union suppression,
          and underfunded and under-staffed occupational health and safety government agencies. Neo-managerialism
          (a.k.a. managerialism) is a business school bred ideology that calls for the unremitting organisational
          restructuring of private and public organisations via the sharpening of incentives and reduction of operating
          costs. More specifically, neo-managerialism proposes increases in the remuneration, number, and power of
          senior managers; implementation of auditing measures and target benchmarks to monitor and evaluate individual
          and organisational performance; and lowering the income and downgrading the role and working conditions of
          skilled workers (Klikauer, 2015; Terry, 1998). Combined, the ongoing hollowing out of labour protections and
          rights plus the widespread adoption of neo-managerial practices translates into many workers today with
          non-permanent employee contracts having little choice but to put up with being constantly evaluated and
          disciplined, and tolerate discriminatory, exploitative, and, in some cases, dangerous workplaces.
        


        
          These mechanisms, along with decreasing fiscal expenditures, have likewise affected precariat and to some
          degree permanent-contracted workers from the public, education, and non-profit sectors. This varies by sector
          and national context, but broadly speaking, the convergence of weakening labour rights and unions, dwindling
          public funds, and an institutional emphasis on efficiency and meeting constantly raised benchmarks, has led
          to the following outcomes. First, many and possibly the majority of workers from these sectors have to submit
          to frequent performance audits and ever-increasing demands for greater productivity. Second, organisations
          have to compete with one another for limited available government and private grants. Third, workers and
          individual organisations are, therefore, forced to adopt competitive mentalities and instrumentalist
          practices; espouse non-confrontational advocacy and policy positions; and view and treat the people they
          serve as measurable means to raise revenues and maintain institutional viability (Cribb & Gewirtz, 2013;
          Fitzgibbon, 2013; Garrow & Hasenfeld, 2014; Mosley, 2012). So in short, weak labour laws and
          neo-managerialism help create an active and reserve army of highly flexible and mostly non-unionised,
          unprotected, and precariat workers who supply the UK and US neoliberal systems with very productive domestic
          cheap labour. The majority of which may be too fearful of being fired, economically insecure, accepting of
          their precarity, or just tired, to strike, unionise, or otherwise oppose their adverse working conditions
          (Dempsey & Sanders, 2010; Ivancheva, 2015). The above-stated mechanisms along with decreasing government
          fiscal expenditures also generate conditions whereby public, education, and non-profit sector workers have
          little time, impetus, or organisational incentive to advocate for structural solutions to the social
          adversities and hardships faced by their “clients”.
        

      

      
        Major micro-level causal mechanisms and moderators


        
          Finally, I have dedicated much of this book to specifying the manifestation and characteristics of the main
          micro-level mechanism listed as “Neoliberal Subjectivity Formation (Habitus)”, in Figure 6.1. I started this in Chapter 2, where I listed a set of dispositional cultural and political value, attitudinal,
          and action schemas that I argue typify an ideal neoliberal habitus and subject. I theorised that in real
          British and American subjects, these sociocultural schemas are due to their conceptual, discursive,
          ideological, and behavioural congruity, strongly connected and cultivated in an associative network of
          contiguous neocortical representations. Furthermore, the cultivation, robustness, and behavioural enactment
          of these schemas will largely be a function of an individual subject’s frequency of exposure and
          corresponding pressure to conform to neoliberal-congruent social information. Next I posited that such
          information includes MMMs and market-citizen, anti-welfare, anti-union, and free-market media frames or
          narratives – all of which are listed as moderators on the third-level section of Figure 6.1. My ethnographic study on LA and London adolescents
          presented in Chapter 3, helped to verify these
          assumptions, and also suggested that new media use likely enhances the formation of a neoliberal habitus
          subjectivity. Moreover, I did not discuss this in length, but this study provided some evidence that in the
          case of my Mainstream type participants, familial pressure to become financially
          successful and participation in instrumentalist after-school programmes (i.e., lessons and activities led by
          schools or non-profit organisations that focus on teaching young people how to become entrepreneurs and
          business savvy), were also important positive moderators. Following this, my survey study presented in
          Chapter 4, gave further evidence of the important role of new media use and consumption of materialism-related
          media content in moderating neoliberal habitus-subjectivity formations. Other literature reviewed in this
          chapter brought to light the role of the causal mechanisms listed as prestige, conformity, and social
          comparison biases. These inherent psychological biases strongly motivate people, especially adolescents, to
          internalise dominant social information and conform to prevailing social values, norms, and orders (Chudek et
          al., 2012; Gilbert, 2017; Ismail et al., 2018). These mechanisms, therefore, play a major role in
          sociocultural transmission and inertia in general (Henrich & Boyd, 2002; Kitayama & Park, 2010).
          However, their social reproduction functions are arguably heightened in the UK and US neoliberal systems in
          large part by these systems’ unique new and old media environments via the omnipresent MMMs found and
          perpetually promulgated therein (Lee et al., 2016; Sharif & Khanekharab, 2017).
        


