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Financialization and Resilience in a Regional Perspective*

Since the upheavals and distortions of the financial and economic crisis at the end of the 2010s, the con-
cepts of financialization and (regional) resilience have gained considerable importance. While different
studies deal with these concepts separately, a systematic reconciliation of financialization and resilience
in a regional perspective is still missing. The present paper addresses this research gap. Based on a com-
prehensive review of the relevant geographical and economic literature, this article develops a regional
perspective on financialization and evaluates its significance for the resilience of regions. The analysis
shows, that regional financialization is characterized as the region-specific interaction of different financial-
ized structures. Based upon this, the reconciliation of both concepts delivers substantial implications for
our understanding of regional economic dynamics and calls for a central role of regional financialization in

the future research agenda.
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1 Introduction

In August 2007, the interbank market was disrupt-
ed by a sharp rise in interest rates. Those days are
commonly known as the beginning of what was to
become a global economic crisis (ILLING 2013: 25).
Although already more than a decade ago, these
events and their consequences are still present in both
the public and academic debate. In particular, the
broad reception of regular warnings of an imminent
recession reflects the continuing lingering effects of
the upheavals of that time.

While there is usually talk of a global economic
crisis, which is undoubtedly a proper observation, it
must not be overlooked that the crisis clearly has seen
regional differences in both causes and effects. This
observation is particularly pertinent in the context of
the convergence objective and the more abstract goal
of ‘territorial cohesion’ put forward by the European
Union as well as it is on the national level, as in the
case of ‘Gleichwertigkeit der Lebensverhiltnisse’,
roughly translated as ‘equal living conditions’, present
in debates in Germany (CHILLA et al. 2016: 92, 163,
172f)). All of them had already been formulated be-
fore the crisis, but certainly gained importance once
again in the light of the occurred distortions. The
economic crisis can thus be understood not only as
a global but also ultimately as a geographical crisis
(FrRENCH et al. 2009: 287).

* This article is based on the Master’s thesis “Financializa-
tion and Resilience in a Regional Perspective: Conceptual
Considerations and Empirical Explorations” in the Master’s
program Cultural Geography at the University of Erlan-
gen-Nuremberg, supervised by Prof. Dr. Tobias Chilla and
submitted in October 2019.

So far, uneven regional development, respectively
before, during, and after the economic crisis, has
been subject to a multitude of analyses. Here, the
concept of ‘regional resilience’ has found widespread
application (e.g. Davies 201 1; NEUFELD 2017; among
others). In a more general perspective, the concept of
‘financialization’ has gained remarkable momentum
in explaining causes and consequences, as the global
economic crisis is also often referred to as a financial
crisis due to the severe distortions that swept off the
global financial system (IoaNNOU/ WOICIK 2019: 264).
A wide range of scholars from sociology and the po-
litical sciences to economic geography and economics
concede considerable importance to questions and
issues of financialization (PIKE/PoLLARD 2010: 32),
inevitably leading to a co-existence of fairly diverse
approaches and understandings.

However, despite the emerging variety of defini-
tions, there are hardly any attempts that conceptu-
alize financialization beyond ‘national containers’
(FrRENCH et al. 2011: 808), as “the financialization
literature generally struggles with defining how pro-
cesses of financialization are processed in [...] local
or national contexts” (WIJBURG/ AALBERS 2017: 969).
Put differently, even though economic geographers
have emphasized that “financialization is manifesting
itself differentially on a subnational — regional or
urban — level” (ENGELEN et al. 2010: 69), there are
hardly efforts to address regional financialization and
its role in the development of regions.

The present paper tackles exactly this research gap.
It focuses on possible ways in which financialization
can be perceived and conceptualized in a regional
perspective and, at the same time, bridges the gap to
the more familiar concept of regional resilience. In
other words, it outlines to what extent a combination
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of financialization and resilience in a regional perspec-
tive can provide new and meaningful explanations
and insights, especially in the context of the recent
financial and economic crisis. Therefore, the second
and third section are concerned with conceptual
foundations. First, the rather new but nevertheless
multifaceted approaches to financialization will be
discussed, ultimately striving to derive three dimensions
of regional financialization. Then, the cornerstones of
the more familiar regional resilience concept will be
presented briefly. The fourth section will synthesize
the preceding outlines and derive four extensions of
the regional resilience debate brought by the dimen-
sions of regional financialization. The fifth section
will shortly explore the possibilities and limitations
of empirical operationalizations.

2 Towards the Regional in Financialization

Debates and discussions on financialization were un-
doubtedly reinforced by the financial crisis and have
been on the rise for more than two decades now. In
the course of their emergence, two central questions
have arisen: What is financialization, and what is the
very nature of the relation between financialization
and the financial crisis? Put differently: Can the fi-
nancial crisis be seen as the outcome of an ongoing
financialization? This question is not as trivial as it
seems at first glance. A wide range of scholars and
publications — from (heterodox) economics to sociol-
ogy, political sciences, or economic geography — are
concerned with this complex issue (PIKE / POLLARD
2010: 32). This multitude of approaches is accom-
panied by different understandings of financializa-
tion. A driving force of the definitional diversity is
the versatile nature of financialization which, “as a
multifaceted phenomenon, [...] highlights the need
for interdisciplinary research” right from the outset
(IoanNoU/WOJCIK 2019: 266).

2.1 Scopes and Scales of Financialization

Despite this diversity, certain overarching argumen-
tation patterns among scholars of various disciplines
can still be identified. To be more precise, at least two
different yet dominating approaches to financialization
can be found. First, financialization has been used
to refer to “a wider transformation in economy and
society, whereby the financial sector and financial mar-
kets come to occupy a dominant or quasi-dominant
position [...]” (FRENCH et al. 2011: 799). In this context,
KRIPPNER’S (2005: 174) definition of financializa-
tion as a “pattern of accumulation in which profits

accrue primarily through financial channels” gained
far-reaching significance. Second, financialization
has been used to refer to the growing influence of
“financial values and technologies on corporations,
individuals and households” (FRENCH et al. 2011:
799). In this respect, the definition of financialization
as the “increasing role of financial motives, financial
markets, financial actors and financial institutions”
put forward by EpsTEIN (2005: 3) — can be consid-
ered as pioneering (IloaNNoU/WoOiCIK 2019: 263). In
practice, both definitions are mostly applied as the
rising shares of financial and insurance activities in
GDP (e.g. LApaviTSAS/ POWELL 2013: 365ff.; SCHWAN
2017: 664; and others). This can be understood an
interpretation of financialization ‘in narrow terms’
(AALBERS 2019: 6).

The widespread denial of geographies in the emer-
gence and effects of the financial crisis (see MARTIN
2011) contrasts the recurring reminders of economic
geographers in recent years (among others: AALBERS
2009: 34 or MARTIN 2011: 589). In comparison, ques-
tions of scales and geographies have played a crucial
role in the debates on financialization ever since. The
central argumentation line is that of ‘glocalization’:
“On the one hand, globalisation has ‘delocalised’
local financial circuits, connecting local financial
transactions and assets into global financial market
networks [...]. But at the same time, this very process
has ‘localised’ the global, in the sense that global
financial transactions and markets [...] have become
inextricably connected to and dependent on [...] the
conditions and processes at work in local financial
circuits in particular places” (MARTIN 2011: 591).

Building a bridge between the local and global
unavoidably leads to a multitude of scales in the
analysis of financialization. The scalar complexity
is reflected by different theoretical schools which are
corresponding to the two dominating ‘readings’ of
financialization introduced by KRIPPNER (2005: 174)
and EpsTEIN (2005: 3). Following FRENCH et al. (2011:
800f.), these, mainly three, theoretical schools, which
were distinctly important for the rise of the concept
of financialization, can be named as ‘regulation
theory’, “critical social accountancy’, and several
‘sociocultural approaches’ (FRENCH et al. 2011: 800f.).
Corresponding to this division into three ‘schools’,
the approaches focus on different perspectives — on
the macro, meso, and micro level.

Within ‘regulation theory’, shifts and changes
in modes of production and social regulation as
well as the recurring emergence of crisis-prone de-
velopments are traditionally at the core of interest
(BATHELT/ GLUCKLER 2012: 406; KULKE 2017: 115).
Therefore, regulation theorists address the role of
the financial system in creating such transformations
(FrRENCH et al. 2011: 802). In other words, within
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regulation theory tradition, “financialization [is in-
terpreted] as a macroeconomic phenomenon, repre-
senting a systemic shift in capitalism and marking
the emergence of a new finance-driven regime of
accumulation” (PIKE/POLLARD 2010: 32; author’s own
insertions in brackets). The general interest in money
and finance can be explained with the relative proxim-
ity of regulation theory ideas to Marxist approaches
(FreEncH et al. 2011: 801). Among others, the article
of AGLIETTA and BRETON (2001) is an example of
publications in this context. They note that “financial
liberalization has profoundly changed the connec-
tions between finance and the rest of the economy
and, as a consequence, the economy is vulnerable to
nineteenth-century-like investment booms and busts”
(AGLIETTA/BRETON 2001: 434). To underpin this
macro-economic argument, AGLIETTA and BRETON
provide micro-economic reasoning, focusing mostly on
shareholder and firm behavior in the era of ‘financial
liberalization’ and comparing it to the preceding era
of ‘bank finance’. A more recent approach, drawing
on both ideas from Marxians as well as regulation
theorists, can be found in the article by LAPAVITSAS
and PoweLL (2013: 3591f.). Financialization in the
light of regulatory changes is investigated by eco-
nomic geographers aside from decidedly Marxist
takes as well. “Motivated by fuelling the dialogue
between geography and regulation”, DORRy (2017:
429) addresses several ‘regulatory spaces’ across vari-
ous scales. Thereby, she argues that the national level
diminishes slowly and “new virtual, supranational
and extra-regulatory spaces appear”. YOUNG (2011:
12), as another geographic example, analyzes the
subprime crisis and the financialization of the ‘global
accumulation regime’ against the background of a
systemic shift in the United States towards “privatized
Keynesianism”. Further macroeconomic approaches
to financialization can be found at heterodox econ-
omists like PALLEY (2007: 3; author’s own insertion
in brackets), who defines the “principal impacts [of
financialization as] [...] the [elevated] significance of
the financial sector to the real sector, [...] transfer [of]
income from the real sector to the financial sector, and
[...]increased income inequality and wage stagnation”.
STOCKHAMMER (2012: 39), like PALLEY an advocate
of the broad post-Keynesian strands, argues that “fi-
nancialization has given rise to a finance-dominated
regime of accumulation [...]”. Likewise, considerations
and debates on ‘varieties of capitalism’, sometimes
referred to as ‘varieties of financialized capitalism’,
are part of the debates (AALBERS 2019: 11).

