of data about brands of coffee and toothpaste and tinned to-
matoes. Thep there are details of special offers that attracted
him, and these €ross-referenced to previous offers and buying

patterns, a depge web ut‘inthrm;xtinn gleaned from single
slmpping basket.

On another sheet, 4 few moments’ id]e meanderings
rhmugh the World Wide Wel, are logged in similar detail.
The ads he noticed, Jinks followed. Every site he visited, every
movement through every site, time elapsed, dick-throughs,
click-outs (Zlick—srrcums, the new digital gold. (;n()glc s
such a giveaway. Yoy @r¢ your Google trajl| s endless. A raft
of specialist applications i needed just to sort out these kinds
of data.

As for his thoughgs, i ot so difficult o process all

this and Pin it down ¢, thought batterns. Why was he try-
ing to find oyt the politica] affiliations of the Sovereign Prize
judges? Flights to New York, classic cars, retro telephones
.. Product surfing a5 dream fulfillment. And the random
knm\']cdgc.' He spends More time with Wiki than with his
ifc S, imperfect simulacrupm of’
You are the numbers, Johp
ones and zergs

a man’s braip,
Accessible i
where you go
tions aske]. Money spen.

a million ways, all
u do there, ques-
"youdrink .. You

are on show, Johp,. le person inmqin;lh](‘. And

someone s Watching.

He stops reading an looks around the

room, '”1&' \\'fllk"
the vodka he lw.m”_\ recognizes where he js. 'J'hmn\vlu])n‘
is lying opened on the |, d. Pickine It up, he notjces that there
1S SOm¢ thing el Inside, , smaller. single sheet Of paper, A
quarter sheet, cyt |y, hand With scissors. ( N It printed on a
(](.\[\,4 t, 15 the draw

Ing of n ey

looking for he
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France was again the target of jittery investors,
worried its top AAA credit rating is at risk.
Yields on its benchmark 10-year government
bonds climbed and their spread over Germany’s
equ_lvale_nt bunds hit a record for the euro era.
Paris said the risk premium was “not justified.”
... Analysts warn it may well not be the steady
sale usually expected from @ country with a
coveted AAA rating.

“The price action in European monetary union
(EMU) AAAs (excluding Germany) in the last
few sessions clearly highlights that it is not about
value in EMU AAAs at the moment. It is about
fear and positioning,” said Jamie Searle at Citi.!

Qne of the primary masks of capital is the naturaliza-
tion of its processes as inevitabilities. British Prime
Minister Gordon Brown's language in the Autumn
of 2008—that the global financial crisis “happened
to us'—is testament to the rapid and strategic shifts
in alliances of power and profit that support crisis
economics. We were just in the wrong place at the
wrong time; it was chance that it happened t0 US; it
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was predetermined from above, and so on. The same
heady mixture of belief and money—or, more precisely,
naturalized urge camouflaging monetary transaction—
is evident in the art world when a collector buys or a
dealer sells an artwork on the basis of an inexplicable
and even capricious love. Just as “fear and position-
ing” now motivate the price action in the EMU, the
same sensuous pathologization is evident in the elite
mechanisms of art buying and selling. We argue that
the love of art, here characterized as an ascendant
property of art market transaction beyond the norma-
tive duties of care and control, is not simply a fetish
but a powerful agent in the further redistribution of
wealth, practiced in clear systemic collaboration with
artists, curators, critics, and other actors in contem-
porary art’s infrastructure. As elaborated below, art is
situated as an “alternative” commodity in part because
of standard, received expectations of the personalities
and passions of both artists (as quixotic, passionate,
unpredictable) and their dealers and collectors (vari-
ously holding back ready stock from the market, not
selling at the height of profit, etc.) The art market is in
this sense peculiar not simply because it lacks trans-
parency because of its unregulated, opaque, and in-
efficient market but also because its trade is built on
the impulsive and chancy gesture of love. As we shall
see, such amorous/erotic transactions filter across the
private to the public sector as museum and state-run
galleries become increasingly reliant on the donations
and bequests of private collectors |

both their permanent collectio
bitions, thus significantly blurr
tween state care and private p

ns and temporary exhi-

ing the boundaries be-
assion.

