
A Nice Gooey Cluster

It sure is clustery.

I’ve been a gavel-to-gavel convention junkie since 1972. I
admit that most of the time it is tedious, pretentious, and a
towering load of bullshit. The joke that “politics is show
business for ugly people” has been around as long as I can
remember, and my enjoyment comes from my uber-geeky obsession
with US history and politics. Growing up under the Nixon raj
was like living in a Shakespearean tragedy, so I’ve always
found it damned entertaining and compelling. Mea culpa.

Conventions  are  tightly  scripted  reality  shows,  a  cross
between Survivor and those cheesy behind-the-athlete vignettes
that have made the Olympics all but unwatchable. Predictable,
cliched  kitsch  with  an  occasional  surprise  twist.
But sometimes, the machinery breaks down and the mask comes
off to reveal the reptile aliens underneath. It happened in
’68 and ’72 with the Democrats, and in ’64 and ’76 for the
Republicans. It reveals much about the national id and the
undercurrents of tension and conflict that are behind the
events that we always scratch our heads over and think, “how
could such a thing happen?” here.

This year’s Republican National Convention has been a parade
of reptile aliens. It almost beggars analysis.

What can you say when the speaker who displayed the greatest
integrity (maybe the only speaker who displayed any integrity)
was a charmless theocrat from Texas who frightens his own
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children?

No, Daddy, no! Icky Daddy.

What can you say when the convention attendees act as though
they are in a remake of The Crucible?

The delegation from Mississippi. Burn the witch!

I could go on, and I have. I ‘ve twitterized to excess this
week,  one-liner  bon  mots  flowing  like  cheap  wine.  The
spectacle is perfect for it. Moose and squirrel. Quisling
taint lickers like Walker, Christie, and Little Marco. The
weaponization  of  grief.  The  cynical  intonation  of  MLK  in
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defense of state’s rights. Rudy Nosferatu.

A verb, a noun, 9-11.

What this week’s spectacle does not lend itself to is any kind
of extended, coherent analysis. It is simply too fractured, a
broken mirror reflection of what at least 40% of our nation
perceives as reality, with so many overlapping fault lines as
to defy focus. And that, truly, may be the point.

It may be that the splintered, kaleidoscopic texture of the
past three nights was intentional. So many shiny objects! So
many “did you see that?” diversions! And such a cavalcade of
stars! Duck Dynasty! Chachi! GE Smith!

It’s every bit as dazzling as the 4 a.m. shift on the old
Jerry Lewis Telethons. Yeah, I watched that, too, every year.
Why? Well, it was one night when the electric picture radio
box had more than a test pattern after midnight, and it was a
holiday, and if you were lucky, some hapless Vegas crooner
would lose his toupee mid-song, or Jerry would doze off or
start hallucinating and babbling and crying. Just like this
year’s RNC.
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Actual photo of Chris Christie thinking “My
god, what have I done?” Jerry Lewis at 4
a.m.

Horrific displays of stiff Caucasian dancing and call-and-
response  insanity?  Stagecraft  gone  awry?  Valium-addled
rantings, video screens and microphones misfiring, speakers
crying? Messrs. K and H assure the public their production
will be second to none. I love it.

When I go to a concert and the wheels start to come off, I get
a thrill. How will everybody respond? Sometimes, the recovery
takes the performance to a level nobody had imagined, pure
magic. Other times, recovery is rough, but respectable. And
sometimes, nothing can be done, everybody just has to pretend
things are okay, while the band plays Waltzing Matilda. Onward
to death and glory!

I’ve pretty much avoided writing about He, Trump, aka The
Donald, The Short Fingered Vulgarian, &c. It all pretty much
gets written without my help. The rest of the GOP clown car?
So much protoplasm, so little substance. The entire campaign
was like watching a circus camp for incontinent toddlers, like
watching a stubborn remnant refusing to go away no matter how
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many times you flush. Fascinating, but more than a little
revolting. Just not terribly interesting to write about.

Plus, also, too, it’s easy to get distracted by trivialities
like  i)  Natasha’s  plagiarized  speech  or  ii)  whether  a
professional gasbag did or did not give a Nazi salute to
Trump.<fn>i)  Who  cares?  and  ii)  No,  she  didn’t.  Just
stop.</fn> Why do the Trump lads look like understudies in an
off-off-Broadway  production  of  American  Psycho?<fn>Because
Patrick Bateman is a role model. Duh.</fn> Will Tiffany ever
get  her  Daddy’s  attention?<fn>Tragically,  no.</fn>  Does
Marcocito’s suit retain its shape through a wire frame or by
hot gas inflation?<fn>Bet on the gas.</fn>

One almost forgets that the reason this shitshow is happening
at all is because one of our two choices for president is a
litigation  happy  megalomaniac  who  lies  as  easily  as  most
people  fart.  A  grandstander  who  has  no  qualifications,  a
grifter, a phony, a narcissistic horror. He knows nothing of
policy, or how governance works, or even the basic facts of
America’s  role  in  the  world.  He’s  the  drunk  uncle  at
Thanksgiving, the sot at the end of the bar that everybody
moves away from. A barking mad street ranter waving pamphlets
and yelling “I’ve got evidence!”

You may hate her, and her policies, but Hillary is at least
qualified to serve. Lawyer. Senator. Secretary of State. You
gotta go back to Madison for that kind of resume cred. Trump?
It’s laughable on its face. A sane electorate would not elect
this guy King of Cartoons. And the polls say he’s pretty much
a snowball in hell.

But  it’s  not  enough  to  let  me  sleep  soundly.  I’ve  seen
elections go wrong before. It can happen here.

For a generation or three that has grown up with the electric
picture  machine,  Trump  is  a  familiar  amalgam  of  years  of
iconic representation. He’s Ralph Cramden and Fred Flintstone



and Archie and the predators of the reality show circuit.
He’s Lifestyles of the Rich and Famous and a towering member
of the glitterati club. He’s been in your home, in one form or
another,  for  decades.  <fn>Hilary  has  been  the  star  of  a
reality show for 25 years, too. She’s inevitably cast as the
villain.</fn>  He’s  Dallas  and  Falcon  Crest  and  All  My
Children.  Especially  All  My  Children.

Back in the days of Reagan<fn>He ruined everything, you know.
You can look it up.</fn> and Flock of Haircuts, one of my
guilty pleasures was this daily soaper. It was overwrit and
overwrought, pretty plainly terrible in every measurable way.
But it knew the future. Erica Kane, played by Susan Lucci for
41 years<fn>Respect!!!!</fn>, was a centerpiece character, a
“celebrity” who was “famous” and who had legions of “fans”,
but who never seemed to actually do anything to become famous.
She was simply famous for being famous. This is decades ahead
of a Kardashian or a Housewives of… scenario.

