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I’m just going to dive in and provide commentary with screenshots.

“monthly bills” – why not progressive taxation + free at point of use? Good enough for parks and 
public schooling but not energy, even in our wildest dreams?

Abundance = picture a monthly bill, forever. But lower!

----

We really gonna have this molecular revolution without taking on the patent regime underlying the 
pharma industry?

*Ctrl+F search for ‘patent’* = 6 hits,1 passing references, none interrogating critically.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘copyright’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘open source’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘free software’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘commons’* = 0 hits.

Guess ‘abundance’ doesn’t extend to freeing infinitely reproducible informational goods from the 
arbitrary scarcity of IP law. Pity.

----

1 All ‘ctrl+f’ counts here count only in-line and substantive footnotes (i.e. exclude purely citational footnotes), so the 
numbers here will vary from the raw numbers you will see if you do your own ctrl+f search.



“Labor Rights” –  After watching leading figures in the Abundance crowd mock the Job Guarantee for 
years, this is a rich line. Presumably ‘labor rights’ here do not include a right to a decent paying job.

Well, who knows, maybe that’s unfair. Maybe they really do want an abundance of workers.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘job guarantee’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘full employment’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘labor movement’* = 0 hits.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘Federal Reserve’* = 1 hit, talking about the Fed’s founding as an example of 
progress that required the ‘focusing mechanism of disaster’.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘jobs’* = 27 hits. Of these, only one (p. 20) really focusing on the macro-level, and 
only to reject the idea that ‘closing the gates to immigrants’ will get us ‘more or better jobs.’ This is a 
good line, and good to see they in-principle support ‘more-or-better jobs,’ but there’s absolutely zero 
discussion of the macro-politics of full employment otherwise. 

*Ctrl+F search for ‘New Deal’* = 24 hits. This is a more varied list of references that I will engage 
with more thoroughly later, but worth noting that there is zero mention of the right to a job – the center 
jewel of the New Deal agenda, nor organized business (and Republican) opposition to it, which is 
partially why the book is able to describe Eisenhower as essentially ‘acquescing to the New Deal era’ 
vision of ‘the federal government taking an active role in managing the American economy and 
protecting workers’ simply because he supported a ‘broader and stronger system of unemployment 
insurance’ – ignoring that expanded UI was the conservative alternative to the New Deal-preferred Job 
Guarantee. 

*Ctrl+F search for ‘Civil Rights Movement’* = 1 hit, describing the ‘buildup of procedural 
architecture’ in the 70’s as a result of ‘liberal lawyers, inspired by the courtroom heroics of the civil 
rights movement.’ Again, the March on Washington for Jobs and Freedom, and the Freedom Budget’s 
centering of a Job Guarantee as the central economic demand of the movement through the 1960’s and 
1970’s, culminating in the Humphrey-Hawkins bill of 1977, is entirely ignored.

Ah well, so much for ‘labor rights’. I guess once you say it on page 2, you’ve established your bona 
fides and you can ignore it substantively for the rest of the book and still claim you think they’re 
important and some idiots will take that seriously as a defense of its overwhelming ambivalence to the 
centrality of labor struggle to any meaningful progressive politics.

----



Lol, come the fuck on. Productivity and wage levels diverged a long time ago and the only reason 
Biden took any steps to reverse it was because of the efforts of the left to build power in the 
Democratic party from 2015-2020. But most of the abundance crowd hate the left, including Bernie, 
the only quasi-seriously pro-labor presidential candidate in my lifetime, more than they hate the 
Republican party. 

Even the framing here frames the shared-wealth from AI-driven productivity boom as coming from the 
AI-side, i.e. some sort of redistribution of capital income, rather than higher wages.

Well, is that really fair fair? 

Oh well I guess if they support higher median wages, I stand corrected. I’m sure there will be 
discussions of how to achieve that as well as all the breathless talk of AI-driven productivity that gets 
the anti-labor Silicon Valley-friendly Dems frothing.

OMG, maybe here?!

Unfortunately no. This story is all about housing and the turn to excessive regulation. 

I guess when you have a hammer, everything looks like housing construction.

----



Maybe here instead?

This is, of course, a very ‘liberal’ framing of the minimum-wage. It increases money in people’s 
pockets but doesn’t actually increase any output. 

If only it were pared with, oh I don’t know, a serious discussion of full employment and a job guarantee 
(labor macro-history? Never met her - see above).  

Or heck, even just public direction job creation.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘job creation’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘job program’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘create jobs’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘direct hire’/‘direct hiring’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘public worker’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘public employee’* = 1 hit.

Public, private, what’s the difference, really.
----



Digression:

There’s a whole separate, parallel issue of the often contentious dynamic between tech-utopianism and 
labor politics that is going to be important in understanding how to get from ‘here’ to where the authors 
want to get to. I wonder if they address that? (holding my breath!)

*Ctrl+F search for ‘luddite’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘privacy’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘cypherpunk’ /‘cyberpunk’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘cryptocurrency’/‘crypto’* = 1 hit – referring to the get-rich-quick crypto bubble.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘surveil’/‘surveillance’* = 1 hit – describing conservative small-government rhetoric 
as superficial given their support for government surveillance (true, but that’s a bipartisan value!).
*Ctrl+F search for ‘technology politics’/‘politics of technology, * = 0 hits.

OMG, Neil Postman cite alert! 

But wait :( it’s just a bland argument for modularism and some much about how it is equally naive to 
declare government the problem as the solution.

The wise man bowed his head and solemnly declared, etc.

----



Caveat: Lest I be accused of overstating the critique (the horror!), yes, the book does acknowledge that  
the state is often behind the creation and development of important technologies.

But for a book obsessed with regulatory barriers to abundance, it doesn’t actually address the legal 
regimes behind the end-scarcity these systems have generated or engage with serious attempts to build 
alternative production systems to those of the scarcity-oriented IP legal regime (like the free software 
movement; Dean Baker’s artistic freedom vouchers; Benkler’s commons-based peer production, anti-
academic publishing, the public money, public code movement, academic opposition to Elsevier, etc). 