        
          Concomitantly, in Chapter 5, I reviewed the main premises
          of media framing, priming, and cultivation theory literatures, which provide a comprehensive theoretical
          basis and robust empirical support for the following thesis. Regular and long-term selective or incidental
          exposure to thematically, conceptually, and ideologically consistent cultural or political media cues,
          frames, or narratives can in each instance, activate a viewer’s related pre-existing schemas, and thereby
          over time, shape these schemas’ syntactic and semantic architecture. These schematic changes can be further
          augmented by the mnemonic process of narrative transportation and its progenitor process “high-end
          elaboration” (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986), which can, in turn, be activated by attention to typical media
          depictions of wealth (Shrum et al., 2011). In this chapter, I additionally introduced the concept of
          self-enhancement dispositions i.e., a set of innate psychological drives that bias people towards
          self-interested and anti-social cognitive, affective, and behavioural orientations (Kasser, 2016).
          Incidentally, these are the dispositions that neoliberals believe primarily constitute human nature and that
          we should as individuals be concerned with nurturing (Friedman, 2002; Hayek, 1994). I then presented primary
          experimental evidence supporting my hypotheses that in advanced neoliberal societies, these inherent
          dispositions can take the form of materialism and anti-welfare schemas. And, that these schema networks can
          be implicitly and contagiously activated, shaped, and overdeveloped, in part, by chronic exposure to MMMs.
          Hence, when triggered by relevant media or other related sociocultural stimuli, both the development of
          self-enhancement dispositions and the neoliberal habitus are simultaneously bolstered.
        


        
          Self-enhancement dispositional cultivations are, in kind, potentiated by “economic insecurity” and rising
          “university tuition”. Twenge and Kasser’s (2013) large cohort study of American 12th graders from 1976 to
          2007, for example, found that high levels of unemployment, divorce, and other economic woes were strong
          predictors of materialistic values and goal aspirations. They argue that one reason for this, is that
          children whose parents are divorced or unemployed may experience feelings of insecurity that “may linger in
          the child’s life and lead him/her to attempt to cope by following the culturally sanctioned path of pursuing
          wealth and possessions” (Twenge & Kasser, 2013, p. 893). Concordantly, American and British survey and
          qualitative studies have found that “paying tuition fees” increases consumer orientations and instrumentalist
          attitudes towards higher education (Bunce et al., 2017; Delucchi & Korgen,
          2002; Millican, 2014). These increases would, therefore, also feed the cultivation of self-enhancement
          dispositions as well as the neoliberal habitus. What is more, rising tuition over the last 20 year has led to
          soaring rates of student borrowing with 44 million Americans and 5.7 million Britons currently owing around
          £1.1 trillion and £105 billion, respectively. Fun fact, in the US, this is the only type of consumer debt
          that cannot be nullified through bankruptcy. Furthermore, it is now widely accepted that in both the US and
          UK, the majority of graduates will not pay off their total balances before 25–30 years after their
          graduation, and many will never be able to do so. It can be reasonably extrapolated from these bleak
          realities that a large percentage of graduates, and particularly those from less-privileged backgrounds, are
          more likely to take and put up with the conditions of any, and often low paying, job in order to pay back
          their student loans. This then leaves them with less time and energy to engage in counter-hegemonic
          activities (e.g., unionising, striking). Ergo, current tuition fees and any possible future rise in these can
          intensify economic insecurity, and induce an overall cascading potentiating effect that serves to maintain
          and perpetuate neoliberalism in everyday life.4
        