financialization of
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i SLICh : “weak historical track recor tﬁe S
v d'av olve. or have closed down (|r;1 A
s cllssne o,f the leading art funds, T) uits GEO).
o 'fo uspected embezzlement yeral broken
because'lo 62 t:gether i 41PN s?:-jnbe taken as
e ijrr art investment fu"ds’.co.udeed embody
ks firmation that they o |rc1j to 2008, not
an ironic ﬁogal finance” over the depa ee i
bmiionng ? ding role the global fm‘a?cnd B e
Ieabst. in It:g a%aout Slots Systemagc social a
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success | ishi
s ng iztsbhshmg themselves in the art market
sy ar%ue, art does indeed embody the
s o akq it does so precisely in its failu
e veipes mucs ind of free-market investment Pr(rﬁ
i not only allows the convergenee f
i andpferatlons of art (in particular conte .
i inance to be apprehended theoreT':
freguently heralé)encl;l%irfr? the significance of what iis,
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arranted though ehbiiesvi
et houg the acerbic ificati
finana::l:aurni ;f zrt investment funds Wit;]d;r;t(ljf;itlﬁn bOT
i investmgnt vfe, |L|e.aves unexplained how ang c\)/vff1
S madeuP s In particular did not live up to thy
R F(l)r the.m in the finance-led boom ?‘
s reasons' r:)‘rown'z presents many of these 'O-
larities of art as which arise mainly due to the parti .
iliquid (it canna? investment. For example, it iFs) hi ICP::IJ
R iths m?a be quickly converted i;mto mogn 4
cinting Uit ny upfront and additional cost e
it does not pa _ storage, handling, shippin eto.
bl et in\ye ;wdends or returns over the tig;ee'ttq',
e s itss or, and so on. That art generat o
s s casshalf? but has ownership costs r: Skno
art as an investm B particulariti: 9\“‘;
i ent are not, however, limited t v
?ion; Mo Wi arr.1s and the requirement's of pres oo
ook she lEhfirg;)f:n trt: e Speciictio o s s
arbitrage opportunition™ nsaetion costs, ... limited
information,” iyt ’ e
E’tﬁenly adV'erltri]S(t::jatoTt:;lijjl transgcti{)nogﬁg:: :r]: r:ﬁ:
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€ secondary market) eveonf :: (t:lt:g nm:ens}gle,stpf g
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g‘;?ifpsrhcishby the.a'rtists’ dealers is a well-known
the Ownec; h.Ighly visible valuations. In other words,
e ship and trade of art is far from being
B parently- and opelnly-coeted, easily-trans-
mOder1n O\I;/-malntenance' cwcglatlon of claims that
e th'g obal finance is built upon. On the one
o tc'> IS Is the advantage it Is sup_posed to pres-
g ar: investors, who look to profit from the high
e of é_lsymmetrlcal information” offered by art’s
pricing inefficiencies”>—that is, they deploy to
their advantage knowledge gained through closer
involvement with art dealers. On the other hand,
however, it means that art's economy has 2 “weak
pricing system” becausé it “lacks a single generally
accepted valuation methodology,”® such a method-
ology being a primary and constitutive assumption
for the finance sector.
There are two interconnected aspects to this
weakness, one is theoretical-ideological, to which
we later return, the other is sociological-institutional:
that “art funds’ investment objective may be intrin-
sically flawed"” becausé the free-market precepts
core to such vehicles and their investors aré in fact
inapplicable to art. In Horowitz" wry words: because
such investment funds’ syindication of art as an asset
class is based s0 strongly upon free-trade economic
theory, they may have underestimated the behavioral
aversion of the market ... towards such unabated
speculation."8 It is not only that the art market is
averse to the standard pricing mechanisms constitu-
tive of modern global finance's operations ‘and pro-
cesses but, moreover, that art dealers‘.“antlspeculat-
tive vehemence” makes for sgound business sense.
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In fact, dealers’ suppression of the economic
[meaning here the free market principles under-
lying modern global finance] ... may ultimately
strengthen their financial prospects: collectors
continue to do business with them because they
trust their prices, and so the quality of their inven-
tory. ... As goods leave the dealer's inventory
and extend beyond the network of collectors who
comply with the first right of refusal, their control
over supply diminishes—and with it, their
monopolistic price control mechanism.®

“‘Antispeculative vehemence,” highly regulated trade,
tight control mechanisms on ownership and subse-
quent resale; all of these standard business practices
are how and why dealers “strengthen” their market
share and are ‘commonly regarded” as better art
investors than art investment fund managers.'® But
if this is so it is because the methods and transac-
tional processes most successfully deployed in art's
commercial markets contravene in almost every way
the free market principles and investment assump-
tions and patterns core to “modern global finance.”
If such patterns are indeed embodied by art invest-
ment funds it is little surprise that they tend to fail so
often or remain so modest. Equally, anti-speculative
vehemence is intimately allied to the amorous/erotic
involvement in art, widely flaunted in the acquisition

of blue-chip art and the cloying discourses and be-

liefs of central figures in both public and private art

sectors who support and rely upon such collectors.

Bqt such artworks—and therefore artists—are blue-

chip precisely because they return a consistently high
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price on both primary and secondary markets

: “plue”
art is the “royalty” of the art market SJU|St atflég%"); the
of blue-chip is said to derive from b u'ens s
prizes in private and public art COIIecu?gditions ot
over (local cultural significations and ror R eichol
withstanding). If you have a Picasso iy
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est bets, the bluest chips) you are |i en):e S bsHnG
storm of any market crash. Thus the gta bt
is played by those who like to felgn|a _%hip " applied
have the means to do so. The term “b t‘fseafe bets” on a
to companies that are reggrded as yypo that per
stock exchange—corporations of an)(l) fi'{ably oot o
form consistently well and operate Prd 0 the informal
ups and downs—is notably transferre ot rEvidencing
“ratings” mechanisms of the art marﬁt éctualized i
the relationship between luck and ?"Om soker, where
art investments. The term derives FOd o white chip.
a blue chip is valued higher than a ":I?\ose st WO
Evidently; the gameiof Char /S forss money actions,
must play it, transitioni neit;); ?r?ri?s uanti-speculative

. sy i : spira-
angetr:(:;n::fethbee::ritigal link betwein rcl>sflioasns(.j o
o the brag of profit angi the depths a non-sequitur;
oo idea of a safe bet is, of course; he safe bet is

St e Il capital transactions, the o
wished for in all cap d dramatically apparen o
perhaps especialy. 81 LT ihen only a speci e
art market. Gambling 0|:‘. h the passion of the gafTr:
type of investment, in whic e P Jove of art and the
typ ther passions d through
oo v ostantiation of that love on ann ethos for
perfqrmatlc\;/:;c;:." The titillation of suc'; aularity of art
:I?:x'lgig\!/ilin" onlooker is clear In the pop
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auction i
e an:r::aaz opening features in popular newspa-
g 450 reses ﬂnes, as v_veII as in the sales of semi-
interview-basgéj publications giving an “insider” and
oot e account of dealing and collecting."
Shisghg pri\;/)atce hagiographies attempt to mal;e
et mplhiv e world of art dealing, yet they isolate
o i numerorlnonet_ary transaction to the shock and
i ogyd(ln the sense that the cash figures
kg ofy an thus.mystlcally out of reach). It is
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of charisma; a love iirreducible to money and any ob-
jects of bourgeois interest.”"?

The centrality of this amorous ethos to the con-
centration of social and capital power in art of course
relies upon and maintains the belief that while art is
indeed traded on a market it is the very obstruction of
that market to liberal free-market principles and prac-
tices that accords with an involvement in art itself.
The art market is rather a market of “care,’ deemed to
be appropriate to art because art itself is decontami-
nated from capital accumulation.'® Through art and
the love of art, wealth and power excuse themselves;
they demonstrate their ethos of human passions over
that of money. Interviewing the art consultant Philippe
Ségalot about how he finds and matches the right
artwork to a buyer, Sarah Thornton asks:

lot know when he has encoun-
“You feel something,” he
says with fervour. “| never read about art. I’'m not
interested in the literature about art. | get all the
art magazines, but | don't read them. | don't want
io be influenced by the reviews. I look. | fill myself
with images. It is not necessary to speak so
much about art. | am convinced that a great work
speaks for itself.” A faith in gut instinct is common
to most collectors, consultants and dealers, and

they love to talk about it."

