“We are moving toward an oligarchic society where a relatively
small handful of the rich decide, with their money, who will run,
who will win, and how they will govern. The defenders
of the present system will fight hard to hold on to their
privilege, and they write the rules. Nothing less

than our democracy is at stake.”
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CHAPTER 11

Minds for Sale

We want our poets back. What can you do without poets? How do you
find your moral compass as a nation?
. —PARTICIPANT AT THE ARTES LIBERALES CONFERENCE, WARSAW, POLAND

N 2000, THERE WAS a big conference in Warsaw called Artes
Liberales, at which Elizabeth was invited to speak. Provosts,
chancellors, and intellectual leaders from all over Eastern
Europe and the former Soviet Union came. They had experienced
what it means to live under a government controlled by people
with one ideclogy. For too long, their schools had been turned only
to the purpose of training productive workers and docile citizens.

Liberal Arts Education

We know that education is essential to honesty in conserving and
facing up to the past, preparing us to engage thoughtfully with the
present, and choosing our future wisely. It is essential to learning
to love what the human spirit reaches for in all times, in all cul-
tures, on the horizon, and just as mysteriously, close at hand. Do we
want to hand control over so much that matters to profit-making
corporations?
Professor of public policy David L. Kirp thinks not:

Embedded in the very idea of the university . . . are values
that the market does not honor: the belief in a community
of scholars and not a confederacy of self-seekers; in the idea
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of openness and not ownership; in the professor as a pur-
suet of truth and not an entrepreneur; in the student as an
acolyte whose preferences are to be formed, not a consumer
whose preferences are to be satisfied.'

But universities, colleges, and schools are today under great
pressure to attract and to “service” their “consumers” and “stake-
holders” by offering more courses to satisfy job-scared students’
more o less well-informesl preferences. “No one,” David Kirp also
observes, “is warring over prospective philosophy majors,” but
many ate competing for those who are seeking no more than
degrees and the training to start, change, or advance careers. This
includes ever more for-profit corporate-owned schools, such as the
huge University of Phoenix with 150,000 paying customers, which
trades on Wall Street as the Apollo Group. Between 2000 and
2003, its stock value rose 368 percent.?

Customers of such providers (terrible terms for students and
educators, but that’s the language in use as corporations take over)
may emerge with the training they spent their money for. They
may get the jobs they want. But there are no guarantees that they
will do so. Furthermore, training for one job at one point in time
may not prepare you to change, to relearn as work requirements
change—which, in today’s world, they do rapidly.

And what about life beyond the job? What about the personal
relationships that are so central to the lasting experiences of
schooling? What about the experiences with people you would
otherwise never have come to know, the courses that turned out to
be life-changing even though you signed up for them only because
they were required? What happens to education (from the Latin
educare, to lead out), that turning around of the whole soul, as
Plato long ago described it?

Is the public good setved when more and more citizens are
trained in corporate for-profit schools rather than educated in pub-
lic and private institutions of higher leamning? Even as schools in
the formerly Communist countries are "hungrily turning back
toward the liberal arts (the artes liberales), education in the United
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States, under pressure from market competition and legislators
forced to cut budgets because of tax cuts, is moving away from them.
In March 2005, a watchdog official at the U.S. Education
Department had to warn legislators to “go slowly” in relaxing rules
that for-profit colleges have been required to follow to get federal
student-aid funds.’ Let’s see: We tighten restrictions on public and
nonprofit educational institutions—as President Bush’s under-
funded and more work-demanding No Child Left Behind initia-
tive does—but we loosen them for the private profit-making ones?
Stacking the deck, wouldn’t you say?
- Actually, the libertarian Cato Institute is pressing Congress to
go ahead and get rid of federal student aid altogether. They say it
“drives up the cost of tuition.” It might, if all our schools were out
to make a profit. But as long as truly public institutions of learning
remain in existence, financial aid is just one of the ways in which
they are enabled to serve all of us equally.t Whar bothers those who
want everything privatized is that publicly supported schools are,
as they like to put it, “unfair competition in the marketplace.”
They want us to have no alternatives to having to buy what they
sell. Set all of education up that way, and what you have is a quick
route back to a locked-in economic and social class system.

Imagine what is no longer far-fetched but is actually happening:
corporate logos on textbooks, corporate boards setting course
requirements and checking the contents of those courses, corpo-
rations deciding what original research will be supported and what
will not. Is this the kind of education we want for ourselves and our
children? In letting corporate-dominated markets define educa-
tion and knowledge, are we not at risk of selling out our connec-
tions to the rich complexities of the past and the openness of a
future of which few have yet dreamed?

Let’s not forget why we have public higher education in the first
place. Just like public schools, public universities were set up to
enable as many people as possible to have a real chance at getting
a good education. To differing degrees, they were—but were not
only—training schools for productive workers. They have always
also nurtured the poets to whose words we turn when we seek sus-
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tenance of a different sort than working and shopping provide.
They have educated theologians and sculptors and anthropologists
and historians and philosophers and physicists who think in their
different ways about things for which no one has yet found, and
maybe no one ever will find, an immediate, concrete, or financial
use. But many of these “useless” thinkers and dreamers have nev-
ertheless changed our lives, and helped us find meaning in them.
Past, present, and future, thinkers free of the immediate competi-
tive pressures of the ecoffomic sphere are the heart and soul of cul-
tures worth preserving.