This, my friends, was Philip K Dick level prognosticating.
It’s  no  accident  that  a  considerable  percentage  of  the
convention  speakers  gained  their  fame  through  reality
teevee.<fn>Plus  a  few  grifters  from  the  pyramid  marketing
realm,  a  little  celebrity  subset  of  its  own.  But  I
digress.</fn>

These day, celebrity qua celebrity is so commonplace as to be
unremarkable. Viral videos, reality shows, all that. It means
that anybody can be famous, qualifications be damned. And
here’s a goodly chunk of the Trump appeal: anybody, by damn,
can be president!

“So what that he don’t know NATO from NAFTA…he’s got common
sense, dalgurnit, and he’s ain’t beholden. Why, he’s just
like me! Now hold my beer and watch me shoot this skeeter
offa ma nose!”



An actual Trump delegate.
No, really.

There is an unmovable base that thinks that what is going on
in one of the only two parties that matter<fn>Get over it,
Greens and Libturds.</fn> is fine and fucking dandy, a really
good direction for our commonwealth to pursue with fanatical
vigor. Trump has tapped into something deep and toxic, and he
is not shy about letting the beast out to play. He knows how
to cultivate the resentment and fear that motivates a big
portion of our population. Higher angels? What do their Q
ratings look like? Losers.

On top of that, there is another significant percentage of
people who will stroke their chins thoughtfully and say, oh
yes, certainly, that Trump fellow is a bit rough around the
edges, but oh my fucking god that Hilary Clinton, at least
Trump  didn’t  {hide  emails,  smuggle  cocaine,  kill  Vincent
Foster, help Bill rape women, &c.} AND SHE IS EVIL AND SHE
MUST BE STOPPED. People who, more in sorrow than in anger,
will vote to Make America Great Again.

<fn>Sure and okay, Hilary and the Dems have a solid 40% to
start  with,  too,  a  base  that  marches  just  as  obediently.
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Tribal markers and all that. I’m not blind to the faults of
the  other  side,  I’ll  be  watching  their  shitshow  just  as
closely. I imagine there will be plenty of high-larity and
contumely to share.</fn>

Here’s where shit gets real.<fn>as the young people say, via
emoji, apparently, but whatevs</fn>Despite the fact that, by
any  reasonable  measure,  there  is  only  one  major  party
candidate that is fit to occupy the office of presidency, this
is  actually  a  competitive  race.  There  are  purportedly
“reasonable” people (looking at you JEB!) who refuse to say,
“Country above party! This is a nightmare. Wake up!” It ain’t
gonna happen, the tribal markers are too sharp.

As with the last several elections, it comes down to what are
quaintly known as “low information” voters. People of the
land. The common clay of America.

You know….morons.

Here’s where it can go all wrong. In 2000, there was the idea
going around that Bush would be someone you’d rather have a
beer with. He was a regular guy, just like me! Already you can
see the effort to cast Trump and his spawn as salt of the
earth jes’ folk, with Hilary as the epitome of elitism.
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Ah,  but  he’s  a  businessman.  A  celebrity  businessman.
A  rich<fn>Perhaps.</fn>  celebrity  businessman.  Trifecta
jackpot! The cult of the business titan works in his favor,
even as we are asked to think of him as a regular guy. And
he’s rich, just like I could be if it weren’t for that Obama
fella. In a Kardashianized world, simply being rich and famous
is qualification enough. The details will get cleaned up in
post-production.

Give him points: he’s the savviest manipulator of the media
monkeys we’ve ever seen. A bona fee-day organ grinder with a
chain  attached  to  all  their  nose  rings.  He  played  his
opponents and the party grandees like a tent full of chumps at
the carnival. The Trump Rollicking Medicine Show rolls on, and
we can only hope that enough people will see the con and
outnumber the marks. There’s no guarantee, so step right up…

I’ll tune in again tonight, a chump at the edge of my seat
waiting to see what kind of weaponized resentments he will
offer  to  a  crowd  that  looks  all  too  ready  to  roll  some
tumbrels and pitch some forks. I’ll curse and tweet and go to
bed ennervated and distressed, hooked on this year’s reality
teevee spectacle. The ratings will be boffo.

 

Disruptive Sharing Pt. 3
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We live in the golden era of consumer bliss.

A few mouse clicks and we can sit back and wait for front-door
delivery of everything we never knew we wanted. At a discount.
And without the nuisance of having to spend time actually
talking to a clerk or salesperson. Eventually, those pesky
clerks  will  experience  the  joy  of  excess  leisure  time  as
robots assume their non-essential functions and the brick-and-
mortar stores die away. Disruption!

We can tap a few ephemeral pixels on our smartphones and, lo
and  behold,  a  smiling  driver  in  a  late-model  car  will
miraculously materialize to drive us quickly and safely to our
destination. Your driver might even offer you a breath mint or
some other treat to make your ride more enjoyable as you bask
in  the  redolence  of  sandalwood-scented  air  freshening
technology.  Sharing!

We can find a place to stay in a far-away land, someplace that
feels local and may even be/have been an actual residence

inhabited by an actual local. Atmosphere! AuthenticityTM! And
best of all…you usually get to dodge taxes and fees that a
hotel would charge. Disruption AND Sharing!

What’s not to like?

At  first  glance,  not  much.  But  there’s  more  to  these
disruptions  than  meets  the  eye.

Pretty  much  everybody  understands  how  Amazon  has
undermined (sorry) disrupted the standard brick and mortar
retail economy. The costs in lost jobs and local economic
activity  have  been  enormous.  Defenders  of  disruptive
capitalism  would  point  to  the  epic  success  and  enormous
popularity of Amazon as its obvious justification.

That cool flat you rented in New Orleans? Very possibly it
used to be the home of a family who eventually had to move
because the Return on Investment from renting the place to



tourists  far  outstrips  the  RoI  on  renting  to  a  regular
citizen. Under the logic of the marketplace, this is a right
and just outcome. Never mind that the displaced resident might
be the chef or shopkeeper or musician whose work made your
trip so delightful (assuming the cafe or retail store has not
already  closed  under  pressure  from  mega-chains…and  the
musician, playing for tips, watched you listen for 20 minutes
and  walk  away  without  dropping  any  coin  in  the  hat)  now
commutes  to  New  Orleans  from  somewhere  like  Houma  or
Tickfaw  or  Slidell  because  real  estate  values  –  already
stressed by an influx of hipsters, urban pioneers, and (dog
love  ’em)  carpetbagging  entrepreneurs  –  have  grown
increasingly  distorted  and  unaffordable.