It also doesn’t deal with the Eben Moglen question of ‘how much can we convert from finite hardware 
to infinitely reproducible symbolic software, and once we do, not deny access of all the world’s 
knowledge, arts, culture, and useful knowledge to anyone’. You know, abundance.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘wikipedia’* = 0 hits. 
*Ctrl+F search for ‘one laptop per child’* = 0 hits. 

Figures.

----



Here are some of the artificial scarcities that have dominated my professional career – I wonder how 
many I’ll see in the rest of this book?

Scarcity of money – thanks to flawed and/or anachronistic understanding of currency, modern 
monetary regimes, taxation, public debt, ‘government borrowing’, etc.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘public debt’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘national debt’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘modern money’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘taxation’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘currency’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘borrow’/‘borrowing’* = 1 hit – unrelated usage.

Scarcity of jobs – thanks to central banks (‘independent’ inflation-obsessed monetary policy), 
macroeconomic orthodoxy (NAIRU), liberal political ideology (opposition to direct public job creation 
and job guarantees on anti-socialist basis), business class opposition (see, e.g., Kalecki), tech-
utopianism (including ‘fully automated luxury communists’).

Scarcity of knowledge, arts and culture – thanks to anochronistic and increasingly criminalized IP 
law regimes (patent, copyright) and underfunding of public research, the arts/creative/cultural sector, 
the privatization of the university.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘the arts’* = 1 hit, reference to the need for approval from ‘the Arts Commission’ as 
another regulatory barrier to building housing.

Scarcity of social reproductive systems – thanks to general under-remuneration and non-recognition 
of care work, gendered work, and the need for communitarian systems of childcare and child raising.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘care economy’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘childcare’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘gendered labor’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘pre-k’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘literacy’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘public school’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘public education’* = 2 hits – tangential mentions.

Jim from the office deadpan stare.

----



Okay so we’re doing the econ101 bullshit thing. No discussion of monetary production economies, of 
administered pricing, of the cambridge capital controversies, etc. Just a nice, simple, x-on-a-graph and 
that gets us all the economic logic we need to understand complex economic systems.

“As simple as possible and then a little simpler.”

----

The authors are careful not to say it explicitly, but this is implicit deficit-phobic politics and committing 
the sin of money illusion by reifying and reinforcing the logic that it’s important to have high revenues 
for their own sake, regardless of where they come from or their economic impact, as well as the idea 
that we need these revenues in order to continue funding the government.

Laffer isn’t the only one peddling “voodoo economics” – there’s an abundance of it in this paragraph 
alone.

----



Yes. 

Of course, this was also extended proudly by Obama, but they’re careful not to name him overtly in 
this section. Courageous enough to punch the left, yes, but only pick fights with people you are sure 
you’re funded well enough to beat.

----

It’s very funny that even in a section criticizing a ‘throw money at the market to fix the problem’ cash-
demand-style liberalism, the authors are only able to characterize the problem as failing to consider the 
problems of production, rather than the implicit theory of production that this represents.

“Anything but direct job creation!” “Anything but public ownership!” “Anything but socialism!”

**next minute**

Omg, why have we failed to build anything?!

Step 1: defer to markets. Step 2: ???. Step 3: Production crisis!

----



I mean, seriously. Look at this compact little narrative of the past 15 years of Democratic 
policymaking:

You know what the Biden stimulus didn’t actually directly? Good care, cultural, and/or public sector 
jobs. High tech investments, direct cash grants, market-based support etc. All indirect methods of trying 
to boost demand by getting someone else to do the production ‘out there’. Certainly better to boost 
demand than not, even during a pandemic that brought with it an unprecedented supply shock. 

But Biden carried on the Obama-and-Carter legacy of “anything but direct job creation” and “full 
employment is what the Fed says it is”, and so we get what we get: 4% unemployment becomes the 
ceiling, and we all applaud the Fed raising rates whenever inflation rears, because we literally can’t 
think of any other way to deal with price stabilization on a sustained basis but to throw millions of 
people out of work and weaken labor bargaining power. 

There’s a legacy of ‘scarcity’ that this book should be acknowledging when discussing inflation and 
demand/supply at the macro level, but I’m not holding my breath.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘Volcker’* = 0 hits.

Shocked. 

----



I know, I know, I’m beating a dead horse. But this is why there’s such a profound difference between 
the kind of “full employment is what the Fed’s NAIRU models say it is” definition of full employment 
that the abundance folks believe in, and the kind of Job Guarantee-based, Kalecki class-war, Vickrey 
‘chock-full’ full employment of WWII, when real productive output doubled in six years (in real terms, 
even as inflation was also high).

It’s really, really hard to overestimate just how underjuiced our economy is because of our collective 
refusal to embrace a labor-centric full employment vision undergirded by a Job Guarantee. That’s not 
an exclusive ‘demand’ story, that’s a supply side story. An abundance story, if you will.

“More people”? What about more workers? So much discussion of supply-side thinking and building, 
and labor is just...not present in this narrative. Weird. So weird.

Productivity goes up when labor markets are tight and labor is expensive. Full employment, come on. 
Just say it. Just once. It won’t hurt, I promise.

Big thinking is post-work thinking. We gotta build! Just not with, you know, the working class.

----



There is a reason the Sunrise Movement and others centered a Job Guarantee in any serious and non-
reactionary vision of decarbonization. Because labor justice is economic justice and any transition 
without labor justice is not going to be progressive and do huge damage.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘Green New Deal’/‘New Green Deal’* = 2 hits – in same section complaining about 
excessive regulations (no mention of the Green New Deal’s labor-centric vision).

----

It’s funny to read this shortly after this section:

Horseshoe theory at its best, but Klein and Thompson, who presumably believe in their own political 
leanings over those of the right, have decided that the most dangerous political movement for them is 
the broad left. 