How does Séga
tered the right work?

e of the art market is concomi-

tant with the collector being a lover. This in turn ren-
ders the market one of passion—2a passion built on
the eroticism of impulsive taste and fueled by dealers

suhail malik/andrea phillips
217

The asymmetrical shap




and consultants formulating that love competitively.
Such incalculable passion is the avowed ethos not
just of the agents in the art market but of art's insti-
tutionalization more generally; it is the identifying as-
sumption as to why one would be involved in art at all.
But while it is relatively easy to characterize the impul-
sive collector as a pathological subject, or the aggre-
gate movements of the art market to be of behavioral
rather than rational economics,'® a more complicated
and more urgent issue is the relation between the
convenience of that pathology (the irrational collector
who bankrupts him or herself in the name of love for a
particular artist's work, for example) and the method
of accumulation as it is signaled by art’s price. Our
interest is precisely the logic of the relation between
the art market's price-setting mechanisms and the
evident “irrationality” of art’s pricing in relation to pro-
duction costs or other supposed “real” bases for pric-
ing. We aim here to remove the (proto-ideological)
support for the decontamination of power through
art’s ethos, which is no less a moral-affective support
for finance gained by the separation in principle of
economy (price), social order, and art, the rationality
of one being opposed to the irrationality of the other.

The rationality of the liberal markets and the art mar-
ket's countermanding of it are central to the more
theoreticglly-ideologically situated aspect of art's
“weak pricing system.” Not only are art prices on the
primary- market set “monopolistically,” but these prices
do not obsgrve the basic diktats of modern economic
theory: “art investors cannot simply determine the dis-
counted value of its future cash flows, as is common

financializati
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place in the equity and real estate markets or n

deed any conventional pricing calculatlor;\I '?ea%loﬁg
in liberal economic theory. As JonathoT I|l Zus e
Shimshon Bichler explain, this formula" te:fhse i
much a capitalist is prepared to pay now — i i
“to receive a flow of money later,” reduc,:SQF ?Nitzan
stream of earnings to their present value. . (¢ it
and Bichler “capitalization” is defined bylt et% b
of “reducing” earnings to their present va u:;)18 |?l g
with the ordering of that which is thus prlcef o i
trast to the supposed universal salience ? s
ing formula, which is core to neoclassical € i
dogma, art has no basis for its future ear?ltr)lg Fw
than speculative guesses. The best the ar fyan o
do is “make an educated bet that the price oCh o
work may rise in the future, but calculatrl]ng srgblematic
is hardly a perfect science”'*—hence the p i
relation between investment fund strategnle(z,t i
sume such pricing formulas, and art mar e
which decry them. Contrary to this appareOS g g 459
ible incongruity, Nitzan and B‘ICh|.eI' 'prolFf)a v e
neoclassical formulation of price IS ntseble ot
if not a mystification. The unsurmounta aiexed o
faces is that since expected earnings ire r%lte SF BT
future, those earnings and therefore the e,
re in fact unknown and only speculative exp ot

F h re, since the expected rate of retur e

i e(;mo ti1e basis of future earningf. it is not en o

e 'fo r\‘/ariables in this “elementary Calcm?ﬂfmula

knownl'I tion are interrelated or not. The corﬁ ;) A

ation O b
roting o catert o oL g
r .
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never in fact the “discount value of future cash flows.”
While the pretence that price can be calculated
on the basis of discounted earnings can be mostly
maintained by reference to a “real economy” of earn-
ings, debts, production, and so on—all of which can
be called upon as a supposed basis for calculating
“future earnings” and “rates of return"—its actual im-
plausibility is wholly apparent in art’s price-setting, as
Horowitz recognizes. In other words, the price-setting
of art reveals capitalization as such, without the le-
gitimizing, retro-fitted measurements and theories
seeking to justify earnings on the basis of production
(Marxism) or consumption (neoclassical liberalism).
That is, the art market demonstrates the truth of all
price-setting: that there is no basis in production or
consumption for pricing, only capitalization. In itself,
this result is hardly news: art prices cannot be ratio-
nalized by reference to production.?’ But its deriva-
tion from Nitzan and Bichler's theory of capitalization
brings with it two important corollaries, which return

to the sociological-institutional conditions of art and
its market:

0]

If art prices are explicitly financially generated
without reference to production, they make
manifest the condition of all price-setting, or
what could be called capital’s procedural and
operational “fincanciality” (the term is not Nitzan
and Bichler's). Financiality here designates that
finance is a primary condition for, rather than con-
sequence of, capitalization and price-setting and

financialization of art
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that, as such, price and capital are npt pgerc:;f;;?d
on production, use-value, con‘sumptlon, i
bases external to finance.?' It is not thenroduc-
pricing is a puzzle compared to other, gm a0
tive or consuming, sectors of tlhe econc y.Of

that the art market dispels their obsgur;‘r;gof sl
capitalization as the primary determina .
(which is also why its price-setting rrllecl ey
present such a practical and theoretica s

to neoclassical and Marxian (NCM) alc';coCe of.
For Horowitz, the only tendentious sa |<te?s i
standard theories of price-setting tq‘:;r\ iR
that art has a “weak pricing system.” An

is indeed “weak” from the perspec'tlv:

of the neoclassical precepts to wh;\ct s
Horowitz subscribes, it is for just ':j'?ons e

a pronounced example of the _cor|1 I;ccount o
capitalization as Nitzan and Bichler

is fi fi-
it, namely that “all capital is finance and only
nance."*
Gi)

r
As Horowitz observes, intgrest fr::? r:qeg&a:
financial investment funds in 'I((heto o
tends to go rather badly thanks B e tuidhe
“monopolistic price control m'e(r:\ler‘s e
primary market. Nitzan and Bic

t such mo-
capitalization, however prOposﬁthZxception
olistic price controls aré nOd In particular,
?nogrice—setting but the Stanct‘ac;'néhantly orga-
; atn
the primary market is only d prices" that are

nized market of “administere
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usual business practice. Administered prices
stabilize earnings on the basis of the markup on
their wares.?® As for the primary art market, such
prices are set by highly concentrated and often
colluding businesses and sectors. More exactly,
administered prices are a form of control over
prices and represent the “degree of monopoly”
of the firm over the market. Horowitz' remark is
then a recognition from inside the neoclassical

paradigm that the primary market is one of admin-
istered prices.