Sure, and ok, but what could possibly be wrong with letting
people freely enter into an arrangement whereby an innovative
and disruptive company connects them with people who need a
ride, that they will pay for, and that allows a go-getting
driver to make “up to $75 and hour or more!”? As we saw in
part 1 of this trilogy, Uber and Lyft are able to offer lower
prices and nicer rides largely through their ability to exempt
themselves from governmental regulations and to classify their
employees as not-really-employees-at-all.

But even if we could ignore all these factors – which is easy
to do so long as the disruption is disrupting someone who is
not you – the biggest problem with the Amazons and Ubers and
such  is  that  they  have  achieved  such  dominating  size  and
power. Again, defenders of the prevailing market paradigm will
point  to  the  success  and  size  of  these  relatively  new
companies as justification in and of itself, striking the
argument that those who create value deserve to enjoy the
rewards of their innovation.

All well and good. But perhaps Amazon and Uber and Airbnb and
PayPal and such do not actually create any value<fn>Distinct
here from the convenience it offers.</fn> to speak of, but
merely facilitate its transfer from one or more pockets of the
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economy into their own very large pockets. Does Uber create
value or simply profit off of the work and equipment of its
not-employees?  Does  Amazon  create  value  or  simply  extract
it from publishers and brick and mortar booksellers that it
can knuckle due to its size and market dominance?

What a killjoy. Mea culpa.

Besides, there are plenty of brick and mortar businesses doing
really well. Try to deny the success of restaurant mega-chains
or superstores. Every time a new chain opens in our town, the
lines to try the world’s greatest biscuit or most anodyne Tex-
Mex  stretch  around  the  block.  We  like  it  cheap  and
fast.<fn>Remember:  “Fast.  Good.  Cheap.  Pick  two.”</fn>  But
these enterprises generally rely upon two factors to be able
to sell cheap at a profit. First, the sheer scale of Mickey
D’s or KFC allows them to beat down the prices of the goods
they purchase. Second, they are able to get away with paying
sub-living  wages  to  their  employees,  who  in  turn  receive
subsidies from governments (state and federal) to almost make
up  the  difference.  In  other  words,  these  juggernauts  of
capital are relying on taxpayer subsidies. The people who are
enjoying  fast  and  cheap  are  often  paying  for  it
twice.<fn>Also, too, the employees of the suppliers, forced to
lower prices to retain their mega-chain clients, turn around
and drive down wages of their own employees. Bigger bugs eat
little bugs. Little bugs eat littler bugs, and so ad infintum.
But that’s ok. Ain’t no bugs on me!</fn>

Adding  insult  to  injury  is  the  fact  that  the  regulatory
hurdles  for  opening  a  small  business  are  extraordinarily
difficult  for  local,  independent  entrepreneurs.  For  large
chains, teeming with armies of clerical and legal staff, these
challenges are about as daunting as a flea fart. In every
aspect, their scale offers significant advantage.

And again, the free market evangelist will likely consider a
business’s  scale,  and  its  attendant  market  advantages,  as



examples of the “common sense” dictum that RoI and growth are
proof  of  the  value  of  an  enterprise.  And  given  how  that
Randian worldview has managed to take root, not too many folks
bother to question beyond that premise.

Luckily, though, there are some willing to scratch the surface
of these arguments. The Summer 2016 issue of The American
Prospect features a terrific article called Confronting the
Parasite  Economy.  It’s  a  hard  look  at  how  companies  who
survive on underpaying their employees are in fact undermining
the economic health of the entire system. This might be easy
to ignore if it were coming from the usual socialist/leftist
critique factory.<fn>Yeah, our side has one, too. It is, alas,
not as effective as the VRWC echo chamber.</fn> But the author
of this study is Nick Hanauer, an entrepreneur and one of the
earliest investors in Amazon. No wild-eyed fanatic, this guy.
But he knows which way the wind blows, and he’s long warned
that unrestrained accumulations of wealth – and the power it
brings – will lead to the collapse of economy overall.

Hanauer has founded and funded a progressive think tank with
an eye to countering the kind of right-wing chop shops that
have proliferated over the past 30-40 years. And he is making
a forceful case that the relentless drive to slash prices and
suppress wages is going to end with the disappearance of the
middle class, with a great divide between people who will have
some semblance of discretionary income – which is certainly
the most important driver of a healthy capitalist economy –
and  the  people  who  decide  whether  to  buy  food  or
medicine.<fn>As Krugman often reminds us, “My spending is your
income, and your spending is my income”, and round and round
we go. If the vast majority have nothing to spend, whither
your income?</fn>

Hanauer is one example of an entrepreneur putting his assets
to work confronting what he sees as a social problem. Bill
Gates  is  giving  away  gazillions  of  dollars  to  alleviate
disease and “improve” education. Zuckerberg is in on the act,
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too, establishing a foundation for good works. It’s arguable
that  the  Koch  Brothers  do  the  same  thing  through  their
donations to arts organizations, public broadcasting, &c.

You got a problem with that?

If not, maybe you should. The very fact that such a small
group  of  people,  accountable  only  to  their  own  whims  and
desires, have the ability to create such massive disruption in
the realms of social policy is more than a little too much
like the Gilded Age beneficence of Carnegie and Gould and
Morgan and Rockefeller. Further, the outsized influence of,
say, the money Gates promises to schools who adopt his vision
of what constitutes “better” leads to a headlong rush to get a
piece  of  that  action  by  adopting  whatever  foolishness  is
attached. Here again, the remora swarm the stream of cash
whether the outcomes are beneficial, harmful, or just another
exercise  in  hand-waving  and  incantation.<fn>Spoiler  alert:
hand-waving and incantation.</fn>

The Cult of the Unicorn Entrepreneur – distinct from actual
good work done by real ‘treps – points to the big winners, the
Zuckerbergs and the Cubans and the Trumps, as examples of
this-could-be-you inspiration, the modern equivalent of the
old Ragged Dick bootstrap myths. And yeah, it could be you.
But for all the romanticism of a college dropout becoming the
richest man in the world, it’s worth remembering that these
were guys who dropped out of Harvard and the like, and who
started life with a pretty decent pair of boots and straps up
with which to pull themselves. This is not to suggest that the
circumstances  of  their  birth  made  it  ‘easy’  for  them  to
achieve great wealth; they have worked their tails off. But
don’t kid yourself; telling the average kid on lunch program
assistance that she can become the next Zuckerberg is not just
unlikely, but somewhat cruel.