Let the less-correct right-leaning centrists fight the right-leaning strongmen: the real fight is between 
the most-correct centrism (left-leaning) and the most dangerous political movement (those to its left). 

“We might lose to the Right, and if so thems’ll be the breaks, but even if we win, the Left will be in our 
way, so we gotta focus on clearing them out first if we’re ever to succeed in making the world better.”

Modern Liberalism in a nutshell.

----



Postscript:

This is a good rhetorical line, but of course its far more damning of Klein/Thompson than it is of the 
Left. 

Does anyone really believe that California, yet alone San Francisco is the utopia that Bernie Sanders 
dreams of? Has anyone actually met the median elected Democrat in California? Or indeed the median 
Democrat? 

This line is a pithy condemnation of the Democratic party, of ‘progressive’ liberalism, of the Nancy 
Pelosis and Kamala Harris’s and Gavin Newsoms of the world. Klein/Thompson are right that if that’s 
the best that the Democratic Party can offer the country, the Democratic Party is fucked.

But unless your entire political spectrum is that of the American post-1970’s consensus, it is not in any 
realistic sense a condemnation of the ‘Left’. When I close my eyes and try to imagine the ‘abundant’ 
future of the Green New Deal or of a genuinely pro-labor political system, I am not envisioning San 
Diego or Davis, California (sorry).

----

Maybe there was a computer glitch the first time. I’ll try again.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘full employment’* = 0 hits.

Oh well.

----



Chapter 1: 

“housing follows the laws of supply and demand” (snort)

*Ctrl+F search for ‘interest rates’* = 0 hits. Huh.

----

Gotta say the refusal to actually talk about proprietary IP laws here feels a little conspicuous to me. 
These companies don’t “sell code”, they control proprietary IP and use that to prevent other people 
from copying code, ie manufacturing artificial scarcity. I mean seriously, look at this:

I wonder if any interest groups that would otherwise be receptive to the ‘abundance’ agenda might be 
very resistant to having attention drawn to supply-reducing implications of government-imposed legal 
regulations on the limitless reproduction of bitstreams and ideas, I mean copyright/patent law.

----

Seriously? The economic frontier is where you can enclose (privatize) the value of new things you 
make. Otherwise you’re in Richard Stallman’s world of free software, and we hate communism in 
America, don’t we, folks.

----



That’s a hell of a description of the industry model of Wall Street and Silicon Valley. 

----

Reactionary taxpayer money trope (and misleading description of government financing). Drink!

Seriously though, this is where a discussion of not just macroeconomics, but finance is important. 
Money is not a scarce, finite good. It is created endogenously every time banks (and other leveraged 
financial entities, down to households) extend credit.

We do need ways to manage overall effective demand levels, as well as to create ‘reflux’ mechanisms 
to the extent we want to spend significant amounts beyond the growth rate of the economy. But we 
don’t need to do that through regressive taxes on average people, and we certainly don’t need to do that 
through reifying incorrect narratives about how the government spends and finances itself.

I know that Klein knows better. The abundance folks have been close enough to the MMT Wars to 
know that even if they disagree with their policy conclusions, they are right on the operational details.

He’s just avoiding this conversation and being loose and slippery with language to play into normie 
priors. It’s a pity for a book that’s supposed to be about confronting the necessary harsh truths to get to 
the world we need, and it’s a double pity given his seemingly sincere mea culpa for carrying water for 
Paul Ryan’s deficit-fearmongering bullshit back in the day. This is, unfortunately, just doing the same 
thing but more gently and in blue-language coding.

----



I’m not a housing policy guy, I’ve never pretended to be one and I’m not going to start now. So this 
impressionistic response to the book is not going to spend much time on the core policy issue the book 
wants to discuss, so if anyone wants to dismiss what I have to say here’s the smoking gun to do so.

That said, I do support quite a lot of ‘state-of-emergency’ style exceptions to standard process 
limitations in the name of a big bold agenda, as long as the kinds of politicians whose underlying 
values I trust and whose general goals I agree with are the ones leading it, while (unsurprisingly) 
simultaneously vociferously opposing it when done by people with opposite values and goals.

Or to put it another way, do Klein/Thompson really think that the Left would oppose supporting some 
fast-tracking housing construction programs if it was President Sanders, Senate Majority Leader 
Warren, and Speaker Ocasio-Cortez designing and pushing them? Or is the true problem, perhaps, that 
people whose politics suck, and whose track record is ratfucking over the stakeholder groups that the 
left cares about (the very poor, working class, minorities, etc) are trying to moralize and bully them into 
supporting policies that, when wielded by others, could end up just supporting housing developers and 
reinforcing existing class inequalities?

I say all of that in response to the graf above in the immediate sense, and in response to the overall 
politics of the book and broader abundance movement in the general sense. Call me biased, call me 
‘part of the problem’, ‘a representative of the groups’ or whatever else, but I am not particularly 
interested in taking lessons about how to make the world better in the progressive direction from Matt 
Yglesias and his ilk when he’s shown, time and time again, whose side he is on when it matters.

Keep your crocodile tears for the homeless and get back to me when you support abundance when it 
pisses off your people, not just happens to align with the kind of hippie-punching you’ve made your 
career and name off all the way to a multi-million dollar life of comfort and hobnobbing with elites and 
right-wing assholes.

----

Aside: the next section, which I’ve already screenshotted and so don’t need to again, is fittingly about 
what happened in the 70’s, which again misses the actual interesting history of austerity in New York 
City, the neoliberalisation of the Democrats, the decline of labor unions, and all that stuff, instead to 
focus on housing prices and take potshots at Nader and ‘legal proceduralism’.

----



 

I know, I know, just the old leftie in me, but I find this history to be so blinkered as to be not at all 
useful as a roadmap for the Democratic party.

The New Deal hit the wall of anti-communism and its failure to internally deal with the race issue, not 
to mention the failure of the 1945 Full Employment bill to get the crown jewel of the New Deal agenda 
– the job guarantee – enacted.