That capitalism’s financiality is independent of its pu-
tative justification of production is, however, only a
partial result in Nitzan and Bichler's larger and more
general claim, which they make following Thorstein
Veblen's distinction between generalized social pro-
duction (industry) and private ownership (business).
Industry is “an integrated creative process whose
productivity derives from the totality of its purpose-
ful resonating pulses,"* the latter phrase meaning
the integrated effects of production across society.
Business, on the other hand, is the “power process
carried out through the prerogatives of ownership."2
For Nitzan and Bichler the primary question core to all
capital accumulation is “how does private ownership
‘generate’ earnings?"?® They note that the etymology
of private is from the Latin privatus, “restricted,” and

related to privare, “to deprive.” Private ownership is

for them the “power principle of capitalism” not be-

cause “it enables those who own” but because, as

just noted, “it disables those who do not.” To use

their local example, not being able to transfer Warren
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Buffet's assets to anyone at allis an issue of owner ¥

ivate
not technical limitation. In more ggnlgral Leér;:dfen‘\‘/i?is
ownership is the condi’flor! of cap|tallssrinOn o B
wholly and only an institution of exclu ; A
tional exclusion is a matter of c.)rganuzeodpuctive o
is key here is that ownership is not prodt ek sl
since it “has no bearing” on industry mtntr)\ sines,s shor
certainly does not add to it. Industry and usines s
i in ki i rofit by gaining
different in kind. But business can p O
advantage over industry it does not _ovs;_n nyof vt
it, and thereby lowering the maximiza loand s
overall. Sabotage is then the conghtnor;)usmess e
of capital earnings. Furthermore, since i
tal necessarily sabotages |.ndust.ry. cap it ind ety
just sometimes unproductive wnth.regza;l i ool
but is necessarily counterproductlve.acIigms i
trast to the shared tenets of NCM par Pt i
always lessens industry rather than proto oo
increase: “the only way for capltahzts“mitiir)‘g st
productivity is by subjugating 1 ar; ategic sabotage,
since business earnings hinge on:_ r g R
their capitalization represents nOtfmgneralized ot
tion."?® Sabotage is the shaping of g€ S aahitie
try ;)rdering it to specific gnd parhcu}:l; lsuch, il
a t,echnique of concentrgtlng power. B privatized
ation is a social ordering for the sa seosmant
e d is therefore directly pqwe|'|- i
eaiﬂﬁr?s;@r;ys and necessarily @ political e ;
lS " ) .
there are no'nfre:ner:aalf‘::;i" holds for art as Sn ::iZcS:
While thilge that is capitalized, what lsricF;s -
for anYthl,ngf_ anciality is that because art p’alit o
abOUt';\wrter;r]ence to nothing but its financially
set wi
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as |t‘s'market is so highly administered, art prices
explicitly demonstrate the ordering and sabotage of
geperal production by and for private earnings.?® Art
prices are unequivocal instantiations of capital-power
without any recourse to socio-political accountability
In these terms, the difference between art's primar);
aqd sgcondary markets is that such sabotaging capi-
tah.zatlc.)n.—the degree of monopoly, the concentration
of mshtuhqnalized power—is greater in the primary
markgt, while the demonstration of sabotage is more
overt in the secondary market. These two aspects are
In no sense contradictory nor do they even contravene
orr\f another as in the “Hostile Worlds” scenario in
g I|ch art and money do not touch, identified by Olav
Velthuis to be commonly mobilized by agents defend-
ing the monopoly of the primary market against the
encroachments of the secondary, often by recourse
to the impassioned ethos of the former.2° Rather, both
markets are effectively mobilized together to fL’lrther
Increase the total and specific “degrees of monopoly”
of capital power. This result accords with the obseyr-
vation that for all the drama concerning the shiftin
power and positioning of the two markets with res;i
tghard to one another, in practice both are deployed by
€ same agents as part of their standard business
operations; and, that the degree of monopoly over
EI‘ICGS IS never really weakened by competitive sales
ut only dlfferently administered (art does not com-
pete against other art in arriving at its price; it is onl
evelrda qtgfegtton of the markup). , ¢
entitying art's financiality with s

)’?t fgrther characteristic fea¥ures ofa:r(?:gcirergi?lﬁs-
stitutional ethos to be systematically accounted for:
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— Since sabotage is a necessarily social act

of institutional ordering and exclusive priva-
tion, capitalization cannot be analytically or
practically separated from social organization.
In particular, wealth accumulation is not ana-
lytically or practically distinct from symbolic,
cultural and technical power. The integrity of
political economy proposed by Nitzan and
Bichler's theory of capital power thus
dispenses with the explanatory categories
established by Pierre Bourdieu of symbolic

or cultural capital, or of direct and indirect
capital, which presume a difference in kind
between economic capital and social c_apntal
where the latter is mobilized in the service

of the former.?' Rather, and as art clearly in-
stantiates, prices are correlated at once _angi
necessarily with cultural or symbolic institution-
alization. “Values” of many kinds are intlmately
coordinated in a nexus or complex that inte-

grates meaning and its (dis)establishment, ‘fm-
tellectual property,” social status, money, price-
setting mechanisms, and so on. Art p'nces.thus
rescind the “Nothing But” paradigm, In which

the value of art is determined simply and exclu-
sively by its price.*?