The  Cult  of  the  Unicorn  Entrepreneur  (CUE!)  is  not
objectionable because it urges people to follow their dreams,
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or attempt the seemingly impossible against all odds, or to
work their asses off to actualize an innovative idea. It is
objectionable because it has been pressed into service in the
Makers vs. Takers propaganda campaign that leads people to
declare “I built that”, to glorify the go-it-alone ethos of
the Galtian superhero. Worse: to justify the sufferings of
millions because they “just couldn’t cut it”.

The  bitterest  irony  is  that  progressively  greater
concentrations of wealth and market power in the hands of a
few makes it all the less likely that the small, home-grown
‘trep will succeed. Tech megaliths are legendary for buying up
the competition and killing it, and if the plucky small ‘trep
won’t sell, well then there are armies of lawyers on staff who
will happily drive Mr and Mrs Plucky into the ground through
legal action.

<fn>And  let’s  just  save  for  later  the  spectacle  of
entrepreneurial  Leviathans  using  their  wealth  to  finance
speculative torts to punish people or concerns they do not
like. Sure, if Gawker were a printed rag it would be unworthy
to hang in an outhouse. But to give a Peter Thiel the power to
break an organization that should be protected by the First
Amendment raises all kinds of gnarly worries, free speech-
wise. Thiel might have every right to go after an enemy. But
his outsized wealth and power makes it pretty much an unfair
fight all the way down. Also, too…fuck Gawker. It would be
tough to pick sides on this if I didn’t feel about the First
Amendment  the  way  the  bullet  fondlers  feel  about  the
Second.</fn>  <fn>And before anyone tries to say that what
Thiel  did  is  the  same  as  what  the  ACLU  has  done  for
decades…just no. The ACLU is outfront and open about all their
legal work, even when they defend Nazis. Thiel was hiding in
the shadows. Not the same thing.</fn> <fn>This is also a guy
who wrote, “I no longer believe that freedom and democracy are
compatible.”</fn>

Our society lavishes inordinate praise on people who have been



lucky enough to accumulate a fortune. Some of these folks have
earned  it.<fn>More  or  less.  I  tend  to  agree  with  Fran
Liebovitz on this score: “No one earns $100 million. You steal
$100  million.”  But  that’s  another  argument  for  another
day.</fn> Some people have become wealthy through nothing more
than dumb luck or through accident of birth, born on third
base with a silver spoon in their mouth. Others gain their
wealth  through  a  scorched  earth  practice  of  acquire-and-
dismantle  or  disaster  capitalism.  Many  more  attain  wealth
through  blatant  fraud.<fn>Remember:  Rick  Scott  was  a
business  genius.</fn>

Recall the time when Ken Lay was besties with the President
and graced the cover of all the popular business mags, which
serve as the People and Vogue magazines of the 1% crowd and
their acolytic wannabe followers. These fawning peddlers of
hagiographic  bootstrapper  mythology  –  along  with  their
breathless counterparts at CNBC, FOX Business, &c. – are only
too happy to help us understand that entrepreneurial geniuses
like Mark Cuban and Jack Welch and Lee Iacocca (and even the
inexcusable  Carly  Fiorina)  are  role  models,  icons  of
greatness.

Anyone who wonders how we find ourselves pondering the very
real possibility of a tin-plated grifter like Donald Trump as
our  next  president  need  look  no  farther  than  this  insane
devotion to the concept that extreme wealth indicates extreme
merit.

In the end, Your Narrator holds a strangely optimistic faith
that any real improvement in our social and economic relations
lies in the hands of entrepreneurs<fn>And let’s go ahead and
include in this group people working in government and non-
profit  realms  who  bring  entrepreneurial  spirit  to  their
missions.</fn> who treat their entrepreneurship as a central
component of their commitment to be responsible citizens in
pursuit of our common-wealth.
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It will not come through the largesse of a Gates or Zuckerberg
or Koch. It will be because we create a class of entrepreneurs
who  understand  that  their  role  is  to  improve  the  common-
wealth, people who want to do well and good, people who do not
view extreme accumulations as the sole measure of success in a
world where you can never be too rich or thin.

It will also require a shift in attitude as to the role of
government, by citizens and gummit employees alike. Maybe it’s
time  for  government  to  behave  entrepreneurially<fn>And  dog
knows, that’s a tricky balancing act, mos def.</fn> and for
our  citizenry  to  drop  the  all-too-easy  stance  of  anti-
government scepticism, to stake a claim in a process that,
admittedly, they have been told is closed to them, doesn’t
work anyway, and here’s a shiny object go away now.

Here’s where the pessimism can’t help but gain a toehold. The
Gospel of the Free Market has had an impressive run over the
past  35  years.  Government  is  bad,  you  see.  It  strangles
initiative  and  innovation  through  excessive  taxation  and
overreaching regulation. These precepts are so internalized
into the conventional wisdom, into common sense, as to make
anyone who contradicts the scripture appear as a Quixote-ish
heretic.

This sacred wisdom is, to turn steal a phrase, all my balls.

How we manage as a society to curb the power of extreme
accumulation remains an open question, probably one that we
need to improvise on an almost daily basis. Still, there is no
basis for believing that a small sliver of very wealthy people
are inherently better at establishing policies that govern
environmental safety, access to the internet, &c. than are
people who work for government at whatever level. I know some
incredibly bright, creative, and (yes) entrepreneurial folks
who work for government. I also know a few extremely wealthy
people who leave me wondering that they still know how to
breathe. Vice is versa, also, too.



The greatest tragedy of free market evangelism has been the
ongoing erosion of the idea that government can be a vehicle
for safeguarding the common-wealth while encouraging an ill-
founded faith that private enterprise is inherently more pure
and effective. Sure, “everybody” “knows” that government is
inept and inefficient, and so on. Post office jokes, &c. But
really,  are  we  going  to  look  to  the  realm  of  insurance
companies, cable tv providers, and peddlers of cubic zirconia
to deliver something better?

The big difference is that, to some degree or another, the
government  staffer  or  official  is  accountable.  It  may  be
difficult,  but  people  get  voted  out,  staffers  get  fired,
lawbreakers are prosecuted. It is in-built into our system of
governance that such an outcome is possible. The goal of the
Randian Gospel is to exempt a small segment of our society
from any such restriction.