These analyses at the national or supranational to
global level commonly address institutional aspects,
as already indicated above by reference to DORRY
(2017). In the context of financialization debates, the
collapse of the Bretton-Woods system at the beginning

of the 1970s is perceived as the main point at issue
(AALBERS 2015: 301; FRENCH et al. 2011: 810). Subse-
quently, different approaches investigate, for example,
countries “of bankbased and market-based finance”
(LAPaviTsAs/PowEeLL 2013: 376). The bottom line is
that the (national) institutional setting is of central
importance for the structuring of financialization
processes and their consequences. Despite scholars’
attention to the macro level, the scopes deployed are
very different. This continues to emerge on the meso
and micro level as well. These levels are investigated
by the second theoretical ‘school’ introduced above,
subsumed as approaches of ‘critical social accoun-
tancy’ (CSA) (PIke/PoLLARD 2010: 32). ERTURK et
al. (2007: 556), for example, define financialization
as “the growing influence of capital markets (their
products, actor and processes) on firm and household
behaviours [...]”. Thereby, financialization itself is
in a partially self-enforcing manner strongly pushed
“by middle-class savers to minimize risk and seek
long-term financial security through investments
and pensions” (FRENCH et al. 2011: 803f.). Hence,
CSA approaches assume that “the engine of finan-
cialization is more prosaic and mundane” (FRENCH
et al. 2011: 803) than rather traditional perspectives
have argued. ERTURK et al. (2007: 554) call this the
“democratization of finance”. Another well-known
example among CSA approaches is the article of
Froup et al. (2000). In their work, they distinguish two
types of capitalism: the ‘productionist type’ and the
so-called ‘coupon pool type’ (FRouD et al. 2000: 85).
In the former, the stock market is “an unproblematic
intermediary” (FrRouUD et al. 2000: 85). In the latter,
the stock market “becomes increasingly important as
a regulator of firm and household behavior. Firms
must now respond to the financial logic of capital
market requirements and households are influenced
by results” (FrRouD et al. 2000: 86). Following this
argumentation pattern, the changes caused by finan-
cialization are more of qualitative than quantitative
nature (FRENCH et al. 2011: 807).

While CSA work is concerned with the micro
and meso level as well as their interdependencies,
‘sociocultural approaches’ focus explicitly on the
impact of financialization on everyday life (FRENCH
et al. 2011: 804). In this vein, MARTIN (2002: 76, cited
in PIKE/PoLLARD 2010: 32) depicts financialization
as “commercially inspired selfhood”. He refers to
the growing entanglement of individuals with the
world of finance, which takes place in pension funds,
a variety of insurances, and other financial dimen-
sions (PIKE/PoLLARD 2010: 32). Despite the explicit
focus on the micro level, MARTIN (2002) explains the
financialization of everyday life with “the retreat of
the Keynesian welfare state and its various systems of
social support” (cf. FRENCH et al. 2011: 804) and the
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emergence of private, market-dependent successors. It
is hardly deniable that this is a macro level perspective,
which shows that, even though one tries to categorize
accounts on financialization with respect to the specific
scale(s) of their foci, ultimately, financialization proves
to be not only a ‘multifaceted’, but also inherently a
multilevel phenomenon.

2.2 Three Dimensions
of Regional Financialization

This paper, however, is interested in a regional perspec-
tive in the context of financialization and the financial
crisis. How, then, can such a regional perspective
be approached appropriately? In their recent paper,
GEMZIK-SALWACH and PErz (2019: 60) underline
that there are lots of definitions and approaches as
presented above, but none “refers to the problem
of regional financialization, all of which shows and
measures this phenomenon at the level of the country
as awhole”. Clearly, there are investigations of devel-
opments and processes associated with financialization
on the regional level. WBURG and AALBERS (2017),
as an example, are concerned with German housing
financialization in a regional perspective. ARESTIS et
al. (2017: 143) refer to “spatial financialisation, in
terms of uneven regional financial sector development
and accumulation” in Italy. But indeed, a definition of
regional financialization has not yet been subject in
the discussion, at least to the author’s best knowledge.

This absence justifiably raises the question of
the fundamental possibility and usefulness of such
a formulation. The argumentation here, however,
starts from the observation that certain characteristics
that are discussed in the context of financialization
among various scholars differ regionally. At the same
time, European regions were affected differently by
the crisis (for many NEUFELD 2017: 76). This raises
the question of the role of financialization in these
regionally varying patterns. Thereby, regional is un-
derstood to be a level below the national, without
imposing any other restrictions. However, financial-
ization as developments, effects, entanglements, and
dependencies across scales and geographies cannot
be captured exclusively on a regional basis. There is
no case for a regional financialization in the sense of
‘regionally downsized’ or ‘cut-out’ financialization,
since financialization is inherently multiscalar. Rather,
only structures that exist regionally and are expres-
sions or results of financialization can be identified
and analyzed according to their role in the path
of a region. Therefore, this article follows a broad
understanding of the concept of financialization, ac-
knowledging the literature and debates on the concept
across disciplines, without adapting a single ‘general’

definition. Rather, an interpretation is pursued that
strives to understand processes and developments
as differing regionally and that are associated with
financialization in the literature. Following MADER
et al. (2019 [2020]: 10), financialization is therefore
understood as explanans of regionally varying char-
acteristics or regional financialized structures. Without
what is perceived and discussed as financialization,
no regional financialized structures would emerge.
Out of these considerations, the justified question
arises what financialized structures are, and, con-
sequently, what is understood as non-financialized
structures, or as IoaANNouU and WoJCIK (2019: 266)
put it: “Given that financialization is usually taken
as a divergence from something, it is vital to be clear
on what this something is”. Other than financialized
structures, non-financialized structures subsume
regionally important characteristics, most of which
are discussed in the context of regional resilience, as
well as financialized structures before they became so.
In this respect, it seems appropriate to first determine
regional financialized structures more precisely and
evaluate possible interdependencies and interactions
with non-financialized structures later on.

This paper argues that regional financialization
takes place in three dimensions derived from the
extensive overview of debates on financialization
above: (1) regional housing structure, (2) the structure
of regional financial intermediaries, and (3) regional
debt structure. As can be seen from the cited literature,
all three dimensions have already been examined in
a regional perspective in one form or another. How-
ever, no attempt has yet been made to systematically
integrate these dimensions in a definition of regional
financialization. These three dimensions or struc-
tures should be understood less as strictly separate
ontological domains of regional economic systems,
but as heuristic categories in order to approach the
multiple entanglements of regional structures with
financialization processes.” Given the novel character
of this account, no claim is made to the completeness
of this compendium.

2.2.1 Regional Housing Structure

The first dimension of regional financialized struc-
tures can be broadly defined as regional housing
structure. The relevance of housing structures has
already become apparent in the literature review pro-
vided and has been emphasized by different scholars,
just recently by AALBERS (2019: 10), who refers to
housing as “key object of financialization” (AALBERS
2017: 542). The way in which housing structures are
embedded in national or global financial markets
and their role in the financial crisis have already been
outlined extensively above. Recalling this, WIUBURG
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and AALBERS (2017: 969) strikingly note that, in
the context of housing, “financialization is often
operationalized in terms of increasing mortgage
debt and the rise in the securitization mortgage
debt”. However, it should not be understood as a
definitional one-way street. Here, Germany can be
used as a counterexample, taking a different path
than most housing markets in Europe and the United
States. WIUBURG and AALBERS (2017: 978) character-
ize the development as ‘alternative financialization’,
whereby “a model of mortgaged homeownership
did not materialize in Germany due to the shock of
German unification as well as policy choices at the
federal level”. Instead, social housing units owned
by municipalities were increasingly sold with private
equity funds or large real estate companies as new
owners (WDBURG/AALBERS 2017: 973). Regional
housing structures can, therefore, be regarded as
‘financialized’ in various ways: either within the
framework of an increasingly lived ‘homeownership’
principle built upon (securitized) mortgages or in the
sense of ‘financialized privatization’. As AALBERS
(2019: 10) puts it: “Housing risks are increasingly
financial market risks — and vice versa”.