__ Art's marketization is constituted by its finan-
ciality, without reference to its prqductlon. or
the basis for production, or even its products.
In particular, art's marketization 1S not an issue
of commodification, or of art’s co_ntgnt. The
influential Marxian disputes on this identifica-
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tion result from an anxious recognition of the

autonomy, is then a legitimizing figure oftr;'negrl:‘l_y
historical error of art's commodity status in monopolistic production that is itself eng it
contradistinction to another kind of production atic of the configuration of business-sabotag
that would somehow free it from its marketi- contra social industry.
zation. In this they base art in production—

perhaps even the generalized production of
industry at large—and look to surpass art's
financiality for this reason. However, capital-
ization qua sabotage is wholly indifferent to
production: it makes no odds to capitaliza-
tion how or why production takes place, only
that some production is to be institutionally

—_ The now standard critique proposing a:;( t;)ebe
irreducible to capital and th.e.latter.s C;:l rl:
because of art's unproductivity, dejec Ic:jit'ure
non-perfomance, failure, usele.ss expelr:eman_,
and so on (in short, the Adorman-Becl;t -
Bataillean repertoire) advocates a c: ue it
determination of art qua sabotage. ccep

_ : " ; rt comple-
affirmed and others sabotaged (thus reduc- this “Hostule.WO"lij. paradlgr;tﬁgze counFt)er-
ing industry overall). Whether or not art is a ments art's flna_nmahty e\tlencontend it. These
commodity is no issue for its capitalization, the capitalist theories C‘Z'.m (())urseS thus take a
question having no traction on its financiality. institutionally s:?uﬁjsi;ﬁ:ation and legitima-

leading role in the Jus . atitotional
v . e Sl : > ; —of institutiona
— Similarly, looking to the (individual or collective) tion—the remoralization

artist as the basis and condition of art in
need of support against the depredations of
marketization and institutionalization (inflicted
by those very markets and institutions) is an

haps in the sup-
tage, most notab!e per

S?)tr)tothgy give to the highly concentra(’;etdhe
'anonopoIies of art already in place anh poo
prevailing social power represented thereby.

inui i between financiality

ot v When'ouc aposi 258 b contmwt;\({:é::?i:ﬁis;:l claims is evidenced
for art’s value. When such appeals act as a ciriel s Pfgemramy e noed
moral vindication of the ethos of art’s financial- by the thfr:;oreﬁca"y_informed i
ity (selling the artist’s work is for the benefit of through lity damages
the artist), the artist acts a compensatory fable iyttt
for the continued sabotage art'sp instituti())lnal If it's a commo;'rplri%?eraﬁon of *art” simply becau:e
capitalization inflicts on general production. a more genera ,ff;mdes e art then tincludes, !f'e
Art's amorous ethos looks to individualize and the art market es B resofers:a ot s 'SP?CI "f
give alibi to ownership-sabotage by configur- analysis propoof d here oge inficted by art’s 'naf;l
ing the artist as a unique producer of original determination < irmmier st ® Gorotigener
works who, on the basis of their putative ciality: it is @ g
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production, as industry. Art's price indexes the power
of such sabotage in the terms set out by that sabo-
tage. Art's capitalization is not then predicated on
aesthetic-artistic determinations but sociological-
financial power; or, at least, the power concerns of
institutional capitalization determine its aesthetic-
artistic interests. Art's amorous/erotic ethos is a cru-
cial medium of transmission between the two: the im-
plementation of power-sabotage is authorized by the
common yet unaccountable enactment of the love of
art, which in any given case is an irreducible element.
Such institutional power is on the one hand fashion
within art, in which every party looks to every other for
an unaccountable and otherwise criteria-less valida-
tion of what counts as worthwhile art. And on the other
hand it is the prevailing institutional insistence on
presenting work of putative “quality” and “value.” The
assumed obviousness (and consequent consent)
enforced by such terms inflicts in morally protected
form the social sabotage of a power that need not
accountforitself but is simply occasioned by its claims
on/through art.

The love for art declared not only by collectors but
also by any of its agents is the subjective, privatized
account of such a morally protected sabotage power.
It is an ethos. While such power equal to capitaliza-
tion, and thus finance, is perhaps most evident with
the collector-dealer nexus, where monetary transac-
tions are most palpable, it is by no means restricted
to these actors since capitalization is a matter of gen-
ergl social ordering organized through private owner-
ShIP. The reorganization of power legitimized through
art's amorous ethos has both subjective and public

financialization of
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ch are interrelated. Thg
e last visit to the deri-

vation of price-setting as ingtitgtiqnal sabf')t.agtee.r o
Given that art has “little intrinsic worth” in

aspects of its privatization, whi
subjective account requires on

material costs,® art's financiality is only anothetr wnegr?:
saying that prices are set almost gntlre|y by 1 Sis i
up.®* If one of the standard puzz|es"|n art-prcIjCIrr:Q e
to justify prices in “fundamentals beyon ):Jp v
risk, Nitzan and Bichler's derivation of pricing s bgegctive
that prices in general have no foundatlonép ote]d oo
conditions such as production but are pre |cg s
on convention (historical earnings anq acsitan e?:ulative
of return) and a subjectively determmeb tspeen e
e o thiichcllsrztetare(l)(:i;f:minoreover,
[ ove a standar eo e ?
wh%en?ﬁea:abotage business inflicts upo"n IT?/:S;;);) (l)n
general is a consequence of sectorial-co ;a;:ol i o
tage (outlined above for art as the appea e gss s
and “excellence”), that sabotage 18 nor\:\?nership o,
dertaken for earnings made by private ?chen i
is exclusively against industry. There |sb N
subjective correlate 0 tlhe i?:Ctg;IizLi?ngo. V\?hen il
tali;ation and, I|n \E)Vag:;;eari's IoSv or outweighed by the
sty EORN hen markets contract or, with

[ .cient)—as when ma
”Stk tﬁoesfﬁg::ulaztive interest IS dlrectgd towardhs arr: ;I'rmna;
'asr rvwotesegured by power (or reputation, another
i

i __the general name for thls pri-
foe sector}a' tS 3: (i:tg?rzzateﬂ?s fgear..WI’.\en.hype is h.lgh
. SUb']eC v k—when positioning IS highly ppsntm’e,
= 9u?we|’ghsb1:Jse-chip art—the receiveAd name in art's
on sty rivate subjective dimension of sa.lbo'ta.ge
Fath|0S f0rl_tg\(/eepcompletes the logic of the privatizing
is love.
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sabotage of production in general; it is the confirmation
of power over the social order through capitalization
pursued through institutions. Love is but the private,
subjective—and therefore capricious, owned—posi-
tive positioning of art’s capitalization.