Sure, the government is a cauldron of imbecile stew. Five
hundred dollar hammers and bridges to nowhere and a fighter
plane  that  nobody  wants  and  it  doesn’t  work  anyway.  But
private enterprise? West, Texas. Bhopal. Deepwater Horizon.

Comcast!

The gentle reader is now asking, “Fine, Mr Smartass Killjoy
McBummer, but what can I do?” Glad you asked.

Resisting  the  blandishments  of  the  sharing  economy’s
“benefits” is a good place to start, but not always practical.
Find yourself a few drinks over the line and need a ride home?
Uber is probably your best bet, and no judgement need follow
your decision. The Writer stayed in an Airbnb a few months ago
and loved it. And never mind the amount spent on Amazon over
the years, especially when we lived in swampy isolation.

Whaddyagonnado?

Well, for one thing, when you have a choice: buy local. If you



have a choice between Starbucks and a local coffee roaster,
for instance, use the local. Go to your local independent
bookstore if you are lucky enough to have one. Find a local
farmer’s market for produce, or go to a bar owned by one of
your neighbors. (Your average TGI Fridays sucks pond water
anyway.) Sure, in reality, there’s only so much an individual
can do to make a difference; but as more of us commit to
making this difference, it starts to add up.<fn>But you can
feel like a real schmuck when you buy something local that
costs 5, 10, 20 per cent more. Right? News alert: that’s the
Randian Gospel internalized, the articles of faith that insist
that  taking  every  advantage  is  the  only  logical  path  of
behavior, that anyone who self-sacrifices is a sucker. Or
worse. </fn>

If you are feeling entrepreneurial, ask yourself: What am I
bringing  to  the  game  that  supports  making  this  kind  of
difference? Are you creating real opportunities for people?
Are you offering something that serves to create a healthier
commonwealth? To put it another way: Would you be proud to
have your momma see what you’re doing?

Or  maybe,  just  maybe,  you  might  want  to  take  that
entrepreneurial spirit into the public sector. As we used to
say back in the old days: Change the system from within.

All other issues aside, we absolutely need to bring about a
shift in the general mindset that glorifies the money-maker,
the caustic “common sense” that gives permission to disregard
suffering and misfortune because it is somehow deserved. To
somehow, at long last, undermine the Reagan-esque gospel that
a person who has a load of money is de facto worthy of
respect just because the balance sheet says so.

This is not some communistic preaching that everybody needs to
make the same amount of money, or that innovation and risk
should not be rewarded. But surely we can agree that the
personality  cults  that  cluster  around  the  Zuckerbergs  and



Cubans and Bezos (and before them the Iacocca’s and Welches)
are  about  as  justifiable  as  taking  life  lessons  from  the
Kardashians,  the  Duck  Dynasty  guys,  or  Honey  Boo  Boo’s
family. If we rely upon the denizens of Davos to lead us into
the promised land we may find ourselves somewhat surprised
that our new world doesn’t satisfy our expectations.

But hey, no worries. President Trump will fix everything. He’s
an entrepreneur, doncha know.

Disruptive Sharing Pt. 2

A few weeks back we took a look at some of the downsides of
our new “sharing” economy. It’s worth taking a look at some of
the  really  positive  aspects  of  the  expanding  embrace  of
entrepreneurial enthusiasm.

I know a number of top-cut people who are entrepreneurs. I
mean this with absolute sincerity and conviction; these are
people  who  would  bail  my  ass  out  of  a  crack  without
hesitation, people who give back and pay forward as a matter
of character and habit. People with greater social compassion
and engagement than I have to offer on my best day, and who do
it pretty much without a break.

Some of my friends have or will spend their last dime and
ounce of energy trying to turn an idea into something real and
tangible. This is the core of entrepreneurship: taking an idea

http://www.immunetoboredom.com/disruptive-sharing-pt-2/
http://www.immunetoboredom.com/disruptive-sharing/


from the wisps of neuro-chimera and bringing it into the world
in a form that can be seen, felt, heard, touched. Even the
most  committed  democratic  socialist  can  recognize  the
essential value in being able to take an idea from concept to
actuality. Entrepreneurship is about getting things done.

And many of these people have created opportunities for other
people to expand their own creative expression, to have jobs
that offer both economic return and the chance to make a
tangible difference through their work. As someone who spent
too many years toiling in large organizations – a constant
exercise of pouring from the empty into the void – this is a
significant  contribution  to  quality  of  life  in  our
communities.

And it ain’t easy. Aside from competing entrepreneurs, you
have to face a barrage of people telling you, every step of
the way, that “that will never work”.

Same thing in the “arts” – I know any number of writers,
musicians, visual artists, &c. who have figured out a way to
create a product that people are willing to pay for. Let’s go
ahead and say that product is a value-neutral term. A Love
Supreme is a product. So is a Don DeLilo novel. The Bitter
Southerner  is  an  entrepreneurial  project.  Hell,  even  this
bloggy  little  vineyard  is  an  act  of
entrepreneurship.<fn>However feeble by the prevailing measure
of entrepreneurial success.</fn> Whether the impulse to create
these products was mercenary or driven by some other urge is
irrelevant.  Converting  these  ideas  into  something  tangible
was most definitely entrepreneurship.

Entrepreneurship is not in itself a bad (or even good) thing.
It’s a value-neutral mindset, just as likely to result in a
cure for cancer or erectile disfunction as it is to bring us a
more  effective  high-capacity  semi-automatic  weapon  or
herbicidal agent that happens to also cause birth defects in
birds and mammals.
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But if entrepreneurship per se is value-neutral, its practice
is often anything but. Where one ‘trep brings an innovative
idea to bear on a long-standing need or problem, too many
others use their ingenuity to deliver “disruptions” that are
at best merely useless and wasteful; at their worst, too many
bright ideas are downright predatory and damaging. (More on
this in Part 3.)

It’s a current hot fad to tout entrepreneurship as the silver
bullet that will save us from everything that ails us. This is
where the whole enterprise opens itself up to the schools of
remora who are always ready to swarm the hottest new trend.
Worse,  the  presentation  of  the  “principles”  of
entrepreneurship are often taught under the guise of value-
neutrality despite their inherently value-rich underpinnings.