By the time you get to Johnson, urbanism and racial tensions are inextricably intertwined, and the 
‘countervailing powers’ vision of the New Deal rebuilding with labor and business and government at 
the same table has settled into the neurotic repression of 1950’s Cold War militarized keynesian 
corporatism: IBM, White Picket Fences, high marginal tax rates, Hoover’s FBI, redlining, the space 
race, and eventually Vietnam War. Think Joseph Heller’s ‘Something Happened’.

If that is what ‘growth’ and ‘development’ looks like, it’s no surprise the younger generation went 
flower power, ‘tune in and drop out’, and rejected it wholesale, even while new radical environmental, 
civil rights, and labor movement efforts pushed for a wholesale reimagining of what Coretta Scott King 
called a ‘peacetime’ full employment economy.

Complicating this simple history story would, of course, require talking about race, the civil rights 
movement, labor struggle, etc. And that’s inconvenient when we *gritted teeth* just. want. to. talk. 
about. housing.

----



I said I wasn’t going to say anything specific about housing policy, and now I’m violating that almost 
immediately, but in my experience as an Australian growing up in Sydney, homeowners will do 
absolutely every fucking thing they can do protect their property values, including creatively 
repurposing well-meaning rules. 

This doesn’t mean that every rule capable of being twisted is necessarily a bad rule or that it needs to 
be scrapped to overcome its unintended abuse, but it does mean that there needs to be some sort of 
meta-process for being able to tell the difference between proper compliance/improper abuse of the 
rule’s teeth, and in my experience as an American lawyer and law professor, the American legal system 
is extremely bad at being able to temper hyper-formalistic process with a common sense-based release 
valve. 

Usually it either fails to be tempered whatsoever, or it opens up new opportunities for counter-abuse of 
the rule’s relaxation by another powerful interest group because it’s only such a group that has enough 
political muscle to ram the change through over the original powerful group’s resistance.

This generalized observation is separate from, but also complementary to, other reviewers’ observation 
that to the extent that ‘middle class homeowners’ are an extremely powerful political force (again, I’m 
from Australia – this is basically the class around which our entire country revolves), it’s unclear why 
they are ever going to let this abundance agenda of ‘building more housing’ get through. 

Is the plan to appeal to tech overlords to subvert middle class democracy in order to hobble the 
homeowner vanguard? Maybe the answer will come later in the book – I await with bated breath.

----

Do we?

I lived in Harlem for five years when I first moved to the United States. If Moses is your hero of 
development...man. Rough.

----



I am not actually sympathetic to NIMBYism, but again, if your worldview is “everyone who had a 
problem with Robert Moses and/or gentrification was a misanthropist,” you might be a fucking racist. 

Solidarity with my neighbors and the families I taught music to in Harlem who didn’t deserve to have 
their kids suck down highway exhaust just for being black, fuck this bullshit, and fuck people who take 
it seriously. If you can’t envision a future for development without displacing and/or poisoning the 
lungs of the children of communities poorer then you don’t deserve to be in the policy design seat.

Especially if you’re not even serious about how financing works in the first place. I’m not going to 
defend some overly inflated public housing development budget per se, but I’m not going to indulge 
the “I guess we have to poison some kids” bullshit of people who insist we don’t have the money to 
pay for things without even taking seriously how public finance works, and so far this book hasn’t 
shown it is interested in doing anything of the sort.

----

Yes, sure. That’s politics. Some people want to invest in public schools, others want to invest in golf 
courses. Pick the right side and fight for it. 

As far as I know, the ‘abundists’ aren’t picking a fight with meat producers either. Indeed, they don’t 
seem to be even willing to pick a fight with homeowners. Just the Left.

Is this serious politics? I support lab grown meat and vertical farms, the Left isn’t the enemy of those 
solutions in my experience. The Republicans hate that shit. How’s Tyler Cowen going in that fight?

----



Again, I don’t know Hickel personally, but this seems like a pretty ridiculous strawman argument from 
people that have spent a career avoiding taking hard positions when they know it won’t be politically 
well received. At this point, we don’t have the tech to scale up lab-grown meat, and to the extent that’s 
being developed it’s silicon valley-funded companies that will likely bring with any new innovations a 
new form of Amazon/Uber style corporatism that is going to fuck over a lot of people who rely on 
farming for a living.

If Klein/Thompson won’t even say the words labor politics, I really don’t have any interest in them 
lecturing others for not tackling the farmers head-on. The way you avoid a Dust Bowl-style farmer 
wipeout in any serious transition away from cattle herding is to offer the children of farmers better 
opportunities to work in a future economy.

You know, jobs, and labor politics.

----

I’m not a degrowther, but framing climate/environmental justice as solely a matter of energy is going to 
get you to ask stupid questions like this.

There are all sorts of forms of pro-social production/consumption/recreation that are not very 
environmentally taxing: music, massages, comedy, hiking, family care, community gardening,  
artisanal/craftwork, hanging out in bars, god forbid even sex and dating. What would it take to invest in 
that kind of economic revitalization at the expense of all the other stuff? That’s not ‘scarcity’ as I think 
of it.

----



A lot of nice language/words in support of clean energy, obviously hard to disagree. But again, where’s 
the labor politics in all of this? Where’s any serious discussion of the difficulties of a Just Transition?

“The Green New Deal but FUCK THE LEFT” is not a vision for building anything in any just manner. 

Of course, if you want to strawman the countervision you’re positing your preferred approach against, 
you focus on fully automated luxury communism and ‘pro-scarcity’ degrowth, not a pro-social, pro-
public, pro-labor alternative to market-driven production built upon tight full employment, an 
expansive vision of public fiscal capacity (ie the Green New Deal), and genuine abundance in the 
things that can be produced near-without limit (informational goods). 

But that politics – the politics of labor, of non-proprietary technology/culture, is not the politics of 
Silicon Valley abundists, is it.