The love of art is thus still a “source of legitimacy”
for empire-making allied to capitalization; it is how
sabotage can be privately and publicly vindicated.®®
Looking at the recent history of this socio-cultural
privatization, the political economy of culture, in Eu-
rope and North America, it is clear that the hierarchies
ascribed through such territory-building projects have
dissipated to a major extent through the reorganization
of fiscal power mechanisms at a transnational scale,
prioritizing revenue for the type of finance that works
beyond the simple philanthropic, charitable gestures
of previous decades, and beyond the clear territorial-
ization of ownership. Love has no borders. Playing the
risky game of buying and selling art not for profit but
because you love art and are perhaps addicted to its
irrationalities and impulses in some way is a sure fire
method of distracting a public gaze, which accepts the
distinction between capitalization and love, from ques-
tions concerning the deep inequalities caused by your
wealth accumulation or indeed the investments you
may make in order to produce that wealth. Such dis-
connection between normative investment and return
methodologies and the practices of the contemporary
art market leave stranded a welfare state model of pub-
lic art beneficence, which the funders are simply un-
able (though of course not unwilling—in fact have no
choice but) to compete with. This suggests a marked
shift in the modes through which art is distributed and

financialization of art
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displayed, and accounts for much. of the pan?erg\gﬁp‘g
groveling that takes up an increasing percen agmS i
time of all publicly-funded galleries and museuII ri.es £
sheer fact that “public” art museums and ga rﬁinantly
many parts of the world are now belng pga oe e
funded by private donation attgsts to this. nc:deemed
brication of private patronage in spaces onceClear e
ideologically public is complete it becomesaﬁon i
contemporary art, its prodqctnon and cur : ti(;n s
comes an advanced mechanism of expermenta s

the sabotage of (ideologies of) access and equality.

alization to be a mode of
d through an amorous/
ber of medium-term

Taking art’s institutiona[ gapit
sabotage vectored/legitimize
erotic ethos then permits a num .
future scenarios for the political ecgr)on:ydof ?':t() 32]h
the privatization of care to be antlmp:«:igné i
practically-integrated, these transforma

thematically demarcated as follows:

1 i i it s S

capital gt AR

i or

Despite the claims of the art mves’glgetzgéstg(ﬁ‘e
that it is counter-cyclical or uncorL o>
movements of broad equities m.a\tl;1 . av,ailable

arket is entirely dependent on B e
+ flows or liquidity available to nig e
o 0\217 Two schematic scenarios car;i t c; -
oo rd for the decade from 2012,d e‘r)ivate
pug;t ;?\rrr/\a; fate of the finance sector and p
in

wealth accrual in the period.
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an increase in liquidity (which is not to say

a strengthening of wider economies) will
strengthen the art market, which will be most
ostentatiously marked by escalating prices for
blue-chip work. The “Hostile Worlds” scenario
between primary and secondary markets will

be resurrected, but as mock-battles because

all sides will increase the power of art’s institu-
tional capitalization against (art's) industry. The
characteristic ethos of art will concentrate power
with even greater degrees of monopoly to those
who are most able to love art subjectively—that
is, without care for what that love means, how it
is constituted, and what it more generally reorga-
nizes. The period of the art market slump, 2009
201X, will be seen as a valuable “correction” in
an otherwise continually developing market of
privately recognized “quality” and “excellence.”

Dominant art institutions will exacerbate this
concentration of power.

Gii)

Fragile or thinning liquidity in the coming period
will result in a contraction of the total market,
again putatively intensifying a conflict between
primary and secondary markets but increasing
their co-dependency to secure a shrinking capital
base. In this scenario, power will again be con-
centrated but the appeal to subjectively private
love as its legitimizing ethos will probably be less

financialization of art
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prevalent as art will seek to ggln'gre.ate'r rr:o::qls
value in order to stabilize capitalization |n|_t|3 i
other than those of wealth accumulatlorl. wiﬁ 7
terms such as “quality” and “exceHenlceIaims
contested as public-collective (mora) c el
rather than privatized gain, but will aga;)n.t{Jl o
reason of securing power, mark the saf ot g
institutionalization and marketization of art.

Il ey o grioork iy Ie e o

institutional infrastructure

It's said that you can't help who (or vyhai?;fzogjets'
fall in love with. In loving art and playing o
modern and contemporary art collectlc‘:)nrsS Soc,:i-
inadvertently or not, their worldly dea IS% e
ologies of collecting, whilst often focclinitigs .

on museums and patronage or thel;g ot s
obsessive collectors of everyday O t!e a'n e
light on the relation between collec ltnh% s 2
of domination, but they do so under B
type of statist thinking that the buygres e
of contemporary art now move far yIe . i 2
Elsner and Roger Cardinal, for examfpthé ooty 283
that “if the peoples and the things 0 s
collected, and if the social categorie sy
they are assigned confirm the precmtrJ1 s
edge of culture handed d?wnatr\::?gc rg i
< rmfe:rS\:':)r?vth; museum, its public

i i i Isive
accessibility, its collection built _onftr:ta ;n;f/)i:ed -4
and quixotic taste of its owner (in fa
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a group of arts consultants and public museum
directors hoping to gather some crumbs), attests
to a pathological and political shift from a culture
of care to a culture of love within the dominant
structures of neoliberal states.*® If care is what
the state-funded arts were supposed to do, either
through psychic and experiential transformations
of the viewer or through participation in programs
of community cohesion, such narratives of amelio-
ration and healing of publics have been replaced
by privatized love. The private collector, making
his or her mark, through the use and abuse of his/
her own passions by trading art, no longer does
so on the basis of a public's expectation of benefit
(he is not doing it to “do good”). This is not the
field of patronage developed in the industrial age
of Europe and North America. Instead of a gen-
eral commitment to care (however homogenized
and hierarchized this system of care was), private
art buyers care for their own passions and then
allow the public to see glimpses of them though
the gauze of mediators, arts consultants, and the
like. Rather than be understood as a neo-feudal
arrangement, here the previously state-organized
public is demanded to share in the love of art

on the terms of private corporatism. The new
museum (The New Museum?) is identified as a
location in which any civilian can participate—
publicly—in the spectacle of elite spending, doing
so in the sharing or appreciation of a privatized
love. This endemic configuration of people, space,
and shared but unequal love will be the ever more
prevalent shape of public galleries and museums

financialization of art
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over at least the next two decades as this type %f_
inventive public-private methodplqu peqomca;i It o
creasingly necessary to maintain mstntutnorl'\s

wake of the decline of state funding for cu ture.