        
          4  I have also included “rote-learning based education” as a moderator. By this I mean
          pedagogy based on standardised testing and memorisation practices, which I believe indirectly contribute to
          neoliberal habitus-subjectivity formations by hindering the development of critical and lateral thinking
          skills.
        


        
          There is way more that can be said about the mechanisms, moderators, and interconnections displayed in the
          figure, but what I have discussed will hopefully suffice to comprehend my proposed theory. I must emphasise,
          however, that Figure 6.1 and its overview above represent a
          working theory that requires additional refinement and empirical verification. Some of its parts may need to
          be discarded or further qualified in the event that future studies find a preponderance of disconformitory
          evidence. This caveat notwithstanding, all of the corresponding arguments, assumptions, and proposed
          components have been either directly substantiated with three distinct lines of empirical evidence collected
          over the past ten years via primary ethnographic, survey, and experimental research. Or, inferred and
          supported with theoretical insights and available empirical evidence drawn from extensive bodies of relevant
          political-sociological, media-communication, social-psychological, and neuroscience research. Furthermore,
          despite my ubiquitous use of the term “mechanism” and arrow symbols in Figure 6.1, my theory should not be understood as mechanistic in the classic Newtonian sense.
          This is because it is not intended as a linear model but rather a dynamic or if you will, practopoietic
          systems theory. To be clear, I have done my best to present and conceptualise neoliberalism as an emergent
          property of neurobiological and psycho-sociological phenomena working in consort with geo-historical
          happenstances, vested interests, and human agency. This means that the primary and ancillary macro, meso, and
          micro-level causal mechanisms and moderators that I have posited function in a reciprocal and mutually
          reinforcing process to produce and maintain the current neoliberal systems of
          Britain and America. I’m not suggesting that these systems are fixed or impervious to systemic shocks or
          agent-based transformations, nor that they run smoothly, nor that they aren’t being challenged by individuals
          and counter-hegemonic organisations. I’m merely postulating that, having had 40 years to structurally
          incubate, germinate, and take root, these systems are now sufficiently robust enough to exert downward
          signals, pressures, and causal effects on their constituent parts. The end result of these complex dynamics
          being a relative homeostasis. To wit, in aggregate, the first level moderates the second level, both of which
          then combine to induce and/or reify the mechanisms and conditions in the third level. This creates a positive
          feedback loop whereby the third level moderates the second level, the synergistic combination of these then
          produces and/or reinforces the organisational infrastructure, objectives, interpersonal relations, and
          subjectivities that help to reproduce or at least not significantly challenge the institutions, processes,
          and actors involved in the first level.
        