2.2.2 The Structure
of Regional Financial Intermediaries

Strongly underpinned by the exemplary insights
delivered by post-Keynesians on credit and money
creation by banks, financial intermediaries in general
are admitted a distinct and partially more, partially
less influential role in financialized structures than
in traditional settings. Due to this importance, the
second dimension introduced here is the structure
of regional financial intermediaries. This dimension
should not only be understood in a traditional sense,
as exclusively local saving banks or similar, but also
generally as financial intermediaries that are of region-
al influence and importance. Examples have already
been mentioned in the first dimension above. Real
estate companies symbolize a general trend which
reveals distinct regional patterns and is commonly
referred to as ‘assetization’. In the wake of institutional
investors, a range of (public) goods are continuously
transformed to assets. This means, for example, that
pensions funds start to buy and invest in agricultural
land (AALBERS 2019: 8f.). CHRISTOPHERS (2017), as an
exemplarily article, vividly outlines the assetization
of public land in the United Kingdom. Regional
structures are, thus, suddenly integrated into global
financial markets, similar to mortgage-financed real
estate. These dynamics do not emerge out of thin
air. They are driven by new investment strategies of
households, firms, and public institutions, and, of
course, by regulatory factors (CLARK 2017: 230; vaN

LooN/AALBERS 2017: 221). AALBERS (2019: 7f.), for
example, describes “the increasing financialization of
nonfinancial firms” as “the most widely discussed di-
mension of financialization”. STOCKHAMMER (2010: 4;
author’s own insertion in brackets) notes that “house-
holds have [furthermore] become financialized [...] with
respect to the provision of old-age retirement”. This
can be seen in increased investments in globally active
pension funds, which, as outlined above, are them-
selves of regional importance. Hence, this dimension
does not only refer to investments by intermediaries,
but also the other way around, to investments in
intermediaries, often mutually dependent. Regional
structures can therefore be financialized by interme-
diaries in two ways: on the one hand, as an ‘object’,
for instance in the case of assetization processes; on
the other hand, in the sense of investment and capital
structures held by regional actors. These structures
can, but do not have to be linked. The emergence of
such ‘new’ intermediaries changes the role of already
existing ones (CLARK 2017: 231). In a rather ‘tradi-
tional’ sense, as local or regional banks, the task of
financial intermediaries is primarily to grant loans
(ZADEMACH 2014: 83). But, as CLARK (2017: 231)
notes, “over the past three decades, these types of
financial intermediaries have either withdrawn from
local activities in concert with the spatial consolida-
tion of national banking industries, or been eclipsed
by other kinds of financial intermediaries that have
been more successful in growing national and global
financial markets”. Put differently, there has been a
shift from exclusively locally or regionally focused
financial intermediaries to nationally, transnationally,
or globally oriented structures. Similarly, the role of
financial intermediaries “shifted from a more or less
passive [...] towards active financial actors” (AALBERS
2019: 6).

Hence, it is not only a question of whether fi-
nancial intermediaries have ‘regional roots’, but also
which business model predominates in the respective
regions. Put boldly, one question here is whether
households invest their money in traditional saving
accounts (‘Sparbiicher’) or in pension funds and
stocks. Another point in this dimension of regional
financialization relates to changes in public institu-
tions, such as local governments. DERUYTTER and
MOLLER (2019 [2020]: 13) emphasize a shift towards
so-called ‘New Public Management (NPM)’. This
shift depicts a variety of modifications in municipal
governments, like changing understandings and
practices of how municipalities or regions finance
themselves. Thereby, various financial constructs and
instruments emerge, such as ‘munibonds’. NPM basi-
cally “introduced private sector standards of efficien-
cy into public administrations” (DERUYTTER / MOLLER
2019 [2020]: 5).
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2.2.3 Regional Debt Structure

The emergence of new and distinct forms of debt,
mostly for households, has already been addressed
in the first dimension. Several authors connect its
rise decidedly with growing financialization (SOkOL
2013: 505), as “the global rise in financial services and
institutions [led them] seeking to expand their market
share of consumer credit” (SEARLE/ KOPPE 2017: 323;
author’s own insertions in brackets), or locate it even
“at the epicenter of the crisis” (SokoL 2013: 505). In
this way, the de-regulation in the last decades of the
20" century has contributed to a rapid rise in the level
of household debt, reaching its pike in many countries
on the eve of the financial crisis (SEARLE/ KOPPE 2017:
323). Given the fact that financialization is often linked
to the rise of so-called ‘debt-economy’ (GUTTMANN
2017: 870), the regional debt structure is outlined as the
third important category of regional financialization.
There are obvious entanglements and intersections to
the previous dimensions. This dimension does not only
address the fact that households are integrated into
global financial markets through mortgages and new
financial intermediaries, but also takes a step further
to consider various forms of debt, for example those
of public institutions. Here, DERUYTTER and MOLLER
(201912020]: 5) emphasize changes and shifts in public
debt structures. Moreover, they identify two more
causes of these alterations besides NPM: processes
of state-rescaling and “fiscal retrenchment under
austerity regimes”.

3 Regional Resilience: A Brief Overview

Considerations on regional resilience are somewhat
more widespread, the concept has already been subject
of numerous discussions, articles, and books. There-
fore, this paper only gives a rough overview of the
different approaches. Despite its growing popularity,
“there is as yet no theory of regional economic resil-
ience as such [...]” (MARTIN/ SUNLEY 2015: 3; emphasis
in original). SWANSTROM (2008: 2) adds that “resilience
is more than a metaphor but less than a theory. At
best it is a conceptual framework that helps us to
think about regions in new ways[...]”. In general, the
different approaches can be grouped or distinguished
into three ‘readings’ of resilience: so-called ‘engineer-
ing resilience’, ‘ecological resilience’, and ‘adaptive’
or ‘evolutionary resilience’ (MARTIN/SUNLEY 2015:
4ft.; NEUFELD 2017: 68).

First, ‘engineering resilience’, proposed by
HorLiNG (1973) and defined as “how fast a system that
has been displaced from equilibrium by a disturbance or
shock returns to that equilibrium” (cf. MARTIN/ SUNLEY

2015: 4; emphasis in original), postulates a system
in equilibrium to which a ‘bounce-back’ is possible
(MARTIN 2012: 4; MARTIN/SUNLEY 2015: 3). It re-
fers to “the resistance of a system to disturbances
(shocks) and the speed of return to its pre-shock state”
(MARTIN 2012: 4, emphasis in original). Today, this
reading has found widespread usage and application
in the physical sciences, but also in psychology or
economics. Regarding the latter, resilience denotes
the self-correcting forces which adjust the state of a
region back to its initial equilibrium (MARTIN 2012:4).
However, compared to the relational approach in
economic geography, the conceptual discrepancies
may be obvious. Hence, in economic geography, the
‘engineering way’ of resilience and its equilibrium
assumption tend to be rejected, “as it makes no ref-
erence to changes in the structure and function of
regions” (BoscHMA 2015: 735).

Second, ‘ecological resilience’, also first captured
by HoLLING (1973) in his seminal work, refers to events
which push “a system beyond its ‘elasticity threshold’
to a new domain” (MARTIN 2012: 7). Resilience is
understood as “the capacity of a system to absorb
disturbance and reorganize while undergoing change
so as to still retain essentially the same function, struc-
ture, identity and feedback” (WALKER et al. 2006). This
‘new domain’ depicts a new equilibrium. Ecological
resilience equals the engineering approach and its
equilibrium assumption in general but suggests the
existence of multiple equilibria (BoscamA 2015: 735;
MaARTIN 2012: 7). This reading can again be linked to
multiple equilibrium economics which gained ground
in recent times (BoscHMA 2015: 735; MARTIN/ SUNLEY
2015: 6; PEnDALL et al. 2010: 74). The concept of
‘lock-in’, well known in economic geography, is often
used in such contexts. In this reading, the lock-in is
the result of a path-dependent process and requires a
correspondingly strong shock to change this path and
move to another equilibrium (PEnDALL et al. 2010:
75). Such a shock or event with permanent effects
on the path or development of an economic system
is called ‘hysteresis’ (ROMER 2019: 549). While most
discussions refer to negative consequences, MARTIN
(2012: 9f.) emphasizes the positive hysteresis effects
and their conceptual applicability in the context of
the resilience debate.

Third, equilibrium perspectives may have dominat-
ed the work on resilience in the past, nevertheless, the
concept of ‘adaptive resilience’ has gained grounds,
especially in economic geography (Boscama 2015:
735; PENDALL et al. 2010: 76). Arguing for resilience
in an evolutionary framework, as CHRISTOPHERSON et
al. (2010: 5) note, bears important consequences, as
the “incorporation of path-dependent causes within
the concept of regional resilience changes the way
resilience is both measured and defined”. How, then,
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is adaptive resilience defined? There is a clear distinc-
tion between engineering resilience and ecological
resilience on one side and adaptive resilience on the
other. While the first two gather under the banner
of a general equilibrium approach, no matter if a
single or multiple equilibria are assumed, the latter
takes a dynamic and evolutionary stance (BosSCHMA
2015: 735; PENDALL et al. 2010: 72). MARTIN (2012:
10) describes adaptive regional resilience as “the
capacity of a regional economy to reconfigure, that
is adapt, its structure (firms, industries, technologies
and institutions) so as to maintain an acceptable
growth path in output, employment and wealth over
time”. BoscHMA (2015: 735) urges that an equilib-
rium approach, on the contrary, does not address
important topics such as agency, structural change,
or the role of institutions. PIKE et al. (2010: 61) add
that equilibrist accounts fail to explain geographical
differences of regional resilience. Furthermore, both
engineering and ecological resilience do not account
for regional economic evolution (SIMMIE/ MARTIN
2010: 30). Put differently, in terms of equilibria,
resilience is concerned with “a return to normalcy,
[while adaptive] resilience [...] refers to the ability to
change or adapt in response to stresses and strains.
As such, resilience is a dynamic attribute associated
with a process of continual adjustment” (PENDALL
et al. 2010: 76; author’s own insertions in brackets).