sl ©| (e NI IR R

reputational venues
If privatized sabotage becomes mqre'prq?'\;?s:; l?s
the organizing principle of art apd its InStlju'ts
ization, then institutional cap|tal!zat|on_zr_1 Iof =
attendant prestige- and reputatnon-buul utw)gsed
will shift more decisively to ogert ma};k;eot-aﬁ e
izati nia :
organization—notably, from bien art
Gi%en the importance of prioritizing sﬁpﬁc(jg;el
itioni ition for art’s institu
ositioning as a condition lor
F;apitalization, and the importance of gro:;ilgfg
an ersatz public service, ctihe?edptrlr?r?)i g‘:mrthe Pl
SHFLP o
legtimization are not con uc gty
[ hemselves but the p
ing formats and venues t t the
er%tion of off-site projects (entry to Whlfhulso%n% %
sometimes charged). Such projects re! yt pnal -
veneer of a “Hostile Worlds”" scena\rlolln :rof i
i i llowing the lov
mary market itself, a  of
f‘?(fr[:i)trsl ow¥1 sake” to continue to pe mgtenal(l)zsc:d
and specified at precis_el);'thne ::f)(:;‘r: :\f/ alxtilsa g}my 2
i e sites of marketization- bili
such ar fair projoct pograre 1o e P C L
i ctor in their prese , the trans
|t(iaoar?I g‘fgsi:\te-levd organization by ct::pift:::atlon and
i es to the 3
i ivate solace again com . . «
1I'('?\eE:)::\ﬁa\ilability ofarttoa (bourgeois) public wa
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’glfr (t):sék 3:‘ tl;)g national museum and, in post-war
, the biennial, overcoded ’
e 1 OV ed as these were
gic-formative command typi
dagog r ica
r;rcgjdeecrglzalng EQUﬁtnm nation-states sggkinlqo(fto
public base. The art fai '
| ' air project re-
goacc;zls Ct::z ?r?rwalleﬁ netlwork of instituiional and
; ich culture and art mi
acted as vectors of ¢ i saiebii
as ommon identification, wi
thaeglcTEg and adulation of private exciteﬁvélrt\?S'
allongthenowledge-generation in such projects'
e rp to also take on the mantel of cultural
e r; rom that previous formation. Yet what
v Sug) ere is not a common or collective task
jective positioning, the power of private
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with which capitalism is ordered”
and the “pattern of order—namely,
the way in which prices are struc-
tured and restructured relative to one
another—is governed by capitaliza-
tion” (163). The argument in the
main text depends on the following
schematic formulation of capitaliza-
tion (185-192, paraphrased in the
following lines andinn. 34 below):
representing capitalization ata
certain time as K, earnings as E,and
the rate of return as r, the formula of
capitalization is:

WK=E/r

(The / operator marks a division,
which finds the ratio between the
quantities on either side of it. Below,
x is the operation of multiplication of
the quantities on either side; op-
erations in brackets are carried out
before the operator outside of them.)
To take the simplest example,
expected earnings of €1000 at5
percent interest rate over a year re-
quire an initial capitalization (invest-
ment) of 1000/ 0.05, or €20,000.
Price can be directly formulated in
terms of capitalization through the
example of shares. The share price
for a company at a given time (P) is
its total capitalization (K,) distributed
over the total number of shares (N).
The price per share is also the pres-
ent value of the perpetual earnings
per share (EPS) of that company
(or total earnings per share, E/N):

@ P=K|N=EIN) I r=EPSIr

(A) and (B) here are basic formulas
for price as the index of present value
of future earnings.

Horowitz, Art of the Deal, 171.

Ibid., 78.

Predicating price on finance reverses
neoclassical pricing doctrine, which
drastically changes how the relation
between prices and markets are to
be understood. Rather than markets

setting prices, for Nitzan and Bichler
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makers': they fix the price of the
product and then let ‘markets forces’
do the rest for them” (242). It is not
that market imperatives set prices
but that prices “set” the market.
While there may indeed be market
forces, such forces are not primarily
those shaping prices but rather those
that prices impose on social, indus-
trial, and institutional arrangements.

22 Nitzan and Bichler, Capital as Power,

262.

23 As noted, the classical doctrine of

price theory has it that market pres-
sures and competition generate the
prices set by firms or competitors
for their wares. However, following
the work of Gardiner Means at the
time of the Great Depression, Nitzan
and Bichler emphasize that there are
in fact “two types of prices” (240):
competitively formed market prices
set by standard supply and demand
constraints and also what Means
called “administered prices,” which
are typical of concentrated industries.
Administered prices do not respond
to market circumstances very fast

(if at all) and the firms setting them
do not seek to maximize their profits
but to secure them. Desired profit
rates are set in advance and this, in
addition to “output costs,” determines
prices that are kept relatively stable
(Apple is a good example of one such
firm). In other words, administered
prices are not guided by the market's
invisible hand. Moreover, studies
show that most prices are adminis-
tered prices (n. 19, 241). Nitzan and
Bichler turn to Michal Kalecki's notion
of the “degree of monopoly"—the
extent of control over prices—as an
explanation of how and why price
setting is determined by conditions
other than those of market circum-
stances (242).

24 Nitzan and Bichler, Capital as Power,

239.