----

For the unfamiliar, this sounds like some standard nordic-love. But Denmark is notoriously market-
friendly and loose in its labor market design. It is not the public jobs-centric vision of 1990’s Sweden, 
or the union-centric vision of Norway. Maybe some American liberals have Danish fever, but to 
conflate this with the entirety of the left’s imaginary, and then critiquing it for not building, is to 
conflate the most market-centric/neoliberal social democratic country in the region with its left-edge 
and then criticize the Left for not caring about production.

Some of us do care about building things, which is why we also don’t look to Denmark! Pick better 
antagonistic examples!

----



The non-mentioning of the Green New Deal and its intentional centering of labor is becoming quite 
obvious. This is a fair critique of Bidenism, it’s not a fair critique of the left that cares about full 
employment and production. Ironically, when I think of people who believe in cash transfers uber alles, 
I think of Yglesias, Klein’s wife Annie Lowrey (a longtime UBI advocate), and Matt Bruenig, a anti-
Job Guarantee leftist that a lot of these liberals like and find to be one of the smarter wonks on the left.

Some of left doesn’t suffer from the disease of money illusion, which is why they need to be erased 
from this narrative for it to remain coherent.

----

This is a good line (don’t tell Josh Barro!). 

I wonder how many people who self-identify as abundists, or who are leading ‘the groups’ within that 
movement would agree?

I wonder if Derek Kaufman, former global head of fixed-income trading at hedge fund Citadel, ‘Third 
Way’ board member, and founder of the ‘Inclusive Abundance Institute’ would say unions aren’t the 
problem? Billionaire John Arnold? What about Walton family or Michael Bloomberg?

----



I can appreciate this framing, even while holding to my earlier point about California etc not being 
particularly representative of a meaningful ‘left’ politics. But the key question then becomes, to me: if 
you’re going to reduce the power of some ‘groups’, or alternatively, boost the power of specific 
decision-makers/stakeholders to circumvent or override the power of other groups, which ones?

It’s one thing to oppose giving a lot of groups ‘veto’ power, it’s another thing to expect them to happily 
cede power to a group, person, institution, or process that has shown they don’t consider their interests 
whatsoever or deprioritize them systematically. So then the question becomes: which coalition of 
interests do you want to accommodate to reach a minimum critical mass to get it done, which groups 
do you want to reduce their veto while still considering their interests in a process they don’t control, 
and which groups do you want to reduce their power/influence entirely at their expense? 

Again, going to my earlier example: does anyone really think that the Left would oppose granting 
Bernie Sanders extensive powers to override any red tape in the pursuit of a progressive ‘abundance’ 
agenda? Or is the broad skepticism on the left at their approach coming from the kinds of people or 
groups that Klein/Thompson and their compatriots have clearly indicated they are comfortable getting 
into bed with in order to ‘get shit done’?

Goethe once said “Nothing shows a man's character more than what he laughs at.” I’d offer a corollary: 
Nothing shows a man’s politics more than which group he’s willing to throw under the bus to achieve 
his goals.

So who, exactly, is the Abundance movement (with a heavy heart, sigh), saying we should throw under 
the bus to achieve abundance? And to the extent the Left dreams of a different kind of abundance, who 
are they saying we should throw under the bus?

----



I get that this is supposed to be a dig, but 1) this country has always been built for lawyers and always 
been about negotiations. Come on, this is like American History 101. Even the bloody Fed was a 
‘compromise’.

Also, where is labor in this story? “best and brightest” is such liberal-coded language. This country 
created opportunities for white men for the majority of its history, and everyone else second. That story 
is far more important than which specific industry those white men went into (and again, the vast 
majority of the most powerful ones still...went into law). 

And while we’re at “what’s missing from this story” – where are the bankers? They’ve been around the 
entire time too. You can make a case that now it’s quant trading as opposed to old vanilla banking or 
whatever, but like, was there ever a point in U.S. history where Harvard’s graduating class was 
producing more architects than lawyers? Engineers than bankers?

Ironically, it would take a lawyer to enact a job guarantee, to redesign IP laws, to enshrine gender 
equality and develop a framework to properly remunerate social reproductive labor – all abundance-
increasing changes. It would take lawyers to draft new performance, licensure, accreditation and 
training standards to ensure schools and universities were actually training workers with the skills and 
knowledge to ‘build’ the way we need.

Hell, it would take a lawyer to design some sort of international comparative standards-framework that 
would allow the U.S. to learn from and implement best regulatory practices from the countries that 
Klein is talking about without coming at the cost of safety and environmental concerns that the U.S. is 
rightly concerned with.

But why let that get in the way of a good story told by ‘wonks’ who are obsessed with policy while 
shitting on the lawyers who are responsible for making it work, when there are hard-hat engineers and 
architects to romanticize over. 

----



I’m not much of a Nader fan – I think the ‘micro’ turn of the left in this period came at the expense of a 
more fundamental macro politics that I have spent much of my career trying to resuscitate/recenter. But 
this is such dodgy/crude storytelling – “Nader succeeded but also is the worst!”.

The problem was the anti-government turn more broadly in the Democratic party. The Atari Democrats 
that become the New/Third Way Democrats that are now bankrolling...the Abundance movement and 
Niskanen etc. Carter and his anti-labor, anti-macro, anti-full employment politics etc.

The fact the “same laws and processes” were available for others to use (and abuse) is because those 
others had power and wielded it. Do we really think they wouldn’t have done it anyway?

This is like blaming woke language for the resurgence in outright white nationalism and cultural 
reaction. “If only we didn’t have DEI programs and woke language we wouldn’t have MAGA or 
Charlottesville.” Stupid stupid stupid. 

We already had those bad force, it isn’t the fault of a few people who got a few wins on the board that 
the other side eventually worked out how to twist them negatively again. That’s just water eventually 
running back downhill again, as it always does outside of the rare moments someone manages to defy 
gravity and push it up.