MARTIN (2012: 11f.) suggests four dimensions of
(adaptive) regional resilience which incorporate these
considerations into a unifying framework: resistance,
which denotes the vulnerability of a region in the face
of shocks or other, commonly negatively perceived,
impacts; recovery, which refers to the recovery from
this shock; re-orientation, which focuses on the realign-
ment and adjustments taken place in the region, and
understood as the reaction to shocks or disturbances;
and renewal, which delineates the extent to which a
region has changed its path in post-shock compared
to pre-shock time.

There is a wide variety of factors which are at-
tributed importance in these four dimensions: firms,
their competitiveness, innovation, and interrelated-
ness; a diversified economic structure, sometimes
referred to as ‘industrial variety’ or also ‘diversified
specialization’ (although slightly different in ad-
dressing the issues); the skills and knowledge of
the workforce; different regional networks; the in-
stitutional setting, broadly defined, incorporating a
financial system which provides the required support;
a well maintained infrastructure; and many others
(BoscHMA 2015: 736; CHRISTOPHERSON et al. 2010:
6f.; FARHAUER/ KROLL 2012: 81f.; HASSINK 2010: 46;
MARTIN 2012: 13; WoLFE 2010: 140). Of course, these
components do not exist independently of each other,
but are intertwined in different ways and influence

each other (CHRISTOPHERSON et al. 2010: 7). Various
studies discuss and investigate those components in
indices of regional resilience (e.g. FINGELTON et al.
2012; KaHsAI et al. 2015; or others).

MarTINS framework has found widespread usage
in the evolutionary economic geography (EEG) com-
munity and offers suitable starting points to combine
resilience and financialization in a regional perspective.

4 The Financialization-Resilience-Nexus
in a Regional Perspective

The past financial crisis has ensured that both concepts
are on everyone’s lips, especially among academics,
but also among policy makers. MARTIN and SUNLEY
(2015: 27) give an overview of “some determinants
of regional economic resilience”. Among them is the
category of “Financial Arrangements”, containing,
for instance, the institutional environment of interest
rates, regional credit availability, and similar aspects.
In an empirical setting, Davies (2011: 379) investigates,
next to other components, the significance of em-
ployment in the construction as well as financial and
insurance sectors for the resilience of selected regions
in Europe, which yielded mixed results. Focusing on
international financial centers, WALTHER et al. (2011:
139f.) used the example of Luxemburg to conclude
that a high dependency on the financial sector does
not necessarily imply worse affectedness in a financial
crisis. Rather, the combination of this concentration
with innovation processes and regulatory aspects
yielded considerable resilience. Moreover, MARTIN et
al. emphasize the long-term importance of financial
institutions and systems, compared to their role in “re-
sponses to adverse shocks” (MARTIN et al. 2016: 569). In
other words, the recognition that regional financialized
structures are or can be a factor of regional resilience
has already been considered in parts of the debate but
have never been identified as such. Thus, a close and
systematic examination of these aspects in the context
of regional resilience is still missing. In the affluent
of the conceptual synthesis, a simple question arises,
especially regarding the research objective as stated in
the introduction: what can regional financialization
contribute to an understanding of regional resilience
that we do not already know? Here, four interrelated
points are suggested which, on the one hand, are in-
tended to distinguish regional financialization from
previous approaches in resilience debates, and, on the
other hand, are aimed at precisely extending these
debates: (1) scopes, (2) scales, (3) asymmetry, and (4)
heterogeneity. Again, it should be noted that no claim
is made towards a comprehensive demonstration of
possible intersections between both concepts.
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4.1 Scopes

First and foremost, a systematic reconciliation of
regional financialization and regional resilience yields
new scopes. This entails new topics, new perspectives,
new points of departure, but also issues which have
already been dealt with and which are now explicitly
addressed as regional financialization. With respect
to the diversity of both concepts, only selected ex-
amples can be illustrated here. In order to accord
some structure to the analysis of those examples,
the developed dimensions of regional financialized
structures offer themselves as a case in point. The first
example incorporates the regional housing structure.
In general, MEEN and NYGAARD (2010: 56) note
that the housing structure “is likely to contribute to
regional disparities”. It has already been subject to
resilience analyses as well, but mostly with reference
to the resilience of the housing markets itself, that is,
the resilience towards real estate bubbles. In this way,
but not always explicitly, processes of financialization
can be addressed (e.g. KHOLODILIN et al. 2014: 4;
SqQuires/ WHITE 2019: 172). However, to appropriately
investigate the role of housing, the connected regional
debt structure must be incorporated as well, since
the impact on regional resilience largely stems from
the intersection of both dimensions. Findings from
econometric studies support this assumption: PRICE
et al. (2019: 27) conclude “that high levels of owner
occupied mortgage debt reduce household spending”.
KEeyset al. (2014: 31) find linkages between mortgage
rate declines and regional prosperity. Kim (2013: 689),
in a more general approach on the interrelations of
selected ‘financialization variables’ such as general
household debt and macroeconomic performance,
finds a negative relation as well. Similarly, LOMBARDI
et al. (2017: 24) suggest that lower GDP growth in
the long-term is associated with higher household
debt, at least on the national level. Hence, the rise of
household mortgage debt, but also household debt in
general, are results of financialization processes and
raise justified questions concerning regional resilience,
e.g. in terms of output recovery in the aftermath of
shocks, but also in terms of regional prosperity or
renewal in the long-term. This finding is not new at
all but embeds the causes in regional financialized
structures.

A second example can be found in the context of
the changing structure of regional financial interme-
diaries. The demise of a ‘regionally rooted’ banking
system is often linked to different patterns of regional
vulnerability in times of crisis. As an example, the
German banking system, compared to countries
such as France or the UK, and its advantages in
financing SMEs — themselves often said to be “the
backbone of the German economy” (ENGELEN et

al. 2010: 64) — have been identified as a key ‘success
factor’ in the recent crisis (see KLAGGE et al. 2017:
1471f.; ZADEMACH 2014: 85; and others). For firms,
those changes bear an important implication, since
so-called ‘financing deserts’ may emerge. As a conse-
quence, especially SMEs are confronted with financing
problems, which reveals itself to be less beneficial for
the overall development and prosperity of a region
(CLark 2017: 231f)). APPLEYARD (2013: 869) con-
cludes that the financial crisis has even deepened the
financing problems of firms in the UK caused by the
drawback of banks. Clearly, these findings point out
adverse effects for regional resistance, particularly in
the short term, but possibly for a region’s economic
development in the long term as well. Furthermore,
financial intermediaries, mostly in the sense of ‘tra-
ditional banks’, often take further roles in regional
economic systems beside their function as financing
sources. ZADEMACH (2014: 84), for example, empha-
sizes their role in regional networks in general. Here,
changed regional capacities for re-orientation and
renewal may be a result of financialization. But firms
are not only confronted with financing difficulties;
they also change their investment strategies. Non-
financialized firms (NFCs) are increasingly active
and invest in financial markets (AALBERS 2019: 7f).
Torrand ONARAN (2018: 1411) note that “increasing
interrelations between the financial markets and the
NFCs are progressively reducing fixed capital accu-
mulations and thus growth”. Another example can
be found at the crossroads of regional debt structure
and the structure of regional financial intermediaries.
Articles like the contribution by DERUYTTER and
MOLLER (2019 [2020]) show the increasing interest
in and analysis of local or regional public debt. An
obvious interaction with regional resilience arises from
the increasing debt or even (potential) insolvency of
public institutions associated with increased activity
in financial markets, which is, ultimately, argued to
be caused by financialization processes such as the
aforementioned NPM. Numerous examples can be
cited, the most prominent of which are probably
the cases of Hammersmith & Fulham in the United
Kingdom and Orange County in the United States
(AALBERS 2019: 9). In early 1989, the London borough
Hammersmith & Fulham “defaulted on payments
it owed various banks under its swap agreements”
(KoLAR 1996: 317). As TICKELL (1998: 866) outlines,
the financial practices which led to that debacle were
adopted only six years before the default without
similar activity in the preceding years. Five years
later, Orange County declared bankruptcy, resulting
from an “improper use of taxpayer funds in the de-
rivative market”, ultimately losing 1.7 billion USD
(Korar 1996: 317f.). But there are examples outside
Anglo-Saxon countries as well, as the cases of Austria
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(Linz) and Germany (Pforzheim) show (AALBERS
2015: 303; DERUYTTER/ MOLLER 2019 [2020]: 6, 11).
In Linz, the local financial representative signed
a swap agreement with an Austrian bank in 2007.
The possible losses reached nearly half a billion
euro, which is about half of the city’s annual budget
(OON 2018). The case continues to be subject of
legal disputes (ORF 2021). Similar stories can be
found in Germany, where the common perception
is that it “has weathered the financial crisis as a re-
sult of a national aversion of financial risk taking”
(AALBERS 2015: 303). However, the city of Pforzheim
has signed a swap agreement, causing a loss of 57
million euros (DERUYTTER / MOLLER 2019 [2020]: 11).
In this context, BARBERA et al. (2017: 674) explicitly
refer to “financial resilience’ of local governments as
“their ability to anticipate, absorb and react to shocks
affecting their finances”. Here, the argument can be
put forward that processes of financialization in the
form of NPM adversely affect ‘financial resilience’
of public institutions themselves. Furthermore, the
importance of such developments in the context of
regional resilience cannot be divided from tasks and
responsibilities. In other words, there are differing roles
that local or regional public institutions are admitted
in national contexts (SLack 2017: 253). Being largely
dependent on context and case, this ‘local state sup-
port’ may take a crucial role, also in regional resilience,
as highlighted by MARTIN and SUNLEY (2015: 27).
In this context, HrRuzA (2014: 150) investigates the
dynamics of municipal financial management in the
Czech Republic before, during, and after the recent
crisis. The results reveal that Czech municipalities
drew “on previously accumulated resources, which
helped them avoid fatal adverse conditions” (HrRuzA
2014: 150). Clearly, financial upheavals as outlined in
the case of Linz may undermine the ability of munic-
ipalities or regions to rely on such financial reserves,
and, thus, cope with disturbances, which has adverse
effects on regional resilience in several dimensions.