In Part 1, I linked to an article in Jacobin magazine, “The
Entrepreneurship Racket“, a hard look at higher education’s
headlong rush into the cult and fad of the entrepreneur. The
driving force behind this new branch of academia is a direct
outgrowth of decades of free-market propaganda that really
took  flight  under  the  greed-is-good  ethos  of  the  Reagan
raj.<fn>Remember…Reagan  ruined  everything.</fn>  Under  the
rubrics of this approach to entrepreneurship, the only thing
that matters is the amount of money an idea generates. The
insidious aspect of this measurement is that it pretends to
value  neutrality,  while  other  concerns  (e.g.,  worker
dislocation/exploitation,  distortions  of  real  estate  values
and availability, environmental or health issues, &c.) will be
disregarded as squishy moral issues, consideration of same
being a clear violation of so-called value neutrality. In this
paradigm,  areas  of  study  that  do  not  generate  Return  on
Investment or produce alumni with abundant incomes that can be
tapped for future donations are threatened with extinction
under the value-neutral rubrics that are coming to define
entrepreneurial higher-ed governance. Anthropology? Classical
studies? Worse than useless.
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The propaganda program behind the burgeoning entrepreneur fad
continues a decades-long campaign against organized labor and
any regulation that can be viewed as an imposition against
those who would lead us unto the glorious free-market promised
land. If you think this is hyperbolic, then you’ve never read
the curricular materials disseminated by pro-business groups
like American for Prosperity and the like.

To evangelists of free-market doctrine, it is a matter of
fundamental faith that our salvation lies in some sort of
Randian utopia in which success and happiness depends solely
upon the “value neutral” measure of RoI. The extent to which
this has become accepted as “common sense”<fn>A phrase that
generally  predicts  an  impending  bullshit  shower.</fn>  is
indicative  of  the  success  of  a  long-term  program  of
indoctrination  disguised  as  education.

The prevailing Gospel of Entrepreneurship is about getting
things done that make money.<fn>Notwithstanding the sub-field
of  Social  Entrepreneurship,  which  urges  innovation  that
provides benefit to a vaguely defined common good. Not that
this is bad; neither is it as purely good as its champions
might suggest. More in Part 3.</fn> We’ve all but abandoned
the critical thinking that lies behind the notion of ‘just
because you can, doesn’t mean you should’ and replaced it with
‘if it makes money, just do it’. The boiler room in Glengarry
Glen  Ross  is  pretty  much  the  naked  id  of  value  neutral
entrepreneurship.

This is not a blanket indictment of the ‘trep spirit. I know
too many good people who approach their business activities
with sensitivity to environmental and cultural impacts, people
who honestly treat their entrepreneurship as central to their
commitment to responsible citizenship. Really good folks who
are as unlike this smirking shitstain as water is from fire.
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Possibly the most punchable face in America.

If you get right down to it, the only thing Martin Shkreli did
wrong was to rub everyone’s nose in his steaming pile of
“success”. His predatory disruptions were right in line with
the free-market Gospel of St. Ronald. He’s the poster boy for
free-market entrepreneurship. He just forgot to use his indoor
voice.

If hair metal is the result of too many people not realizing
that Spinal Tap was a joke, the flood of Shkrelis in our midst
may be a result of people not recognizing that Gordon Gekko
was  a  villain,  not  a  role  model.  Given  the  overwhelming
success of free-market evangelism, this outcome should come as
no surprise.

That Uber/Lyft or WalMart or Airbnb or Amazon offer products
and services that “we” have enthusiastically embraced does not
excuse the very real damage that each of these companies have
imposed in the course of their disruptive triumph. There was a

http://www.immunetoboredom.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Shkreli-1.jpg


sign hanging in a guitar repair shop I used to visit that
said, “Fast. Good. Cheap. Pick two.” As a society, we have
chosen. Cheaper, faster…we love that shit. It’s long since
past time to take a look at the ‘good’ we are sacrificing.

Disruptive Sharing Pt 1

A couple of phrases that get tossed around pretty casually
these  days  are  sharing  economy  and  market  disruption.
While these terms have been so overused as to disable any
attempt at precise explanation, this same overuse makes it
crucial to at least try to scrape some of the barnacles off.
Allow me to declare at the outset that though I am likely to
fail to penetrate to the hull, I might succeed at knocking
away a small part of the encrustation.

Last  week,  the  people  of  Austin,  TX,  voted  to  subject
rideshare  Leviathans  Uber  and  Lyft  to  some  of  the  same
regulatory  regulations  that  govern  traditional  taxi
operations. From the coverage I’ve seen, we are to believe
that  this  represents  the  irrational  citizens  of  Austin
flipping Uber/Lyft the electoral finger and “forcing” them to
leave the riders of the nation’s 11th largest city stranded
and bereft. Talk about disruption!

Forbes magazine has been especially exercised, with headlines
like “By Losing Uber, Austin is No Longer a Tech Capital” and
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“The Misplaced Celebration of Austin’s Victory Over Uber”. The
National Review, in its typically sober and reasoned approach,
declared that Austin has “…confirmed its status as a second-
rate city by effectively banning Uber and Lyft from offering
rides.”

In fact, the ballot initiative was sponsored by Uber/Lyft
themselves  in  an  attempt  to  exempt  themselves  from  a
regulation that requires drivers to undergo fingerprinting and
background checking. Passed last year, this regulation came in
response to multiple sexual assault charges against Uber/Lyft
drivers.  Uber/Lyft  placed  an  exemption  initiative  on  the
ballot and spent around $8M on advertising. Their pitch came
down to one simple claim: if the regulations stand, we will be
“forced” to leave Austin, so give us what we want or fuck you.

The people – presented with epic corporate arrogance – voted
the  amendment  down,  decisively.  So  Uber/Lyft  scarpered.
Voluntarily. Nobody forced them.

Now it’s easy to see why Uber/Lyft tossed such an insulting
ultimatum in the faces of the Austin voters. They’re used to
getting their way; much as the Wal-Marts and manufacturing
concerns extract massive concessions from local governments
for the privilege of having them move to their community,
Uber/Lyft muscles local governments for favorable treatments.
Woe betide any locality that presumes to question the wisdom
of the Leviathan.

I’ve had great luck with Uber. It’s a pretty convenient and
affordable way to get around. (I have not used Lyft yet.) It’s
easy to understand how it has gotten so popular, so quickly.
Yes,  taxi  cabs  are  often  slow,  run  down,  expensive.  Uber
provides prompt, economical, and not-necessarily-sincere-yet-
reliably cheerful service.

But.