        
          Naturally, there are going to be mechanisms, moderating conditions, and other factors that I have simply
          failed to consider or that have yet to be identified in the extant literature. I do suspect though that as I
          continue to improve this theory through ongoing research, any such additional considerations can likely be
          unproblematically integrated into its framework. Related to this point, based on my primary and secondary
          research, I contend that the UK- and US-based processes of neoliberal subjectification-interpellation and
          corresponding value, attitudinal, and behavioural outputs are relatively uniform and, hence, unimpeded or
          unaffected significantly by individual differences in class, race/ethnicity, gender, or nationality. By this
          I mean that irrespective of their differing demographics and social positions, subjects with robust
          neoliberal habituses develop, express, and enact similar overarching cultural and political values,
          attitudes, and practices. However, it is worth exploring further if, and if so then the extent to and context
          in which these important demographic segregations help to generate distinctly different types of neoliberal
          subjectivities-habituses. This would help to incorporate more classificatory nuance, conceptual precision,
          and complexity into the present iteration. In addition, I have spoken about the effects of the proposed
          mechanisms and moderators in broad terms, meaning that their specific boundary conditions still need to be
          tested and unpacked. Alas, that is beyond the scope of this book, but I hope that what I have presented thus
          far can inspire research in this area. That said, and although I did spend a torturous year connecting,
          specifying, and expanding on all the components of the cognitive-sociological systems theory summarised
          above, its general thesis builds on a fairly uncontroversial and widely accepted understanding of the
          circular dynamics between the individual, culture, and social reproduction. This understanding is succinctly
          captured in Kasser’s (2011, p. 200) account below, which, as you might discern, my theory is simply an
          elaboration of:
        


        
          Essentially, as more and more people in a culture take on the ideology of a particular social system, the
          relevant values and beliefs of the ideology come to increasingly inform the ways that people work and consume
          and interact and raise their children, as well as the types of institutions, laws, and policies that people create and support or dismantle and oppose. Through such processes, we can see
          both how culture influences people’s values and how people’s values help to create the culture. In the case
          of laissez-faire, neo-liberal capitalism, […] once people begin to prioritize the self-enhancing, extrinsic
          values required for the maintenance of the economic system, they become more likely to act in ways that
          bolster the system, [and support the creation of social institutions that perpetuate the system].
        


        
          Astute readers are nevertheless sure to find several holes in the theory I have presented. I would actually
          expect nothing less, and welcome criticisms and attempts at falsification. The validity and utility of this
          or any theory is entirely dependent on its capacity to describe, explain, and make predictions about a given
          phenomenon better and more consistently than competing theories. This criterion is undeniably and
          immeasurably more difficult for social and behavioural science theories to meet than for those from the
          natural sciences. Still, and here I am specifically addressing social scientists, this does not mean that we
          should abandon our traditional obligation to make our explanations, you know, scientific. Do try to remember
          that the suffix “ology” in the names of the respective disciplines that we presumably adhere to, cherish, and
          trained in, stands for “scientific study of”. And so if we wish to keep using this suffix in our job titles,
          then we need to be willing and able to put forth testable models and concepts irrespective of how limited and
          tentative these will necessarily be given the immense complexity of social systems, cognition, and behaviour,
          and despite knowing full well that our theories and conceptualisations could be entirely wrong. As I will
          outline in the following section, the world is facing a number of potentially cataclysmic sociopolitical and
          environmental problems. We, therefore, desperately need to do our part in deciphering and explaining as many
          of the root mechanisms and conditions that are causing these problems as possible, so that we can then be
          able to contribute to finding effective solutions to them.5
        


        
          5  I recognise that any proposed solutions scientists come up with may not be exercised
          or even listened to. Nevertheless, I maintain that it is our ethical obligation as academics to develop such
          proposals through rigorous, systematic, and replicable empirical research, and subsequently communicate them
          to the public.
        

      
    


    
      More doom and gloom


      
        I started Chapter 1 with an overview of Francis Fukuyama’s
        (1992) famous declaration that liberal democracy (i.e., neoliberalism) represents the last stage of
        sociocultural evolution. To be fair, Fukuyama is not arguing that no significant political events will occur,
        or that all societies will adopt neoliberalism. He simply proposes that over time, neoliberalism will become
        the only credible, legitimate, and optimal form of national-societal organisation. I want to end this book by
        proposing that Fukuyama may possibly be correct after all, but not for the reasons he proposes. Let me explain.
        He uses the phrase “end of history” in a metaphorical and actually optimistic fashion. I, however, think it is
        feasible that while not the only cause, neoliberalism as currently practiced may be the primary causal
        contributor to a more literal end of history, or at least modern human history as we know it. Just consider the
        stark realities and projections below, to list but a few.
      