----



The whole bit on adversarial legalism strikes me as both true at one level but also missing a larger 
point. Lawyers have been at the center of this country from the beginning, as has federal-state tensions, 
judicial supremacy etc. This stuff isn’t some late 20th century invention, you can find all of that stuff in 
the late 18th/early 19th century.

Again, how is this presented as some novel insight? Are we talking about the same United States, 
where like 35 out of 55 of the delegates at the Constitutional Convention were lawyers? 

Not to play the lawyer card here, but I don’t think this is an accurate description of all lawyering. I 
worked as an attorney for children, the “best interest of the child” standard is pretty fucking vague and 
there were basically no rules of procedure in family court. I spend my time now thinking about finance 
and monetary law, and trust me, there’s not much ‘commitment to process’ in the legal structure of the 
Federal Reserve, nor do private contract lawyers spend much time obsessing over statutory language. 
‘Getting shit done’ and getting *over* procedural hurdles is a lot of what lawyers think about, not 
creating barriers. “Pick up the phone” etc etc. 

Now, I can say that, and *also* think this is also probably true:

But again that gets us back to the big glaring omission in this book so far – what politics, exactly, is 
being proposed? 

Shifting power to a more parliamentary system, where the legislature has more power over the 
judiciary and can ignore adverse rulings, and where the head of government is subordinated within 
legislature and as a result has a democratic mandate that harmonizes fiscal and executive power rather 
than putting them at odds, makes sense to me. As does embracing the political superiority of both ‘the 
mob’ and organized labor over legal proceduralism, recognizing the historical preferencing of legal 
norms and processes of bourgeois/middle class interests at the expense of the poor.

But that’s not really what this book seems to be hinting at when it says the problem is excessive 
legalism – that the solution is more parliamentary politics and a revitalized labor movement. Certainly 
not going to get you friends at Niskanen or with billionaire backers.

----



See above re: whether the Left would support a ‘state of emergency’ decreed by Bernie Sanders in 
support of a Green New Deal, vs one enacted by Michael Bloomberg.

Like, this just doesn’t land at all with me, to be honest.

“The government is going to come and install solar panels on your roof for free to lower your 
electricity bill and save the environment, so scary!”

“The Keystone Pipeline will destroy Native Land”

“These are the Same, To Me.”

Stop insulting the reader’s intelligence. These two aren’t the same in any meaningful sense because at 
the point you get the Sanders Green New Deal Presidency, you’ve already changed the political 
landscape, and the whole point of the Green New Deal is to do good things while at the same time 
stopping fucking over those historically fucked along the way. 

Would some conservatives try to cynically wield proceduralism to oppose solar panels because they 
believe the Green New Deal is basically communism? Yes. Would Ralph Nader be there to defend them 
in the name of his 1970’s legacy? I sure as hell hope not.

When you’ve got the politics on your side, you bang on the politics. When you don’t you bang on the 
procedure. When you have neither, the other side hits you with the politics and the procedure. You want 
less procedure, start with better politics and once the trust is rebuilt the need for procedure fetishism 
goes away. It’s not that hard.

----



Chapter 3: 

I don’t have much to say about all this zoning stuff, it’s out of my lane. I found Sandeep’s review 
convincing that a lot of these anecdotes were misleading/missing key parts of the stories they were 
presenting. 

I could say a lot more about finance, macro and labor, but the book doesn’t want to talk about them at 
all. It can’t even meaningfully acknowledge the difference between public and private funding capacity. 
Instead we hear all the ways public dollars have excessive strings, and nothing about how the private 
sector is limited by profitability considerations, and more fundamentally, hard budget constraints (vs 
the ‘great infinity sign in the sky’ that the federal government enjoys, even over state/local 
governments).

Which gets to the same problem of the book’s obscured politics mentioned above by the time we get to 
the ‘everything bagel liberalism’ critique:

What is really being asked here, as I read it, is that to keep things moving you have to throw some 
stakeholders under the bus. So again, 1) which ones does the abundance agenda want to throw under 
the bus, 2) what’s the theory of politics that this particular coalition will be successful, and 3) why 
should anyone left of Obama trust this coalition given who is currently championing it?

At the risk of being accused of being exactly the kind of target of this critique, my background is in 
early childhood music education. You have to raise the ‘whole kid’ and the performance has to address 
every aspect – posture, rhythm, pitch, dynamics, phrasing, etc – to be successful. When you’re trying to 
raise happy, healthy, well-rounded children, everything is, indeed, everything – there’s no “give me the 
cliff notes” or “what’s the bottom line” or any of that shit. That narrative is attractive to billionaire 
donors and silicon valley bros used to reducing everything to 0s and 1s but it doesn’t work for the 
environment or safe, vibrant communities.

I’m a toasted poppy with scallion person myself, but if the choice is an everything or a plain with plain 
cream cheese, it’s a no brainer. Bread and roses, thanks.

----



Two whole pages about how outsourcing to the private sector is bad, and then we get this flaccid 
conclusion. The problem is we have 4 managers per 1000 when we needed 5? Let’s aim a little higher 
shall we. 

----

What?! The entire banking sector runs on COBOL. There are definitely benefits to upgrading but part 
of the reason it hasn’t happened is that COBOL is actually very effective in what it does.

----

I’m not going to go on some GNU/linux rant, but when you prioritize market-driven technology, you 
get proprietary balkanization and a limited focus on interoperability. And this isn’t just the tech the 
government uses, or the companies it outsources to build the tech (although those are part of it). It’s the 
entire broader tech ecosystem, it’s Microsoft and Google and Amazon etc etc. Capitalism encloses, 
that’s its logic. You want commons and universal systems, you fund it with public money upfront and 
you insist it stays open. 

----



In general I support expanded federal preemption and eminent domain powers in the pursuit of a Green 
New Deal, with all the caveats above that it matters immensely – dispositively even – who is actually 
doing the governing and making the decisions when those powers are extended. 