Their  success  rests  upon  a  couple  of  less-than-admirable



business  practices.  One  is  its  absolute  insistence  that
Uber/Lyft be exempt from many of the regulatory practices that
have,  admittedly,  made  traditional  taxi  service  so
problematic. Worth recalling that this regulatory system arose
in response to abuses and safety issues of their own as the
network of cabs, hacks, and ‘gypsies’ grew without curb. There
were very real problems that demanded some kind of remedy.

The  other  is  that  Uber/Lyft  is  profiting  greatly
by  classifying  their  drivers  as  independent  contractors,
thereby  evading  the  basics  of  employee  obligation  to  its
workers. No benefits. No overtime. No job protections. All
terms dictated by the employer, upon whom the worker is solely
reliant. (Recall as well that labor and employment law has
also developed in response to significant abuses and safety
issues.) Uber/Lyft claims, more or less accurately, that their
drivers enter into this agreement willingly, so it should be
up to them and their drivers to sort it out.<fn>One might also
suggest  that  over  the  years,  many  other  high-risk/lo-pay
workers have assumed their jobs “voluntarily”. Nobody ever put
a gun to a coal miner’s head. Unless they went on strike.</fn>

This is the sharing economy at work. As with the low, low
prices at WalMart that force smaller businesses to the ground,
the cheapness/convenience of Uber lies not so much in the
inherent genius of the folks at the top as it does with the
ongoing knuckling of the little guy at the end of the chain.
The guy who accepts his fate “voluntarily”.

Shutting down a hugely profitable operation in Austin simply
to avoid a requirement that drivers get a background check
seems  damn  near  hysterical,  response-wise.  Reckon  that’ll
teach the rubes who’s boss. Just as when compromise boils down
to “giving me what I want”, sharing here aligns with a “what’s
mine is mine and what’s yours is mine” equation.

Employment law has pretty well devolved to this condition: you
are free to work, or not. But if you want to work, the



conditions  will  be  set  by  the  employer  with  no  practical
limits to the terms that they wish to impose. That this will
often be – especially in fields demanding higher levels of
education and expertise – characterized in terms that makes it
feel  less  indenturing<fn>Hey,  we’re  all  in  this  together!
Everybody  needs  to  sacrifice  for  the  team!  We’re  a  big
family!</fn>, the reality is no less harsh. Employers know
that  decent  paying  jobs  are  scarce;  that  most  college
graduates of the past 10 years are carrying gargantuan levels
of student loans; and that if you won’t take that job at half
what it costs to live, you can bet someone else will. You are
free to stay. Or go. Whatevs. You’re just a worker. Workers
are commodities. Enjoy the foosball table, widgets.

That’s sharing.

Uber/Lyft drivers scramble to deliver an awesome experience,
often pleading with the customer to go online and rate the
worker, which in turn determines whether the worker receives
(un)favorable  treatment  in  the  future.  The  key  currency
in this arrangement is anxiety.

Never  mind  that  Uber/Lyft  retain  the  right  to  change
compensation and rate agreements at any time, without prior
notice.  The  “independent”  driver,  who  is  “freely”
participating  in  this  out-of-balance  arrangement  –  because
jobs and wages have gone to shit – is perfectly free to shove
off if she doesn’t like it. Perhaps the dissatisfied Uber
driver would like to try her luck in one of the farther-down-
the-ladder professions, such as chicken processing.

Many of them said they were forced to urinate or defecate
where  they  stood  or  leave  the  line  without  permission,
because no help arrived. At some plants, workers have come to
expect  no  relief,  leading  them  to  take  embarrassing
measures  to  withstand  the  conditions.

Any  guesses  what  happens  to  workers  who  “leave  the  line
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without permission”?

On a related tangent, the NY Times continues its series this
weekend on the rampant spread of forced arbitration clauses
across our society, in this case its widespread implementation
among “startup” companies. The gist is this: an employer or
vendor like Google, or Verizon (or your doctor) can require
you to sign away your rights to seek redress through due
process in the courts in the event you have a “dispute”.
Often, this clause is buried within multiple pages of 8 pt.
type; in other cases, like with a former doctor of mine, they
are right up front about what they are doing, and you are
invited  to  piss  off  if  you  don’t  like  it.<fn>I  pissed
off.</fn>

One of the dirty secrets is that the arbitration hearings are
conducted  by  “independent”<fn>There’s  that  word  again.</fn>
companies who are under contract to the vendor/employer. The
party adjudicating the dispute is paid by one of the parties
to the dispute. I would urge us to perish the cynical thought
that this might lead to bias or partiality, except that the
numbers sure do point to a statistical likelihood that the
arbitrators will find for the defendant (your boss or doctor,
the  guy  paying  the  adjudicator)  in  a  disproportionate
percentage  of  cases.  Probably  just  a  coincidence.

You are, of course, “free” to decline to sign, at which point
your employer (or doctor) is “free” to tell you to go pound
salt. It’s all free choice!

Except of course it isn’t, as any prat can see. The power
balance is skewed, making the concept of “freedom” a farce.
Won’t  sign  the  arbitration  agreement?  Take  your  critical
illness elsewhere. Find a job somewhere else.

The law, in its majestic equality, forbids the rich as well
as the poor to sleep under bridges, to beg in the streets,
and to steal bread.
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– Anatole France

Freedom, bitches!

But there’s always the time-honored option of Bohemianism, of
choosing a life of the artist, the writer. Let us embrace the
modern-day version of living like Baudelaire or Kerouac, free
of the restraints of our perhaps-benevolent overlords.

A terrific essay by artist/critic Hito Steyerl called Politics
of  Art:  Contemporary  Art  and  the  Transition  to  Post-
Democracy   <fn>  Thanks  to  swallowawindchime  for  the
tip.</fn>  looks  at  the  role  of  contemporary  art  as  a
reflection  of  and  comforting  balm  to  what  our
current  shorthand  calls  the  one-percent.

As with other willing participants in the sharing economy, our
creatives come to the enterprise of serving the one percent
with gusto, making the best of a bad situation:

Thus, traditional art production may be a role model for the
nouveaux riches created by privatization, expropriation, and
speculation.  But  the  actual  production  of  art  is
simultaneously a workshop for many of the nouveaux poor,
trying their luck as jpeg virtuosos and conceptual impostors,
as gallerinas and overdrive content providers. Because art
also means work, more precisely strike work. It is produced
as  spectacle,  on  post-Fordist  all-you-can-work  conveyor
belts. Strike or shock work is affective labor at insane
speeds, enthusiastic, hyperactive, and deeply compromised.