Public schools, colleges, and universities have kept much that
makes our cultures meaningful, beautiful, and interesting alive,
growing, and accessible to many more people. In doing so, they
have taught courses in the very subjects that dictators fear and
hate, the ones that invite people to think for themselves, to cre-
ate, to dream. The scruggle for an education that is free in all senses
is as old and as ongoing as the struggle for democracy. Privatizing
literally means selling out these twin dreams.”

Privatizing Knowledge

In 1998 one of the premier research universities in the United
States, the University of California, Berkeley, formalized an agree-
ment with Novartis, a Swiss company that produces pharmaceuti-
cals and genetically engineered crops. Berkeley got $25 million.
Novartis got the right to license about one-third of the research
done by the university scientists—including research funded by you
and me, through state and federal monies. There we are, subsidiz-
ing profits of global corporations again. Novartis also got two of the
five slots on the university committee that decides how research
money will be spent—what will be studied, and what will not.®

Even knowledge, even truth, is being privatized. We support
public universities because knowledge is a public good, a commons
of the mind in which all who desire to know should share. The pur-
pose of research, like that of teaching, is to share, to spread what is
known as widely as possible.
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This is why, until 1980, public higher education institutions
were not allowed to apply for patents on findings of research paid
for by government tax dollars. The Bayh-Dole Act, passed in 1980,
changed that. Now universities can seek patent protection. People
who supported the Bayh-Dole Act argued that it was good for uni-
versities. With the right to own patents, they could enter the mar-
ketplace and seek to profit from inventions. It seemed a win-win
situation: The public would still support research universities, but
successful universities would eventually need less tax money. The
market would provide—which is the dream that privatizers keep
trying to tempt us into believing.

But the market is never neutral. For example, research in the
area of biotechnology began to swamp other areas, because that's
where the money was to be made. A kind of gambling fever set in.
Deals were made. “As Denis O. Gray, an expert on university-
industry relations, has pointed out, because so much federal
research support is now tied to cotporate matching grants, cost
sharing, and other cooperative research arrangements, industry
now directly influences an estimated 20 to 25 percent of university
funding overall.”” Collectively, in 2003 165 higher education insti-
tutions made more than $968 million from licensing fees.

Because in-house corporate research in the biotech area was also
going on, and corporate employees’ findings, data banks, and other
resources are privately controlled, some public university scientists
agreed to such deals because they had no other way to access the
privately held knowledge.

But the price of publicly employed researchers’ access to knowl-
edge monopolized by corporations is that the monopoly is made
stronger, not broken up. When corporations “partner” with uni-
versities, what they are after is not openness or public sharing, but
ownership—theirs. The idea of a community of scholars who
openly share their ideas, correct, refine, and extend them, is
anathema to those who want to profit from what can be made and
sold based on those ideas.

So much for the metaphorical free marketplace of ideas that our
support as taxpavyets, tuition payers, and donors to educational
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institutions used to serve. When the real marketplace moves in,
ideas too become commodities to be “branded” and controlled so
they will be, not free, but profitable. And their producers—that is,
professors, teachers, researchers—must then be reined in lest they
give away the goods or sell them independently. Quality suffers:
Intellectual evaluation by academically recognized journals and
presses that use expert readers to screen submissions yields to pro-
tective secrecy.

The rationale formll this privatizing of knowledge is that new,
matketable producég enhance economic growth, provide job
opportunities, and enrich the research institutions. Well and
good—indeed they can and have done so in a few instances. Some
very useful and exciting research breakthroughs have resulted. But
of course we’ll never know about all of the research that was not
undertaken in profitable fields like biotechnology, let alone the
other fields that have been starved of support because they are not
considered hot in the marketplace, will we!

Every once in a while, we do get glimpses of what is not done
when the marketplace rules, though.

Listen to this story:

A three-month-old baby named Miles “needed a heart
transplant. Though he was born healthy to Ms. Bills and
her husband, [Mt.] Coulson, his heart began to fail when he
was only a few weeks old, possibly because of a viral illness.
By late June he was on the transplant list.

But donor hearts from infants are so scarce that doctors
feared Miles would not live long enough to receive one.
Older children and adults waiting for transplants can be
kept alive by mechanical pumps implanted in the chest,
but none of the pumps approved in the United States is
small enough for an infant. There has been little incentive for
companies to develop pumps for babies, experts say, because
the market is not large enough.” [italics added]*
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Well, that sort of makes sense, when you think about it. Do you
really believe it’s the corporation’s responsibility to save every lit-
tle kid who gets sick? That could cost them millions. Of course,
they wish they could help, and they would if they could. But they
do have a legal and fiduciary responsibility to their shareholders,
right?

The imperatives of the market are simply not the same as the
imperatives of our hearts, of living and dying, of a decent life for us
all. They can serve those imperatives, but there is nothing in them
to ensure that they do—and there is something in them that often
ensures that they do not.