As these first, fairly comprehensive elaborations
on scopes have already shown, the entanglements of
regional financialization and regional resilience are
multifaceted and multi-layered. Of course, several
limitations could be named at this point. Some ar-
guments put forward rely on case studies focusing on
the national level. The question arises whether these
relations or, carefully formulated, ‘causalities’ hold
on the regional level as well. Furthermore, perspec-
tives and issues that are already part of the debates
on regional resilience have been addressed, but not
accorded much importance. Contrarily, topics and
issues at the very heart of those discussions were left
aside. In a first attempt to describe the multiple inter-
dependencies and interaction, several such trade-offs
must be taken into account.

Recalling the last example, one can argue that local or
regional public representatives “have become ‘active
agents’ in the process of municipal financialization
[...] although hardly under circumstances of their
own choosing” (PECK/WHITESIDE 2016: 242). This
conclusion indicates two further developments that
are central to the financialization-resilience nexus: the
influence and importance of superordinated scales
and an emerging or reinforcing asymmetry.

4.2 Scales

In the course of financialization, already existing
scales gain comparably more importance for regional
resilience, while, at the same time, further influential
scales emerge. By contrast, MARTIN and SUNLEY
(2015: 26; emphasis added by the author) note in
their seminal article on several elaborated factors of
regional resilience almost casually: “Importantly, these
contextual factors are multi-scale and they include
wider conditions and forces, such as national policies
and circumstances, and even international influences”.
However, an inclusion and hence acknowledgment
of the importance of regional financialization shifts
the focus from regional resilience explicitly towards
embedding regions in transnational and global finan-
cial processes and markets. Additionally, “new virtual,
supranational and extra-regulatory financial spaces
are emerging, superseding regulatory spaces” that
are subject to constant re-negotiation and changes
(DORRY 2017: 429). Hence, the new scales that emerge
are beyond the regional and national ones, but they
are also distinctive in their very nature compared to
‘already existing’ scales. This extension can be applied
the other way around as well. Although MARTIN and
SuNLEY (2015: 27) place ‘agency and decision-making’
at the very core of their framework, many approaches
on regional resilience focus on firms. These attempts
are in line with a more general shift in focus towards
the firm as the primary ‘analysis unit’ in an emerg-
ing and consolidating relational and evolutionary
economic geography (BATHELT/GLUCKLER 2012:
49). The presented arguments of this paper, on the
contrary, emphasize once more the importance of
incorporating the ‘financialization of everyday life’,
meaning households and individuals, but also regional
public institutions.

4.3 Asymmetry

Third, the inherent multiscalarity and the outlined
‘importance shifts’ between different scales ultimately
yield a stronger asymmetry in regional financialization
than other processes and dynamics discussed in the
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context of regional resilience and economic geography
in general (BATHELT/ GLUCKLER 2003: 127).

In general, the existence of information asymme-
tries is anything but new. ALESSANDRINI et al. (2003:
28), for example, note that “the very existence of banks
is justified by the presence of information asymmetries
between savers and investors”. LAPAvITSAS and MEND-
IETA-MUNOZ (2016) further argue that the “systematic
asymmetry in information and power between finan-
cial counterparties [...] provides the social foundation
of financial expropriation”. KLAGGE et al. (2017:
129, 131) as well as Papr et al. (2017: 157) offer more
recent articles, referring to asymmetric information
that economic actors — households, firms, or public
institutions — are confronted with. However, as both
relational economic geography and post-Keynesian
approaches indicate, the fundamental uncertainty
inherent to information asymmetries even increases
due to the processes of more deregulated financial
markets (TURBEVILLE 2013: 3, 12) ultimately caused
by financialization. As noted by MARTIN and SUNLEY
(2015: 27, 31f.), emerging financing deserts, as a result
of growing information asymmetries, adversely affect
regional resilience. This argument is not restricted
to firms but can also be applied to households or
individuals. This is most apparent when adducing the
example of CDOs and other instruments created in the
runup to the financial crisis. Investors did not have a
complete overview of what they were actually invest-
ing in and relied on other instances, especially rating
agencies (GORTON 2009: 37; MARANDOLA / SINCLAIR
2017: 480). This insight is, once more, anything but
new and has already been outlined years before the
Dotcom-bubble (ARESTIS et al. 2017: 159). However,
during the recent downturn, this asymmetry was
partially corrected by the introduction of the ABX
index in 2006. Through this change, “information
about subprime values and risks was aggregated and
revealed”, which caused the index to fall in the sec-
ond half of the same year and subsequently in 2007
(GorTON 2009: 11, 33). In other words, with the newly
introduced index, investors got to know the risks of
their investments, ultimately leading to withdrawals,
and starting, or further intensifying, the downward
trend. This asymmetry did not only apply to private
households as investors, but also to experts such as
municipal financial representatives, which can be seen
in the example of Linz, as the news coverage of the
court case showed years later (ORF 2013).

Hence, asymmetric power relations further emerge
or reinforce in the wake of financialization. Through
processes of financialization, households, firms, and
public institutions in a region are exposed to such
asymmetric power relations, which, in terms of re-
gional resilience, can be linked to rather adverse
effects (e.g. in the case of regional housing structure

see SQUIRES/ WHITE 2019: 172). DORRY (2017: 430)
strikingly argues: “The asymmetric power relations
[...] between spaces across geographical scales solid-
ify and reinforce patterns of the (prevailing) uneven
geographies in international finance”.

4.4 Heterogeneity

Fourth, regional financialization differs. Built upon
a contextual, evolutionary and contingent under-
standing of regional (economic) processes and de-
velopments, there are neither uniform dynamics nor
impacts and effects following the principle: ‘the less
financialization, the more resilient’, or ‘the more
financialization, the more resilient’. The principle of
heterogeneity, or region-specific effects must always
be at the core of regional financialization debates.
Again, referring to MADER et al. (2019 [2020]: 10),
financialization can be understood as the explanans
of regional financialized structures, but with different
structures unfolding as the intervening mechanism.
Regional financialization is the region-specific inter-
action of regional financialized structures.

Similar to the argumentation of HAssINk (2010:
55), the bottom line is that regional financialization
relates to already known and discussed ideas and
factors in debates on regional resilience, but not
exclusively. On the one hand, it underlines the
importance of these factors, and emphasizes the
embeddedness in and relation to comprehensive
financialization processes that take place in su-
perordinated, mostly global spaces on the other.
Therefore, it also broadens the understanding of
‘financial factors’ inherent to resilience debates so far.
Hence, a reconciliation of regional financialization
with regional resilience is not just addressing known
issues and topics with a new approach, but decidedly
extends these debates and enhances our understand-
ing of regional resilience dynamics. Interestingly,
the examples discussed reveal an inherently negative
connotation. BiBow (2010: 6; quotation marks in
original), for example, notes: “the Post-Keynesian
“financialization hypothesis” posits that [...] overall
economic efficiencies and performance may [...] be
adversely affected”. At this point, it should be men-
tioned that regional financialization does not neces-
sarily imply only worsening effects on dimensions of
regional resilience. For instance, BiBow (2010: 80)
argues that it is “wrong to conclude that all aspects
of financialization are wholly detrimental to eco-
nomic performance and household well-being”. As
theory-based assumptions, these elaborations on the
financialization-resilience-nexus follow an extensive
examination of literature and case studies, but have
not yet been applied in empirical investigations.
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5 Measuring Regional Financialization:
Some Considerations

While the conceptual links between regional finan-
cialization and regional resilience are largely clear, the
empirical investigation of this nexus turns out to be
much more challenging, particularly due to difficulties
in quantifying the former. The following overview,
therefore, contains some considerations on possible
empirical approaches to regional financialization in
a comparative European perspective, underpinned
with corresponding literature references, but without
conducting an in-depth econometric analysis.?

The first dimension, regional housing structure,
has already been discussed in depth in the economic
geographical literature (e.g. WIUBURG/ AALBERS 2017,
MarTIN 2011; and others). An attempt to assess such
developments in regional housing structures —no mat-
ter whether it concerns the number of house purchases,
the building permits, the price per square meter, or the
amount of loans granted for house purchases — will
immediately be confronted with an absolute lack of
regional data, particularly in a transnational perspec-
tive. Hence it is inevitable to use ‘proxies’ (SCHWAN
2017: 671). BULBARELLI (2016: 8), for example, uses the
value added in construction (‘sector F’) in proportion
to the total value added as a sign for the recent real
estate bubble in Spain. Similarly, NORrIs and COATES
(2014: 303ft.) link the housing boom in Ireland from
the mid-1990s until the mid-2000s to the gross value
added (GVA) in construction. However, real estate
bubbles and an inflated housing market in general can
be seen not only in the GVA share of construction,
but also in the share of real estate activities (‘sector L)
(e.g. OveErRBEEK 2012: 36). Speculation-driven con-
struction projects are addressed via the GVA share in
construction, while, at the same time, increasing real
estate or house prices are included by the GVA share
in real estate activities. Since housing structures differ
greatly from country to country, the inclusion of the
GVA share in real estate activities also covers rising
housing costs or rents, as outlined by WBURG and
AALBERS (2017: 984) for Germany.