As long as it pays (a little) or provides the all-important
“exposure”, it’s all good. Right?

The phrase “strike work” has its origins in Stalinist efforts
to induce a jump in production by bringing in “superproductive
and  enthusiastic”  cadres  who  will  deliver  a  shock  to  the
enterprise.
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This accelerated form of artistic production creates punch
and glitz, sensation and impact. Its historical origin as
format for Stalinist model brigades brings an additional edge
to the paradigm of hyperproductivity. Strike workers churn
out feelings, perception, and distinction in all possible
sizes and variations. Intensity or evacuation, sublime or
crap, readymade or readymade reality—strike work supplies
consumers with all they never knew they wanted.

“All they never knew they wanted.” And at such low prices.

Steyerl’s invocation of Stalinism as an analogue of current
labor  conditions  is  no  accident,  and  represents  a  vast
improvement to the overused, overwrought Overton impulse. (As
dense as her prose can be, she offers no shortage of laugh-
out-loud  relief.)  The  apropos  comparison  of  latter-day
capitalism to the bugaboo of Communist authoritarianism is a
telling  condemnation  of  the  fantasy  of  “freedom”  in  our
economic relations.

As  with  labor  in  all  areas  of  our  economy,  the  deck  is
stacked, a situation made worse by the legions of well-meaning
and ambitious folks willing to work for little (or nothing)
just for the chance to prove their chops, all in the hope that
paying work will follow. Alas, the future work is just as
likely to go to the next (low cost) ambitious person in the
queue. We are all lined up, ready to parade our talents one
after the other. We have made a choice, freely. That this
condition applies equally to those who choose to string words
together,  or  perfect  a  performing  art,  &c.,  goes  without
saying. We are all too eager to place our talents in the hands
of whatever entity is willing to pay. And we will do so with
enthusiastic superproductivity!

<fn>There is a perfectly appalling tv ad these days for some
new  pharmaceutical.  It  stars  a  manic  pixie  dream  girl  in
leotard as the antic embodiment of a person’s irritable bowel
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syndrome. (Enthusiastic productivity!) It is likely the best
payday this actress has seen (or will) in ages. I’m sure she
was grateful for the income and exposure. I wonder how she
will feel in 20 years when she’s remembered as “that explosive
diarrhea chick”. (Perhaps that offer to star in a porno wasn’t
all that bad. At least her parents don’t have to watch “Texas
Dildo  Masquerade”  or  “World’s  Biggest  Gang  Bang
2” with the nightly news.) There are any number of female
actors portraying gastric distress these days. Why no men?
But, I digress. Again.</fn>

Last week, Jacobin magazine published “The Entrepreneurship
Racket“, a not very favorable look at the hottest trend in
higher education. It’s far too much to summarize here, so give
it a read. It is basically an examination of how the buzzwords
of the “startup” revolution (and we’re back to “sharing” and
“disruptive”) have permeated the programs and curricula of
academia, with special emphasis placed on the “entrepreneur”,
a mythical creature who is part Edison, part Galt, part Savior
and  Guru.  Is  it  any  accident  that  the  highest  attainment
possible for one of these creatures is to become a Unicorn?

Many  universities  are  plowing  huge  sums  into  creating
Entrepreneurship programs that reach across the range of what
used  to  be  quaintly  known  as  academic  disciplines.
Partnerships with corporations and private foundations provide
funding,  often  in  return  for  some  degree  of  control  over
curriculum and, in some especially grim cases, faculty hiring
decisions. Programs will be assessed not just on graduation
rates, but on job placements and average earnings. Programs
that develop patentable inventions – that the University will
own and administer – are especially favored as they create
revenues for the institution, thereby making them less reliant
on taxpayer funding. It all comes down to the Benjamins.

The dynamics of market economies are well understood, and the
incentives  of  this  arrangement  can  lead  to  both  genius
innovations  as  well  as  clever-but-benighted  ideas  that,
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nonetheless,  accrue  fantastic  profits.<fn>e.g.,  bottled  tap
water</fn> It’s a little senseless to argue against the logic
of a market economy, just as it is blindly optimistic to
believe that such an economy can operate absent some set of
rules  or  norms  that  will  curb  the  excess  that  is  its
inevitable result. And yes, these rules will impose conditions
that trigger their own market dynamics, which might lead to
new efforts to curb excesses, and so on ad infinitum. But in
general, the “market” is a more or less effective means of
approaching questions of value as long as none of the parties
in the exchange accrue an inordinate advantage of wealth or
power. There’s the rub, eh?

But  where  we’ve  managed  to  get  off  track  –  where  this
exaltation of the Galtian superhero entrepreneur sends us down
a blind alley – is our gradual and all but complete adoption
of a market society, wherein all of our relationships and
values are subject to the dictates of the market, the tyranny
of the spreadsheet.

Our every decision must establish itself on the ground of
market-driven logic. That library? A hopeless money sink. A
public park where there could be a private, membership driven
club that produces revenue? A violation of the government’s
duty to optimize taxpayer investments. That museum or small
theater operating under grants and subsidies? Sorry, folks,
that space could better serve as a venue for Toddlers & Tiaras
or a mud-wrestling pit. Hey, the numbers don’t lie.

One  of  the  great  degradations  of  the  Reagan  years
occurred when arts advocates agreed to defend the merits of
“the arts” on economic grounds. Once “we” ceded the ground of
the debate, the game was up. There’s no way to make, say, an
arts facility more impressive on a spreadsheet than a Jimmy
John’s or a mattress store. Ergo, the arts are worth less than
a  cardboardish-drenched-in-mayonaisse-sandwich  or  a  new
posture-firm-ortho-tastic dream machine with memory foam and
adjustable sleep settings. The numbers are cold and clear.



It’s  endemic.  The  calculations  underlying  the  prevailing
discourse tilt the game in favor of a gross, libertarian-esque
evaluation of our social relations. If someone can afford to
buy a state park and demonstrate it’s vitality as a commercial
concern, who are we to stand in the way of this creative
disruption with our soft bromides about natural beauty or
stewardship for future generations? Such talk is, well, it’s
downright irresponsible.

And it will be as long as we accept the tyranny of the market
as the arbitrator of what we will hold dear as a society.

And fwiw, your angstifying Narrator is no less complicit in
the farce than the sharpies who founded Uber or who opened the
fifth mattress store on a single city block. I just got less
to show for it. YMMV

COMING SOON: Part 2, a further examination of the language of
entrepreneurship and some of its more attractive and positive
elements. No kidding.

 