25 Ibid., 239.
26 Ibid., 228.
27 Ibid., 249.
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29 Administered prices demonstrate
two business principles: (i) profit is
maintained by generalizing sabotage
(ibid., 241); (ii) prices are determined
by a target rate of return and the cost
of goods is set to meet this return.
The degree of monopoly is a mea-
sure of industrial sabotage required
in order to maintain a rate of return.
As the phrase implies, it is a measure
of power: higher prices mark a
greater degree of monopoly over
industry, indexing more power to
sabotage. That is, the greater the
markup that can be set, the greater
the power of those who set it; and
the contrary.

30 Olav Velthuis, Talking Prices: Sym-
bolic Meanings of Prices on the Mar-
ket for Contemporary Art (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2005),
24-26.
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Taste, trans. Richard Nice (London:
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38 Horowitz, Art of the Deal, 208.

34 The complication in the schematic
formulas of capitalization (A) and
price (B) in n. 18 is that the future is
uncertain, which means that the ba-
sic variables are in fact unknown and
unmeasurable. But each variable can
be retrospectively decomposed into

the objective aspects of earnings and
rate of return and, on the other hand,
a speculative element that measures
the degree of “expectation” that was
the capitalist's projection into the
future, itself composed of hype and
confidence in predictions. In detail:
Expected earnings are first decom-
posited. For the share-price formula
in particular (188):

(©) P,=EEPS/r=(EPSxH)/r

Where EEPS is expected future
earnings per share, EPS is actual
future earnings per share and H the
hype coefficient which measures

the extent to which capitalists are
investing optimistically (H is greater
than one) or pessimistically (H is less
than one). Whether capitalists have
hyped their capitalization up or Qan
can only be known when their initial
capitalization or price is assessed
against their actual earnings. The
hype coefficient thus “represe_nts the
ex post collective error of capltall-
ists when pricing the asset, and is
revealed only once the earnings are
announced” (189)—at which point
hype can be measured.

Nitzan and Bichler remark two
important key characteristics Of.
hype (191): it actively shapes price
and thus commands markets; it is
not an individual intervention but a
collective-sectoral coalition combin-
ing regulators, policy-makers, execu-
tives, opinion-makers, traders, and so
on—a capitalist ruling elite—to push
prices up or down and give ?onf.'t
dence that such swings are ;us}|f|ed
and rationally explainable. The intro-
duction of hype in the formulations
of capitalization makes apparent that
investors are not esser\tially_ rgactuve
to market forces through pricing, as
neoclassical precepts have it (208),
and that prices are not automatically

or mechanistically derived from earn-
ings (just as the marketldoes not set
prices but is “set" by pnces). :

It is then the earnings projections
of capitalists that are the key factor in
price-setting. Yet these prolectlo;ngn-
also depend on the conﬂlde‘nce OTPIIis
vestors in their own predictions. T A
confidence can be measured agains
a benchmark (government b_onds'
for example) in which a manumur:is
certainty of a given rate O'“r‘e(:r'rea'
assumed. This is called a “ris
rate in standard finance .(helory
though, as Nitzan and _BlChf'h i
observe, it is nothextptljael'ﬂeti:1 i:;syils
is ri r wha!

‘l:\:;sl"‘( (';%99;\0 By contrast all (:(h:; i

investments haveb: ::egar::r:dcby

i at can
:lr:jee ‘r“rcisektZOefﬁciunt' (9) that acts as
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— "“modern capitalists are ‘price

a factor against the rate of return

in which investors have maximum
confidence (r.). As with hype, confi-
dence can be incorporated |nto‘tlhe
price formula (C) by decompositing
the rate of return:

) P’=EEPS/,-=(EPS)(H) /(r.xd)

When confidence is high, the r]sk-
coefficient is close to one and it
increases when confidence falls
back, resulting in a lower share price
(all other things being equal). The :
risk coefficient is not to be qonfuse
with the risk premium descnbe.d
in standard finance thegry. lwhu;h
claims to measure the risk in prices
and actual volatility, not specg|atlve
confidence. Higher risk premiums g
imply higher returns but a hn.gher ris|
coefficient means less confidence

o lower prices.
?:g :rice perpshare is the trade off
between how much earnings per A
share are hyped-up against the ris|
that the shares will not beat a stan-
dard rate of return. Actual earnings
and the standard rate of return can
both be retrospective_ly measured.
Though Nitzan and I_Blch!er do not
take their argument in this direction
in Capital as Power, the re"trospec- s
tively measured “objective factors( i
price-setting can be _saparated olu
from the right-hand side of formula

(D):
® P,=(EPS/r)x(HId

Implementing this saparation‘allows
the speculative elgmenl of pnce-d y
setting to be identified as the trade

off between hype and nskv. Price-

is formulated in (E) can

etting as it t cal
;e spﬁl into the following descriptive
terms:

Price per share = (objective return) x
(speculative zeal)

If this formulation corresponds with
a conventional sense of what
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— speculation involves—the anticipato- — eds., Caring Culture: Art, Architec-
ry “hunch” of the investor who follows ture and the Politics of Public Health
the markets—what is telling about (Amsterdam/Berlin: SKOR/Stern-
it is that: (i) subjective speculation berg Press, 2011).

“shapes” the price rather than follows
it (even when there is no hype (H= 1)
and no risk (3 = 1)), and thus shapes
the future of the market (210); and (ii)
speculative zeal can be given an ex-
act measure (it is the ratio of the price
per share to its actual return, which is
a number that can only be retrospec-
tively known). In the words of Jamie
Searle at Citi Bank in the epigraph

to this essay, speculative zeal is the
“positioning” of the speculator who
shapes the market and the future but
whose “accuracy” or “distortion” of
what the price should have been can
only be retrospectively measured.
Speculative fear is when hype is
outweighed by risk (H / 4 is less

than one); speculative enthusiasm

is when hype outweighs risk

(H / 8 is more than one). Since the
future is unknown, however, confi-
dence can never be at a maximum.
And since hype is a sectoral (which is
to say collective-institutional) pres-
sure, positioning is but the shaping of
price by power. It can be measured
by comparing price to actual earn-
ings, which is to say: capital accumu-
lation, profit gained by sabotage.
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