I’m also not convinced based on these ‘anecdotes’ that these are the single biggest impediments to 
getting stuff done in government, as opposed to, you know, concerted opposition to public ownership, 
the expansion of the public sector, general opposition to strong labor rights, prioritization of market 
logic, and decades of delegation to private sector actors/market-driven production.

And again, before being accused of being unfair, yes, you can find sections in the book that say we 
need a robust government sector that builds. But you also don’t see any discussion of actually how to 
expand the federal workforce, how to rebuild trust in government workers themselves, how to make 
government jobs well-paying and proudful, how to create and sustain government direct production, 
how to restructure the logic of production away from markets and towards planning, etc.

Instead, we get lines like “government cannot do everything itself. But it needs enough know-how to 
oversee the projects it is doing,” and anecdotes about how Governor Shapiro saved the day by invoking 
emergency powers to hire the right private contractors. And we get this kind of low-key dog whistle to 
neoliberalism/centrism even while trying to cover their bases and sound progressive:

No, the government does need to be bigger as well as better. Why not just acknowledge that? And we 
need better wages and labor rights for government workers as much as red tape-cutting. Why not 
actually engage meaningfully? Why is that stuff completely missing from this book after page 2? These 
writers have had some time to reflect on how to negotiate compromises to sate powerful stakeholders. 
Is it so unreasonable to be suspicious that maybe it’s to make it attractive to some, uh, ‘groups’? 

----



Chapter 4: 

Talking about science funding woes without talking about underfunding of America universities, and 
the administrative bloat and deprofessionalisation that has come with neoliberal funding and student 
debtification is notable to me. 

I’ve done my IP rant a few times, but once again, the omission here is deafening.

I get that this is an airport book aimed at normies, but this undergraduate ‘both side-ism’ shit is 
insulting to people’s intelligence. And again, progressives don’t underrate invention, in my experience, 
they’re suspicious of people that equate innovation with private market-based profit-seeking 
corporations in silicon valley. This book does absolutely nothing to dissuade them of that suspicion.

“Private genius”? Bootlick harder, seriously.

----

Vomit. Health care is a service you provide. It’s not a commodity.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘Medicare’* = 3 hits – none discussing direct public provisioning.

----



We could be having a really interesting conversation about how to prevent the re-privatization of bsaic 
research funded by public dollars (cough cough Google). But we won’t, will we.

----

For every one of these stories, we could be telling ten about how lack of perceived 
profitability/monetization led to important scientific innovations being shelved by the private sector, 
and what that implies for a liberalism dependent on market-driven ‘innovation’ as its primary driver, 
which even the Democrats prefer today. Any guesses why we aren’t hearing that in this story?

*Ctrl+F search for ‘profit’* = 1 hit – in the introductory ‘vision for the future’, referring to sharing the 
profits of AI productivity.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘profitability’* = 0 hits.
*Ctrl+F search for ‘monetization’* = 0 hits.

----

This seems a bit myopic – surely there’s been, uh, some changes in the university model?

Couldn’t be this simple, could it? 

---



Again, I understand that this is an airport book designed to be simplistic in its storytelling, but 
shouldn’t it at least address the obvious facial connection between underfunding in general, and a 
prioritization of older scientists and safer ideas? Even a cursory discussion of finance would help here – 
when market exuberance is high, all sorts of increasingly risky ventures get financed. When markets 
are risk-averse, there is a flight to ‘safe’ assets. 

Of course universities and grant-funding institutions take less risks and prefer people with extensive 
track records when they have less money to give out. There’s less room for error in showing return on 
investment. Guess it might be that simple after all.

----

Come on. No discussion at all of the patent system and how it encouraged innovators to come to the 
U.S.? The federal government had no role at all (except for establishing and enforcing legal 
monopolies)? Really? Weak shit. Really weak shit.

----



Nothing about the changing IP landscape of this industry/sector? Nothing? Bueller?

----

I’m no fan of excessive paperwork and grants are annoying. But you know who else create ridiculous 
grant-related paperwork? Billionaire philanthropists pushing non-government ‘private sector’ 
alternatives to public funding models. Little dogwhistles to pro-market forces.

And wait, this *isn’t* the Niskanen wing of the abundance movement? Are they sure?

Come on, this is so glib and flippant I can’t believe even he is taking himself seriously when he says it. 
Again, I’m not a fan of a lot of unnecessary paperwork, but this is in the same section as talking about 
how much political hay is made of spurious spending. Surely at least some discussion of how to avoid 
high-visibility scandals of misuse of government grant funding in order to avoid those scandals 
destroying trust and faith in government funding in general is in order?

----

Like performing the act of having a novel substantive policy vision over the actual act of having one in 
order to garner press attention and get generous donor funding and support from third way Dems 
seeking to rehabilitate their brand and punch left…

----



This is Dean Baker erasure.

*Ctrl+F search for ‘Dean Baker’* = 0 hits.

----

Absolutely no discussion of any private sector equivalent, yet alone philanthropy sector. And what 
about that single line acknowledgment earlier about the relative underfunding of science in the U.S.? 
All that gone in this narrative.

And that’s before you get to the rise of the ‘stay in research only long enough to cash out’ model. 
Universities are under wholesale attack from the right, but does that matter? Apparently not. 

And if a lot of this was driven by the Cold War, what does its end imply? What is China doing 
differently with its universities?

----

Genuinely confused by this – the section right before this ascribes the decline of solar progress in the 
U.S. to Reagan’s hostility. This makes it sound like there was a continuous policy of neglect for 40 
years. Which is it? Partisan climate/energy politics or long-term planning failure?

----



What about “governments have always been lousy at building things directly?” Even the choice of 
‘question’ focuses on private production and governments funding/picking among private options. It’s 
giving pure neoliberal right here.

----

Are you kidding me? Keynes is cited but only in support of correcting market failures? One of the 
things governments can do is ensure a tight full employment economy. Seems important to a story of 
building..abundance.