The second dimension, regional debt structure,
turns out to be just as difficult to investigate. MBAYE et
al. (2016: 7) present an extensive overview of existing
debt datasets. Given this list of different sources, the
data availability on the national level can be charac-
terized as sufficient in all dimensions, which means
private and public, but also firm and even ‘subnational
government’ debt (several databases, among them:
Eurostat 2019a; IMF 2019; OECD 2019). To avoid
irritation, subnational government debt, although
interesting in this context, is presented on a national
level as well, and is available for the years 2015 and

2016 only. The missing debt data in the Eurostat
database on a regional level can be explained by the
fact that the indicators available on a national basis
originated primarily in the formation of the European
Monetary Union and were, therefore, only geared
towards the national level (NEUFELD 2017: 44). In the
literature, there are attempts to incorporate national
aggregate household data into regional analysis.
ScHWAN (2017: 674), for example, found significant
influence of regional household debt as aggregated
data on the regional GVA share in financial and
insurance activities (‘sector K’).

The third dimension, the structure of regional
financial intermediaries, is also confronted with empir-
ical implementation problems. It appears reasonable to
assume that GVA shares in K may be a suitable proxy
for this dimension as well, because regional statistics
on the investment of households in funds, the equity
market in general, or vice versa the assets held by e.g.
pensions funds, are hardly available. Studies which
focus on such statistics do not use regional, but only
national data, and only for selected countries (e.g.
LapaviTsas/POWELL 2013: 3651f.). GEMZIK-SALWACH
and PErz (2019: 60) note that “stock markets cap-
italization or monetary aggregates [...] are not and
cannot be calculated for regions”. As SPEICH (2003:
40) argues, the calculation of regional GVA statis-
tics assumes that deposits or premiums in both the
banking and insurance sector tend to be assigned to
higher-level branches and can, therefore, be hardly
located regionally. There are also no other conceiv-
able statistics available — in a comparative European
perspective — such as the number of banking, credit,
or insurance companies in a region.

Hence, although not undisputed, the literature
suggests using GVA shares in selected sectors to serve
as proxies for the different dimensions of regional
financialization. It is important to note that, just as
the dimensions cannot be clearly separated from one
another, these proxies cannot be precisely assigned to
one of these dimensions. At this point, two questions
arise: are GVA shares as proxies, although suggested
by and based upon the corresponding literature, suf-
ficient to investigate regional financialization? And
more generally: what is an appropriate methodical
framework to operationalize and investigate the GVA
shares and their role in the resilience of regions during
the recent crisis?

Clearly, an empirical investigation should focus on
developments before, during, and after the crisis. It
should take the regional ‘significance’ or ‘importance’
gains and losses of the selected indicators into account
to consider both quantitative and qualitative changes.
To approach these questions in a rather explorative
manner, the recently proposed ‘Index of Regional
Financialization’ by GEMZIK-SALWACH and PErRZ
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(2019: 61) may offer further insights. It calculates
GVA and employment shares of K in total GVA
respective total employment for every Polish region.*
GEMZIK-SALWACH and PERrz (2019: 60f.) explicitly refer
to employment, because regional financialization, if
understood to take place in the mentioned sectors,
does not affect output and employment in the same
manner. In other words: the phenomenon of ‘jobless
growth’, or the decoupling of GDP growth and em-
ployment, is of particular relevance in the ‘FIRE”
sectors (Assa 2017: 47).

In figure 1, a modified version of this index is
shown for European regions before and after the
financial and economic crisis. Compared to the orig-
inal index by GEMZIK-SALwWACH and PErz, GVA and
employment shares contain figures of all discussed
economic sectors — construction, real estate, and
finance and insurance activities. The index value, i.e.
the quantitative dimension, is shown using different
colors. The varying overlays symbolize the qualitative

dimension by indicating which of the three discussed
sectors contributes the most to total regional GVA,
hence, ‘drives’ regional financialization.

First, figure 1 shows different patterns across Eu-
rope both in terms of the absolute extent of regional
financialization as well as regarding the driving sectors,
but neither a clear North-South nor West-East gradi-
ent can be identified. Rather, regions within countries
can be described as comparatively homogenous or
heterogeneous in their financialization. Second, those
patterns change over time. The absolute index values,
the quantitative dimension, can be characterized as
largely stable, but markedly rising in the newer member
states of the European Union. Simultaneously, there
are qualitative changes, mostly from construction to
real estate activities as driving sectors or vice versa.
Third, this map may gain interpretive power in con-
junction with insights concerning the general impact
of the crisis on European regions. To this end, one can
draw on existing literature, for example the analysis by

Changing Patterns of Regional Financialization, 2003 and 2015

This map displays a modified version of the 'Index of Regional
Financialization', proposed by Gewmzik-SauwacH and Perz (2019), for
European regions at different NUTS levels. The GVA and employment
shares in the financialization sectors were aggregated, normalized
separately over the whole period 2003-2015, and then summarized to
yield the index value.
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Fig. 1: Index of Regional Financialization for European regions in 2003 and 2015 (Own illustration)
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NEUFELD (2017: 99ff.). NEUFELD investigates both the
GDP resistance and recovery in context of the past
crisis among European regions. By comparing these
findings with the index of regional financialization
above, clear connections can neither be established
between the quantitative nor the qualitative dimen-
sion of regional financialization and the resilience
respectively recovery patterns.

Based on this brief analysis, the two questions
above can be answered with different clarity. First,
the analysis does not disprove the suitability of (re-
gional) GVA and employment shares as proxies of
regional financialization, but certainly calls it into
question. Second, the exploratory character of the
analysis does not deliver satisfactory insights and
explanations. This points to the necessity of a more
reasoned methodological concept. A wide range of
econometric techniques — from more explorative
cluster analysis to sophisticated (non-linear) panel
models —as well as a variety of qualitative approaches
opens up as possible analysis tools, whereby an em-
pirical application, quantitative or qualitative, is left
to further research.

6 Conclusion

The turbulences of the financial crisis, which swept
across most regions in Europe at the end of the past
decade, have led to an increased and still growing
interest in the concepts of financialization and resil-
ience — not exclusively, but particularly in evolutionary
economic geography. However, neither financialization
nor the financialization-resilience nexus have been
explicitly conceptualized in a regional perspective
or systematically reconciled yet. The purpose of this
paper was to tackle these gaps in research.

First, the theoretical and conceptual foundations
underlying the broad financialization debates and
associated examples have been outlined in detail.
Subsequently, a definition of regional financialization
as the region-specific interaction of different financial-
ized structures was proposed. Thereby, three different
dimensions of regional financialized structures were
introduced: (1) the regional housing structure, (2) the
structure of regional financialized intermediaries,
and (3) the regional debt structure. These dimen-
sions should be understood as heuristic categories
to approach the complex issue of financialization in
a regional perspective rather than clearly delimited
entities.

Second, after a detailed elaboration of the simi-
larly broad debates on regional resilience, for which
the adaptive resilience framework proposed by
MARTIN (2012) has been adopted, the concepts of

financialization and resilience were reconciled in a re-
gional perspective. The argument was put forward that
regional financialization expands our understanding
of regional resilience in four aspects: (1) new scopes
arise, while already included topics and issues are
systematically founded on regional financialization at
the same time; (2) new scales gain importance, while
the already discussed embeddedness of regions in
international or global contexts is underpinned; (3)
as a result of these superordinated scales, asymme-
tries, both in information and power, are reinforced
or newly emerge; (4) in a contingent understanding
of economic geography, regional financialization
reveals to be region-specific, meaning that there is
no uniformity but heterogeneity.

Third, as demonstrated, possible empirical appli-
cations are confronted with a lack of data availability
or, particularly in a transnational perspective, compa-
rability across regions. Therefore, future (quantitative)
research on the financialization-resilience-nexus must
address this shortcoming, evaluate other possible
data sources, and discuss appropriate econometric
models. These developments are, given the relevance
of regional financialization for regional resilience as
outlined in this paper, crucial for our understanding
of regional economic dynamics.

Notes

1) Coupons can be understood as newly issued stocks. Those
stocks “can be held directly by households or indirectly by
pensions funds and insurance companies pooling household
savings” (FRoUD et al. 2002: 275).

2) Clear terminology is an essential part of good scientific
practice. The terms ‘dimensions’ and ‘structures’ are used
interchangeably in this paper. The objective is rather to
think of regional financialization from three points of
view than to clearly define and determine the terminology.

3) In this paper, empirical approaches to regional financial-
ization are not further discussed. Applied examples can
be found in several publications, among them MARTIN et
al. (2016) and NEUFELD (2017).

4) Theindex is calculated as where refers to the regional GVA
or employment share, respectively; and stand for “min and
max across all regions and years” (GEMZIK-SALWACH/PERZ
2019: 61); the calculated values for GVA and employment
are summarized, which yields the ‘Index of Regional
Financialization’.

5) The acronym ‘FIRE’ usually refers to the financial, insur-
ance, and real estate activities in an economy.

Literature

AALBERS, M.B. 2009: Geographies of the financial crisis. In:
Area 41/1: 34-42.

AALBERS, M. B. 2015: Financial geography: Introduction to the
Virtual Issue. In: Transactions of the Institute of British
Geographers 40/2: 300-305.



60

Timon Hellwagner

AALBERS, M.B. 2017: The Variegated Financialization of
Housing. In: International Journal of Urban and Regional
Research 41/4: 542-554.

AALBERS, M. B. 2019: Financialization. In: RICHARDSON, D.; CAs-
TREE N.; GOODCHILD, M.F.; KoBaYAsHI. A.L.; MARSTON, R.
(eds.): The International Encyclopedia of Geography: People,
the Earth, Environment, and Technology. Oxford: 1-14.