      
        	In 2016 in the US, transportation overtook power plants as the highest emitter of carbon dioxide for the
        first time since 1979. Around a quarter of transport emissions comes from medium- and heavy-duty trucks, and
        this problem is getting worse due to the increased consumption generated by online shopping and concurrent
        increasing consumer demand for speedier deliveries. This is also having delirious effects on infrastructure and
        the health of communities exposed to the rise in air pollutants (Jaller, 2018).


        	Currently, information communication technologies make up around 1.6% of global greenhouse emissions
        (GGHEs), which is projected to rise to 14% by 2040. Smartphones make up a large proportion of these emissions
        (Belkhir & Elmeligi, 2018). They also use ten times as many precious metals as do desktops or laptops. The
        extraction of these metals requires environmentally destructive mining that will very likely increase due to
        the projected increase in smartphone users, in addition to the built-in obsolescence manufacturing practices
        which make smartphones useless after a couple of years. Cause you know, Apple and Samsung need perpetually
        growing quarterly earnings.


        	Global water demand is projected to rise by 55% between 2000 and 2050. A total of 70% of global freshwater
        is used for agricultural, and by the year 2035, food production will need to grow by 69% to sustain the
        ever-growing population. What is more, as you can probably guess, freshwater sources are getting depleted
        faster than they are getting replenished. Of the world’s 37 major aquifers, 21 are receding and come from
        India, China, France, and the US (Smedley, 2017).


        	According to a recent report by the World Wildlife Fund (WWF, 2015), if current trends continue, 11 regions
        of the most ecologically diverse and important forests will be lost by 2030. This will account for 80% of
        global deforestation between 2010 and 2030. Three of these regions encompass the highly neoliberalised
        countries of China, Brazil, and Australia.


        	An analysis by the International Energy Agency (IEA, 2018) indicates that demand for plastic – a major
        environmental and oceanic pollutant and contributor to GGHEs, has almost doubled since 2000, surpassed that of
        all other bulk materials (e.g., cement, aluminium, steel), and will continue to grow. The US and Europe
        presently use up to 20 times as much plastic as the developing economies of India and Indonesia per capita.
        This underscores the massive potential growth in global demand for this petrochemical product. Coincidingly, in
        the coming years “planet-warming gases from plastics production are set to grow by almost 300% [and] plastic
        will soon be a bigger contributor to climate change than aviation and shipping put together” (FOE, 2019, p.
        1).


        	Fast fashion has become so popular that, “20 new garments manufactured per person each year”, and people
        are purchasing 60% more clothes than they did in 2000”. This is expected “to result in a tripling of resource
        consumption by 2050” (Nature Climate Change, 2019, p. 1). Moreover, textile production emits more carbon
        dioxide than maritime shipping and international flights, and is one of the most environmentally polluting
        industries.


        	Since 1980, inequality as measured by the top 10% share of income distribution per country, has been
        increasing in most of the world, with China, India, and Russia posting the fastest growing rates. Although
        there has been a substantial increase in national wealth, rich countries have rates of public wealth that are
        negative or near zero, with (surprise, surprise), the UK and the US having lowest levels of public capital
        (Savoia, 2017).


        	From 2008 and 2015, around 26 million people have been displaced annually by weather-related disasters
        attributed to global warming (United Nations Climate Change, 2017). Tropical storms, droughts, flood, and
        hurricanes, are increasing significantly in many parts of the world. Due to the devastating impact of these
        natural disasters on the people and livelihoods of climate-vulnerable communities, the scale and rate of
        migration and food insecurity is projected to grow even further. Many of these climate refuges will also and
        reasonably seek to migrate to rich developed countries. This will likely significantly strain their public
        services and employment opportunities, as well as increase anti-immigrant tensions and sentiments.