----

Getting close to the end of the book, the dogwhistling getting louder now. Whatever we are advocating, 
we PROMISE we aren’t advocating public ownership and socialism! That stuff about a stronger 
government sector, don’t worry, it was really all about financing and ‘picking’ private sector winners, 
and ultimately guaranteeing market-produced output and subsidizing it for consumers.

----



Subtle rhetorical moves here, but the impact is undeniable. A government that removes bottlenecks is a 
government not actually doing the pushing-down-the-pipeline itself. The private sector does the stuff, 
the government works out whats in the way and removes it. It’s the sweeper in curling, someone else 
(ie private market actors) is responsible for pushing the stone. 

Remember, this is a government that as presented in the book might as well have no workers – the 
authors have emphatically made sure not to mention government employees at almost every step in 
their story (except for the brief section against outsourcing, but that ended with advocating more 
‘oversight’ and emphasizing empowering decision-makers to cut through red tape and make risky 
decisions. The government is just politicians, and agency heads, regulators, and state-of-exception 
dictators. So who is doing the building? Well, not the ‘public sector’, and not the labor movement 
(because we’re not talking about them either). That leaves...oh that’s right. Markets and private sector 
companies.

And just in case it wasn’t clear, here’s the opening on the section on the government as ‘Bottleneck 
Detective’:

The world is comprised of social problems like housing, energy, science, invention, and innovation. 
These are structured as industries, enmeshed in markets, with constraints that government must 
detect and remove.

Wait, why are you calling us warmed over neoliberals? Isn’t this how everything thinks/sees the world? 
Except the no-growth, procedurally fetishist, anti-building-stuff Left, of course!

[corporate donor button here].

----



I love this example, note what is missing here? Direct public sector production.

Love to MARKET.

This isn’t even trying to be subtle anymore. The government is not “filling” them, it’s paying private 
market actors to fill them. Come on.

----

Not going to bother screenshotting any of the discussion of AI. You’re welcome to bet yourself whether 
there’s any discussion of public ownership, data privacy, or labor politics in it, or whether it’s all about 
energy costs and the need for ‘America First’ investment strategy.

----



What institutions?! Surely not, I don’t know, a government agency? Today we have SpaceX, so what’s 
the difference, really.

Seriously, there’s a lot of valor-stealing from the public sector in this book – at moments it’s mentioned 
fondly, but every time we get into brass tacks practicalities, it’s always private actors with government 
money or ‘winner-picking’ etc. Overall there’s an ambivalence, if not outright disregard, on what 
rebuilding the actual public sector would and could look like, and that’s before we get to the question 
of public vs private finance. 

----

Fitting to end where we began – erasing the Job Guarantee, the struggle for full employment, and labor 
politics from the New Deal and its aftermath, both in Eisenhower’s opposition and in the recentering of 
the Job Guarantee in the politics of the 1960s and 1970s (remember, the Humphrey-Hawkins bill was 
in 1977, and passed over Carter’s general opposition and attempts to gut its most Job Guarantee-esque 
provisions, which nevertheless survived in some form until being rendered dead letter by Carter’s Fed 
Chair nominee, Volcker, who drove the final nails into the coffin of the labor movement with high 
interest rates in the 1980 – all history completely missing from this book).

----



The Job Guarantee in its purest form involved a legal right to sue for a job. Notably, this was the most 
contentious part of its vision, and the one that never made it into either the 1946 or 1977 bills.  Again, 
Klein has been close enough to Job Guarantee discourse for the past decade that the omission of any 
discussion of all of that is deliberate in this book. 

Yeah, like the Federal Reserve. And people who talk about ‘taxpayer money’ and the importance of 
independent central banks. You know, the authors of the book.

Come the fuck on. The Green New Deal centered labor. La-bor. Wor-kers. The people who actually 
“build” stuff, not Donald Fucking Trump the real estate billionaire who stiffs actual workers every 
chance he gets.

----



This is so rich. After an entire book that ignored not only the labor question, but indeed money and 
finance and macroeconomics entirely, to try to steal Marx’s valor here is just so on the damn nose. He 
had a pretty clear sense of what he saw as the next steps post-capitalism (‘lower form’ communism, on 
the way to eventual ‘higher-form communism’), and it involved replacing capitalist ‘money’ with 
‘labor certificates’ that were earned by all eligible workers for hours worked. Or, to put it another way, 
a ‘labor standard’ for money. The kind of thing a Job Guarantee begins to get us closer towards.

---

To go back to my original list, what I don’t see much interest in is resolving the scarcity of jobs, of care 
work, of remuneration for gendered labor, and removing IP barriers to new ideas and inventions. I 
certainly don’t see much interest in making it easier to build worker coops, or a labor movement, or 
inventing technology that respects people’s privacy and autonomy and empowers them to organize 
themselves politically against oligarchs and fascists. A lot of ire against environmental regulations, 
zoning, and safety standards around housing production, and against government red tape and oversight 
in federal grants. But not the other stuff.

Government direct production? Government workers? Anything positive to say? Ah well.

----



Nothing about actual popular mobilization, organizations, membership-based groups, etc. A few nice 
words to unions being fine as part of the building process, but no meaningful engagement with their 
theory of politics. Where is the actual public in this? Just being told who to vote for every four years.

The populist paucity of abundance liberalism.

----

Snort. As FDR said: “Government by organized money is just as dangerous as organized mob – unless, 
you know, they support our abundance agenda, in which case, welcome aboard the train!”

*Chasing Duck Meme* “Whose doing the building, huh? Who are the people doing the building?!”

----



Know us by the company we keep, etc.

----

Postlude:

Okay, so I read the fucking thing. No one can dare accuse me of not reading it.

But BOY am I officially done forever with being lectured about the importance of abundance and 
building by people who don’t actually care about empowering the people who actually build by making 
sure there’s enough jobs for all of the ones who want to, backstopped by a legally enforceable right.

If we want real abundance, we need more workers, more lawyers, less centrist-wonk-wannabe 
journalist-pundits, and less of the Abundance Movement.