AGLIETTA, M.; BRETON, R. 2001: Financial systems, corporate
control and capital accumulation. In: Economy and Society
30/4: 433-466.

ALESSANDRINI, P.; PAPI, L.; ZAzZARO A. 2003: Banks, regions
and development. In: Banca Nazionale Del Lavoro Quar-
terly Review 56/March: 23-54.

APPLEYARD, L. 2013: The Geographies of Access to Enterprise
Finance: The Case of the West Midlands, UK. In: Regional
Studies 47/6: 868-879.

ARESTIS, P; FONTANA, G.; PHELPS, P. 2017: Regional financial-
isation and financial systems convergence: Evidence from
Italy. In: Environment and Planning A 49/1: 141-167.

AssA, J. 2017: The Financialization of GDP: Implications for
economic theory and policy. Abingdon, 1* edition.

BARBERA, C.; JONES, M.; KORAC, S.; SALITERER, I.; STECCOLINI,
1. 2017: Governmental financial resilience under austerity
in Austria, England and Italy: How do local governments
cope with financial shocks? In: Public Administration
95/3: 670-697.

BaTHELT, H.; GLUCKLER, J. 2012: Wirtschaftsgeographie.
Stuttgart, 3" edition.

Bisow, J. 2010: Financialization of the U.S. household sector:
The “subprime mortgage crisis” in U.S. and global per-
spective. IMK Study 3/2010.

BoscuMa, R. 2015: Towards an Evolutionary Perspective on
Regional Resilience. In: Regional Studies 49/5: 733-751.

BULBARELLI, M. 2016: The housing finance system in Italy and
Spain: Why did a housing bubble develop in Spain — and
not in Italy? Papers on International Political Economy
(PIPE) 26/2016. Berlin.

CHiLLA, T.; KUHNE, O.; NEUFELD, M. 2016: Regionalentwick-
lung. Stuttgart, 1* edition.

CHRISTOPHERS, B. 2017: The State and Financialization of Pub-
lic Land in the United Kingdom. In: Antipode 49/1: 62-85.

CHRISTOPHERSON, S.; MICHIE, J.; TYLER, P. 2010: Regional
resilience: Theoretical and empirical perspectives. In: Cam-
bridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society 3/1: 3-10.

CrLark, G.L. 2017: Financial intermediation, infrastructure
investment and regional growth. In: Area Development
and Policy 2/3: 217-236.

Davigs, S. 2011: Regional resilience in the 2008-2010 down-
turn: Comparative evidence from European countries. In:
Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society
4/3: 369-382.

DERUYTTER, L.; MOLLER, S. 2019 [2020]: Cultures of Debt
Management Enter City Hall. Retrieved as pre-publication
from: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/334625237_
Cultures_of Debt_Management_Enter_City_Hall
(15.09.2019). Published in: MADER, P.; MERTENS, D.; VAN
DER ZWAN, N. (eds.): International Handbook of Finan-
cialization. London: 400—410.

DORRYy, S. 2017: Regulatory spaces in global finance. In: MAR-
TIN, R.; POLLARD, J. (eds.): Handbook on the Geographies
of Money and Finance. Cheltenham, Northampton:
253-297.

ENGELEN, E.; KONINGS, M.; FERNANDEZ, R. 2010: Geogra-
phies of Financialization in Disarray: The Dutch Case
in Comparative Perspective. In: Economic Geography
86/1: 53-73.

EpsTEIN, G.A. 2005: Introduction: Financialization and the
World Economy. In: EpPSTEIN, G.A. (ed.): Financialization
and the World Economy. Cheltenham: 3-16.

ERTURK, I.; FROUD, J.; JOHAL, S.; LEAVER, A.; WILLIAMS, K. 2007:
The democratization of finance? Promises, outcomes and
conditions. In: Review of International Political Economy
14/4: 553-575.

Eurostat. 2019a: Key indicators [nasa 10 ki]. Online: http:/
appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=na-
sa_10_ki&lang=en, (09.09.2019).

Eurostat. 2019b: Employment (thousand persons) by NUTS
3 regions [nama 10r 3empers]. Online: http://appsso.eu-
rostat.ec.europa.cu/nui/show.do?dataset=nama_10r_3em-
pers&lang=en, (06.07.2019).

Eurostat. 2019¢c: Gross value added at basic prices by NUTS 3 re-
gions [nama 10r 3gva]. Online: https://appsso.eurostat.ec.eu-
ropa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=nama_10r_3gva&lang=en,
(19.07.2019).

Eurostat. 2019d: NUTS. Online: https://ec.europa.eu/eu-
rostat/de/web/gisco/geodata/reference-data/administra-
tive-units-statistical-units/nuts, (04.08.2019).

FARHAUER, O.; KrROLL, A. 2013: Standorttheorien. Wiesbaden.
st edition.

FINGLETON, B.; GARRETSEN, H.; MARTIN, R: 2012: Recession-
ary shocks and regional employment: Evidence on the
resilience of U.K. regions. In: Journal of Regional Science
52/1: 109-133.

FRrRENCH, S.; LEYSHON, A.; THRIFT, N. 2009: A very geographical
crisis: The making and breaking of the 2007-2008 financial
crisis. In: Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and
Society 2/2: 287-302.

FRrRENCH, S.; LEYSHON, A.; WAINWRIGHT, T. 2011: Financializing
space, spacing financialization. In: Progress in Human
Geography 35/6: 798-819.

Froup, J.; Hastam, C.; JOHAL, S.; WiLLIAMS, K. 2000: Share-
holder value and financialization: Consultancy promises,
management moves. In: Economy and Society 29/1: 80-110.

Froup, J.; JoHAL, S.; WiLLIAMS, K. 2002: Financialisation
and the coupon pool. In: Capital & Class 26/3: 119-151.

GEMZIK-SALWACH, A.; PERZ, P. 2019: Financialization in the
Regional Aspect. An Attempt to Measure a Phenomenon.
Central European Economic Journal 5/1: 56-66.

GoORTON, G. 2009: The subprime panic. In: European Financial
Management 15/1: 10-46.

GUTTMANN, R. 2017: Financialization revisited: the rise and
fall of finance-led capitalism. In: Economia e Sociedade
26/special issue: 857-877.

Hassink, R. 2010: Regional resilience: A promising concept to
explain differences in regional economic adaptability? In: Cam-
bridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society 3/1: 45-58.

HoLLING, C.S. 1973: Resilience and Stability of Ecological Sys-
tems. In: Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 4: 1-23.

Hruza, F. 2014: The effect of the financial crisis on Czech
municipal financial management: Can a future crisis be
prevented? In: Problems and Perspectives in Management
12/1: 143-151.

ILLING, F. 2013: Deutschland in der Finanzkrise: Chronologie
der deutschen Wirtschaftspolitik 2007-2012. Wiesbaden,
I+t edition.

IMF (International Monetary Fund). 2019: Global Debt Da-
tabase. Online: https://www.imf.org/external/datamapper/
datasets/GDD, (09.09.2019).

ToanNou, S.; Worcik, D. 2019: On financialization and its
future. In: Environment and Planning A 51/1: 263-271.

Kansal, M.S;; Yu, J.; MIDDLETON, M.; SCHAEFFER, P.V.; JACK-
soN, R.W. 2015: A Framework for Measuring County



Financialization and Resilience in a Regional Perspective

61

Economic Resilience. Regional Research Institute Working
Paper Number 2015-03.

KEys, B.J.; Piskorski, T.; SERU, A.; YAo, V. 2014: Mortgage
Rates, Household Balance Sheets, and the Real Economy.
Columbia Business School Research Paper No. 14-53.

KnoropiLiN, K. A.; MicHELSEN, C.; ULBRICHT, D. 2014:
Speculative Price Bubbles in Urban Housing Markets in
Germany. DIW Berlin Discussion Papers 1417.

Kim, Y. 2013: Household debt, financialization, and macro-
economic performance in the United States, 1951-2009.
In: Journal of Post Keynesian Economics 35/4: 675-694.

KLAGGE, B.; MARTIN, R.; SUNLEY, P. 2017: The spatial structure
of the financial system and the funding of regional busi-
ness: a comparison of Britain and Germany. In: MARTIN,
R.; POLLARD, J. (eds.). Handbook on the Geographies of
Money and Finance. Cheltenham, Northampton: 125-155.

Korar, A.E. 1996: Hammersmith meets Orange County:
“wishing upon a star” with taxpayer money in the mu-
nicipal bond derivative market. In: Journal of Urban and
Contemporary Law 49: 315-349.

KRIPPNER, G.R. 2005: The financialization of the American
economy. In: Socio-Economic Review 3/2: 173-208.
KULKE, E. 2017: Wirtschaftsgeographie. Paderborn, 6" edition.
LaraviTsas, C.; PoweLL, J. 2013: Financialisation varied:
A comparative analysis of advanced economies. In:
Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society

6/3: 359-379.

LApraviTSAS, C.; MENDIETA-MURNoOZ, 1. 2016: The Profits of
Financialization. In: Monthly Review 68/3: online only.

LoMBARDI, M. J.; MoHANTY, M.; SHiM, 1. 2017: The real
effects of household debt in the short and long run. BIS
Working Papers 607.

MADER, P; MERTENS, D.; VAN DER ZWAN, N. 2019 [2020]:
Financialization: An Introduction. Retrieved as pre-pub-
lication from: https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/bitstream/
handle/1887/87160/FinancializationAnIntroduction_wp_
oefeb_20200e.pdf?sequence=1(27.08.2019). Published in:
MADER, P.; MERTENS, D.; VAN DER ZWAN, N. (eds.): Inter-
national Handbook of Financialization. London: 1-16.