      


      
        The amount of current and expected increases in resource depletion, environmental degradation, inequality, and
        GGHEs (and the natural disasters induced by these emissions), is staggeringly high, and only minimally captured
        in the excerpts above. Critically, these negative outcomes have coincided with the onset of and been strongly
        amplified by UK- and US-led global neoliberalism. These increases are likely to continue to go unchecked and
        exacerbated by the estimated addition of 2 billion more people by 2050. This will be especially the case when
        you consider the expected increasing purchasing power of millions of Indians and Chinese – many of whom will
        likely and understandably want to live like the comfortable middle-class Brits and Americans that they see on
        the Western commercial media that they are also being increasingly exposed to. Now, I realise that even more so
        than Fukuyama, and somewhat ironically, I have positioned neoliberalism as a uniquely totalising social system
        that has become entrenched and continues to flourish in much of the world. Yet, despite its durability, I do
        not think that neoliberalism is sustainable for the simple reason that we live in a finite planet with finite
        resources, which at the risk of belabouring the point, we are quickly running out of.
      


      
        Thus, if we don’t figure out a way to completely overhaul our respective neoliberal systems and deeply affected
        mindsets, then we will eventually be kept in check by the natural constraints of the physical world. And, not
        in a nice way as the IPCC (2018) has repeatedly and desperately warned us. Life will of course continue, and
        the earth will in time recover its rich biodiversity. However, it is not an exaggeration or baselessly cynical
        to question whether modern societies, which are economically, technologically, and media-culturally connected
        and interdepended to a historically unprecedented level, will be able to adapt in time to mitigate the looming
        environmental catastrophes. Or, the consequent social unrest and warring competition over depleting resources
        wrought by our continued adherence to and reproduction of neoliberalism. Correspondingly, in a 2003 TED talk on
        why societies collapse, biophysicist and anthropologist Jarred Diamond makes the following comments, which
        acutely speak to our current situation.
      


      
        I’m teaching a course at UCLA and what always bugs my undergraduate students is: How on Earth did these
        societies not realise what they were doing? How could the Easter Islanders have deforested their environment?
        What did they say when they were cutting down the last palm tree? Didn’t they see what they were doing? How
        could societies not perceive the impacts on the environment and stop it in time? And I would expect that if our
        human civilization carries on, then maybe in the next century people will be asking why on Earth did these
        people today in the year 2003 not see the obvious things that they were doing and take corrective action?
      


      
        In response to the questions Diamond poses above, I venture to say that past societies did not realise what
        they were doing because of their specific sociocultural neural-schematic frameworks, just like most of us
        neoliberal subjects don’t fully realise what we are doing because of ours. Indeed, we should not be so arrogant
        as to think that we have evolved or otherwise acquired superior faculties and levels of self-awareness than
        people from these very recent civilisations. Our civilisation may be different, but we share with these people
        the same innate neurocognitive and social-psychological predispositions, drives, limitations, biases, blinders,
        and developmental capacity. These, as they did so in individuals from past imperial societies, can blind us,
        make us unwilling to change, and numb us to the realities and future consequences of our destructive ideas,
        values, attitudes, practices, and social systems. And, can do so past the point where societal collapse becomes
        inevitable. Here, one should keep in mind that citizens from the British, Roman, Persian, Egyptian, and
        countless other historical empires thought that the sun would never set on them.
      

    


    
      Some urgently necessary but probably unrealistic policy proposals


      
        Nevertheless, we certainly do have the power to not only solve existing sociopolitical and environmental
        problems, but to also make life markedly better for every living being on this planet. There are also many
        brilliant people, courageous activists, principled organisations, and even some politicians all over the world
        working to fix the societal dilemmas raised throughout this book. Additionally, there has been considerable and
        encouraging advancements in technologies for renewable energy, water conservation,
        recycling, green chemistry, and sustainable agriculture. Note, however, that these require massive amounts of
        government-funded research and infrastructural development. In other words, these technologies will not, as
        neoliberal theorists, pundits, and politicians continue to claim, be brought about by the magic free-market
        fairies or “invisible hand” as it were. Also, green technology while promising and definitely worth public
        investment, may neither be enough to address climate change, nor will it be enough to address growing
        socioeconomic inequalities and labour exploitation, if we don’t make drastic changes to our neoliberal systems
        of perpetual consumption and economic growth; unregulated capital and finance; and unrepresentative and
        unaccountable so-called “representative democracies”.
      


      
        Yes, we need to recycle more, buy less stuff, shop ethically, watch less commercial media, block
        advertisements, use less electricity, take fewer flights, become more media literate, eat less meat, and vote
        for actually progressive (i.e., non-corporate) politicians and parties. But these individual acts will never be
        enough to solve our systemic pathologies. To think otherwise is to fall into the same individualistic
        mentalities that led us to our current predicaments. Fixing these problems will require national and
        international structural changes that can, for starters, include:
      


      
        	Wresting capital and power from the top 10% of the population who own 85% of global wealth, in part, by
        raising top marginal tax rates on income, capital gains, corporate profits, estates, and property
        holdings.


        	Instituting stronger government protections for the environment, labour, human, and consumer rights along
        with national living wages.


        	Dismantling the grotesque legal framework of corporate personhood, and reclassifying and prosecuting
        corporate and financial crimes as criminal violations with mandatory minimum sentences for convicted executives
        and managers.


        	Implementation and enforcement of stricter rent-control, anti-usury, campaign finance contribution,
        anti-trust, and advertisement regulations and laws.


        	Enforceable international regulations on finance and capital controls (e.g., Tobin tax), as well as
        elimination of corporate tax havens and loopholes.


        	Diverting public funds from military and private security institutions to education, welfare, health care,
        social housing, conservation, and international aid institutions.


        	Large-scale public investment in, and ownership of, renewable energy and sustainable agricultural
        infrastructure (see e.g., US Congresswoman Alexandra Ocasio-Cortez’s plan for a Green New Deal).


        	Implementing: term limits and electoral systems of proportional representation based on party membership
        figures as well as gender, class, and ethnicity demographic proportions; municipal level systems of
        participatory democracy (e.g., participatory budgeting); and government protected systems of workplace
        democracy.


        	Loan forgiveness for indebted developing economies, and the enactment of a new Marshall Plan that will
        obligate rich Western nations to fund green technological infrastructure projects across the Global South.


        	Very large drawbacks on, or eliminations of, the use of standardised testing, rote-learning methods, and
        accountability metrics in schools, coupled with very large increases in the use and implementation of Deweyian
        “progressive” and Friereian “critical” pedagogic methods, organization, and objectives.6

      


      
        6 John Dewey’s (1990) classic model of progressive education draws on the Enlightenment
        ideals of reason and critique, and Rousseauian humanist notions of community and child-centred approaches to
        education. This model is concerned with the development of essential cognitive, social, and vocational skills
        so pupils can grow to be self-reliant yet critical, conscientious, and responsible citizens who can live in,
        and maintain, a decentralised, democratic, and just society. To these ends, progressive education emphasises
        hands-on experiential learning, co-operative educational activities, multi-age classrooms, mentor-apprentice
        relationships; and in-depth conceptual, practical, and contextual understanding of scientific, mathematical,
        and political knowledge (Kohn, 2015). Critical pedagogy as founded by the influential education philosopher
        Paolo Friere, is principally concerned with helping students to develop a critical consciousness. This process
        broadly entails both an epistemological-cognitive and a normative-behavioural component where students are
        exposed to explicitly political ideas and interpretations of current events, science, literature, histories,
        and media-culture. Through this, students are taught to develop critical, lateral, and reflective thinking
        skills that can enable them to gain a deeper understanding of the curriculum and their situated history, and
        crucially, to recognise oppressive and unjust social institutions, ideas, and norms (Biesta, 1998; Friere,
        1996). Moreover, and concurrently, students are directly encouraged, if not expected, to use these skills to
        then actively challenge and take individual and collective democratic action against social injustices and
        inequalities. Progressive and critical pedagogies are highly synergistic, complementary, and conducive to the
        fostering of healthy cognitive, psychological, and social development. Further, the kinds of deep conceptual
        and creative learning practices; opportunities for dialogue; the exposure of students to authentic or situated
        problems and examples; and the mentorship relationships that the said pedagogies employ and emphasise have been
        shown to lead to the superior development of critical thinking, problem-solving, reading, and mathematical
        reasoning skills than the rote learning and behaviourist inspired pedagogies epitomised by neoliberal
        standards-based educational approaches (Abrami et al., 2015; Wenglinsky, 2004a; Wirebring et al., 2015).
      