MARANDOLA, G.; SINCLAIR, T.J. 2017: Credit rating agencies are
poorly understood and the rules developed for them will
not work. In: MARTIN, R.; POLLARD, J. (eds.): Handbook
on the Geographies of Money and Finance. Cheltenham,
Northampton: 478-496.

MARTIN, R. 2002: Financialization of daily life. Philadelphia,
1%t edition.

MARTIN, R. 2011: The local geographies of the financial crisis:
From the housing bubble to economic recession and be-
yond. In: Journal of Economic Geography 11/4: 587-618.

MARTIN, R. 2012: Regional economic resilience, hysteresis
and recessionary shocks. In: Journal of Economic Ge-
ography 12/1: 1-32.

MARTIN, R.; SUNLEY, P. 2015: On the notion of regional eco-
nomic resilience: Conceptualization and explanation. In:
Journal of Economic Geography 15/1: 1-42.

MARTIN, R.; SUNLEY, P.; GARDINER, B.; TYLER, P. 2016: How
Regions React to Recessions: Resilience and the Role of
Economic Structure. In: Regional Studies 50/4: 561-585.

MBAYE, S.; MORENO BaDpIA M.; CHAE K. 2018: Global Debt
Database: Methodology and Sources. IMF Working
Paper WP/18/111.

MEEN, G.; NYGAARD, A. 2010: Housing and Regional Eco-
nomic Disparities. London, 1% edition.

NEUFELD, M. 2017: Kohésion in Krisenzeiten? Konvergenz
und Resilienz in der europidischen Raumentwicklung.
Nuremberg.

Norris, M.; Coates D. 2019: How housing killed the Celtic
tiger: anatomy and consequences of Ireland’s HOUSING
boom and bust. Journal of Housing and the Built Envi-
ronment 29/2: 299-315.

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and De-
velopment). 2019: OECD Regional Statistics (database).
Online: https://doi.org/10.1787/6b288ab8-en, (06.07.2019).

OON (Oberbsterreichische Nachrichten). 2018: Swap-
Debakel bedroht die finanziell angeschlagene Stadt
Linz. Online: https://www.nachrichten.at/politik/innen-
politik/Swap-Debakel-bedroht-die-finanziell-angeschla-
gene-Stadt-Linz;art385,3065292, (14.09.2019).

ORF (Osterreichischer Rundfunk). 2013: Freispriiche im
Linzer Swap-Prozess. Online: https://ooe.orf.at/v2/news/
stories/2619888/, (14.09.2019).

ORF (Osterreichischer Rundfunk). 2021. OLG: ,,SWAP hatte
nie Bestand®. Online: https:/looe.orf.atlstories/3098193/,
(17.08.2021).

OVERBEEK, H. 2012: Sovereign Debt Crisis in Euroland: Root
Causes and Implications for European Integration. Inter-
national Spectator 47/1: 30-48.

PaLLEY, T.I. 2007: Financialization: what it is and why it matters.
Levy Economics Institute Working Paper 525.

Pap1, L.; SARNO, E.; ZAazzArO, A. 2017: The geographical
network of bank organizations: issues and evidence for
ITtaly. In Martin, R.; Pollard, J. (eds.): Handbook on
the Geographies of Money and Finance. Cheltenham,
Northampton: 156-196.

PEck, J.; WHITESIDE, H. 2016: Financializing Detroit. In:
Economic Geography 92/3: 235-268.

PENDALL, R.; FosTER, K.A.; CoweLL, M. 2010: Resilience
and regions: Building understanding of the metaphor.
In: Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society
3/1: 71-84.

PIKE, A.; DAWLEY, S.; TOMANEY, J. 2010: Resilience, adaptation
and adaptability. Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy
and Society 3/1: 59-70.

PIKE, A.; POLLARD, J. 2010: Economic Geographies of Finan-
cialization. In: Economic Geography 86/1: 29-51.

Prick, F.; BECKERS, B.; LA Cava, G. 2019: The Effect of
Mortgage Debt on Consumer Spending: Evidence from
Household-level Data. Reserve Bank of Australia Research
Discussion Paper RDP 2019-06.

RoOMER, D. 2019: Advanced Macroeconomics. New York, 5t
edition.

ScHWAN, M. 2017: Which roads lead to Wall Street? The
financialization of regions in the European Union. In:
Comparative European Politics 15/4: 661-683.

SEARLE, B.A.; KOPPE, S. 2017: Geographies of assets and
debt. In: MARTIN R.; PoLLARD J. (eds.): Handbook on
the Geographies of Money and Finance. Cheltenham,
Northampton: 323-347.

SIMMIE, J.; MARTIN, R. 2010: The economic resilience of regions:
Towards an evolutionary approach. Cambridge Journal
of Regions, Economy and Society 3/1: 27-43.

StLAck, E. 2017: The geography of local public finance. In: MAR-
TIN, R.; POLLARD, J. (eds.): Handbook on the Geographies of
Money and Finance. Cheltenham, Northampton: 253-278.

SokoL, M. 2013: Towards a “newer” economic geography?
Injecting finance and financialisation into economic ge-
ographies. In: Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy
and Society 6/3: 501-515.

SeeicH, W. 2003: Methodik der Berechnung der Bruttow-
ertschopfung in den regionalen Volkswirtschaftlichen
Gesamtrechnungen unter besonderer Berticksichtigung der
Dienstleistungsbereiche. Statistik in Sachsen, 2/2003: 30-52.



62

Timon Hellwagner

SQUIRES, G.; WHITE, 1. 2019: Resilience and housing markets:
Who is it really for? Land Use Policy 81: 167-174.

STOCKHAMMER, E. 2010: Financialization of the global econo-
my. Political Economy Research Institute Working Paper
Series 240.

SwansTtrOM, T. 2008: Regional resilience: A critical examina-
tion of the ecological framework, IURD Working Paper
Series 2008-07.

TickeLL, A. 1998: Creative finance and the local state. In:
Political Geography 17/7: 865-881.

Torr, D.; ONARAN, O. 2018: The effects of financializa-
tion on investment: Evidence from firm-level data for
the UK. In: Cambridge Journal of Economics 42/5:
1393-1416.

TurBEVILLE, W. 2013: Financialization and a New Par-
adigm for Financial Markets. Online: https://www.
demos.org/sites/default/files/publications/Tuberville.
pdf, (14.09.2019).

VAN LooN, J.; AALBERS M. B. 2017: How real estate became ‘just
another asset class’: the financialization of the investment
strategies of Dutch institutional investors. In: European
Planning Studies 25/2: 221-240.

WALKER, B.; GUNDERSON, L.; KINzIG, A.; FOLKE, C.; CAR-
PENTER, S.; ScHULTZ, L. 2006: A handful of heuristics
and some propositions for understanding resilience in
socio-ecological systems. Ecology and Society 11/1:
online only.

WALTHER, O.; ScHuLZ, C.; DORRY, S. 2011: Specialised in-
ternational financial centres and their crisis resilience:
The case of Luxembourg. In: Geographische Zeitschrift
99/2-3: 123-142.

WUBURG, G.; AALBERS, M.B. 2017: The alternative finan-
cialization of the German housing market. In: Housing
Studies 32/7: 968-989.

WoLEE, D.A. 2010: The strategic management of core cities:
Path dependence and economic adjustment in resilient
regions. In: Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and
Society 3/1: 139-152.

YOUNG, B. 2011: Die Verflechtung zwischen der US-Subprime
Krise und den internationalen Finanzmaérkten. In: SCHEU-
PLEIN, C.; WooD, G. (eds.): Nach der Weltwirtschaftskrise:
Neuanfinge in der Region? Berlin: 11-31.

ZADEMACH, H.-M. 2014: Finanzgeographie. Darmstadt,
1" edition.

Kurzfassung: Finanzialisierung und Resilienz in regionaler Perspektive

Seit den Turbulenzen, die gegen Ende der 2010er-Jahre zunachst auf den Finanzmarkten aufgetreten wa-
ren und danach weite Teile des globalen Wirtschaftssystems erfasst hatten, haben die Konzepte der Finan-
zialisierung und (regionalen) Resilienz an Bedeutung gewonnen. Wahrend unterschiedliche Studien die
beiden Konzepte separat behandeln, steht eine systematische Zusammenfihrung von Finanzialisierung
und Resilienz in regionaler Perspektive noch aus. Der vorliegende Beitrag adressiert diese Forschungs-
licke. Basierend auf einer umfassenden Analyse der relevanten geographischen und 6konomischen Li-
teratur entwickelt der Beitrag zunachst eine regionale Perspektive auf Finanzialisierung und untersucht
anschliefend deren Bedeutung fir die Resilienz von Regionen. Die Analyse zeigt, dass sich regionale
Finanzialisierung als die regionsspezifische Interaktion unterschiedlicher finanzialisierter Strukturen cha-
rakterisieren lasst. Darauf aufbauend offenbart die Zusammenfuhrung beider Konzepte substanzielle Er-
weiterungen unseres Verstandnisses regionaldkonomischer Dynamiken und fordert eine zentrale Rolle
regionaler Finanzialisierung in der kunftigen Forschungsagenda ein.

Schlagworter: regionale Finanzialisierung, regionale Resilienz, regionale wirtschaftliche Entwicklung

Author: Timon Hellwagner, timon.hellwagner@iab.de, Forecasts and Macroeconomic Analyses, Institute
for Employment Research (IAB) of the Federal Employment Agency (Forschungsbereich Prognosen und
gesamtwirtschaftliche Analysen, Institut fir Arbeitsmarkt- und Berufsforschung (IAB) der Bundesagentur
fur Arbeit).