      
        This is by no means an exhaustive list, though, its ten proposals should attenuate the activation and/or
        neoliberalisation effects of most of the mechanisms and moderators displayed in Figure 6.1. I, therefore, have a strong inclination that the enactment of the list above can
        go a long way towards mitigating our social ills and massively improving our quality of life. In any case, I
        cannot imagine that its realisation would leave us worse than neoliberalism has, or worse than if we continue
        carrying on with the status quo. Also, implementing the listed proposals will cost a lot of money, but no more
        so than the hundreds of billions spent on the military-industrial complex to maim, murder, and spy on
        civilians; or on corporate welfare and tax cuts for the rich; or on the projected costs of
        climate-change-induced natural disasters, mass migration, and international conflicts. Furthermore, the listed
        proposals are admittedly broad and utopian, but they arguably are not radical or original as most of them have
        been repeatedly prescribed or alluded to by many well-regarded heterodox economists,
        psychologists, and sociologists (see e.g., Chang, 2010; Kasser, 2011; Ellwood, 2011; Patel, 2010, and for a
        more detailed policy framework see Wall, 2010). You might now rightfully be asking: how do we go about actually
        enacting these proposals? Unfortunately, I have to give the annoying and anti-climactic answer that without
        primary or secondary research to yet be able draw on, I can’t propose any methods or ideas. That is not to say
        that there aren’t any; it is just that I am at this point in time at a loss as to what these might entail.
        However, if the history of progressive social movements is anything to go on, then it seems likely that
        whatever structural solutions to our current and looming systemic problems we come up with, they will only be
        implementable through sustained, relentless, and offline direct democratic action, civil disobedience, and
        grassroots organising (Chomsky, 2011; Habermas, 1991; Graeber, 2004; Newman, 2016).
      


      
        Although, I suppose that the one related piece of quasi-advise that can be taken from this book relates to its
        central premise that neoliberalism works in a psychologically pernicious and cognitively implicit manner such
        that, we are all neoliberals now to some extent. If this conceptualisation and functioning of neoliberalism
        holds true, then it follows that any structural changes will also necessitate a thorough reflexive examination
        and reprogramming of one’s mentality from a neoliberal one to a humanist-cosmopolitan one. Such endeavour,
        however difficult, will possibly require a near-constant vigilance for the manifestation of one’s
        self-enhancement schemas and practices and the situations and contexts that can subliminally trigger these,
        along with awareness of the broader societal consequences of their enactment. This will additionally require
        figuring out personal ways to balance the meeting of both self-enhancement and self-transcendence needs. The
        former are important and seem to be part of our natural bio-psychological makeup, but for the sake of our
        individual psychological and societal well-being, must be kept in check and moored to communal obligations,
        considerations, and concerns.7 It is best to now end on this point lest I
        inadvertently stray into unsubstantiated pop-psychology or self-help territory. Thank you very much for taking
        the time to read this book. I hope that at least some of it was understandable and informative.
      


      
        7  Relatedly, early familial and progressive political socialisation; extensive formal
        civics education; and exposure to market-critical and anti-corporate media and politics; can help to cultivate
        self-transcendence dispositions and stymie the development or decrease the potency of self-enhancement
        dispositions and a neoliberal habitus.
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