Five days after Christmas 2004, Peter Rost, vice president of
marketing for Pfizer, one of the world’s largest pharmaceutical cor-
porations, wrote a special piece for the Los Angeles Times:

The U.S. health-care system is the best in the world. Or so
we are often told. But is it really the best?

- Itis certainly the best system for drug companies, which
can charge the highest prices in the world to some U.S.
consumers. The Congressional Budget Office has esti-
mated that average prices for patented drugs in 25 other top
industrialized nations ate 35 percent to 55 percent lower
than in the United States.

And it is a pretty good system for hospitals and insurance
companies. Americans spend about twice as much per per-
son for health care as do Canadians, Japanese, or Euro-
peans, according to the World Health Organization.

But it’s not a good system for American citizens. The
United States has shorter life expecrancies and higher
infant and child mortality rates than Canada, Japan, and

all of Western Europe except Portugal, according to the
WHQO.?

Mr. Rost finds this wrong, and outrageous. “I'm a drug company
executive,” he writes, “who has spent twenty years marketing phar-
maceuticals. And I'm troubled. I'm most troubled by the fact that
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we stick it to the people who can afford it the least”~—the “67 mil-
lion Americans who lack insurance, having to pay cash, with no
rebates, at double the prices that most-favored customers pay.”
Most-favored customers include federal agencies like the Veterans
Administration, which is allowed to negotiate with the pharma-
ceutical corporations for the drugs it uses. It’s good that the gov-
ernment agency entrusted with the care of our wounded, disabled,
and aging vererans can get drugs at a less inflated price. Shouldn’t
we all? &

Peter Rost also confronts the issue of patents, the very things the
Bayh-Dole Act allowed public universities to seek so they could
get in on the profits of privatized knowledge. Patents, which are
granted by a government agency, were designed to do two things.
First, they encourage researchers and inventors by giving them
control in the form of ownership of their discoveries and works.
That means they can sell them, and make money. But because
patents expire, they also allow the commons of knowledge to con-
tinue to grow. What was owned reverts to the public domain.

Having patents expire is good for the public, for you and me and
future generations. But it is not good for profit-dependent corpo-
rations that precisely do not want what they sell to be out there for
free. These days, it is also not good for public universities that were
forced by cuts in funding and rising costs to set about owning and
marketing ideas.

Today, a number of brand name drugs “with annual sales of $72.9
billion” are about to emerge from patent protection. This will seri-
ously hurt the bottom line of pharmaceutical corporations. And it
is one of the big reasons, says Peter Rost, that “we in the drug indus-
try are fighting reimportation”—like buying drugs from Canada.

“But when we have to choose between that and the lives of those
who can’t afford drugs, we have to choose life. I joined this indus-
try,” Peter Rost says, “to save lives, not to take them. And that’s
the reason ['ve chosen to speak out.”™

Too bad public research universities are not adequarely sup-
ported to develop and supply the public with some of the medi-

cines we need most. That, surely, is a public good for which we
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could share the cost. Brazil's government, faced with the
HIV/AIDS epidemic and unwilling to let people die because med-
icines made by private corporations cost too much, set up its own
labs and is supplying its own people with the medicines they need.

Too bad the pharmaceutical corporation that decided not to
develop a mechanical heart for infants because there wasn’t
enough money in it was not balanced by a publicly supported lab-
oratory that would have. Too bad if soon we will no longer have
independent public research universities at all. Remember Gover-
nor Sanford of South Carolina? He still wants to privatize the
whole education system there, and he’s not alone among gover-
nors. Jeb Bush, George W. Bush’s brother and governor of Florida,
wants to do exactly the same thing.

But some researchers are coming together to stand firm even
where their universities will not. For example, the Committee on
Scientific Freedom and Responsibility of the American Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Science drafted a pledge. Scientists
can sign it, just as physicians sign the Hippocratic oath.

Aware that, in the absence of ethical control, science and
its products can damage society and its future, | pledge that
my own scientific capabilities will never be employed
merely for remuneration or prestige or on instruction of
employers or political leaders.!!

CHAPTER 12

Privatizing Social Security:
A Case Study of Ideology, Strategy, Tactics

-
We live in a world in which none of us knows who will lose a job or become
ill and need a helping hand. Real reforms in Social Security should express
our core conviction that we're not isolated, self-made men and women,
but a society of individuals who should care for the most vulnerable.
—RuTH Rosen, “OLp Woman OuT IN THE CoLp,” The Nation'

T WOULD BE HARD not to know that in 2005 the Bush admin-

istration’s full court press to privatize Social Security turned

into a major struggle. Privatization finally became of public
concern, if not in its full sweep and agenda. Not a surprise: Social
Security is the safety-net provision on which the greatest number
of Americans count, 48 million of us—3o million retirees, 6.7 mil-
lion survivors of deceased workers, 6.2 million disabled workers,
4.8 million children of retired and disabled workers.

More of a surprise: The Bush administration privatizers chose to
use retirement benefits as their opening wedge to undoing all of
Social Security. Why would they do that, when those thirty mil-
lion retirees make up the largest group involved? Perhaps it’s not
quite so easy to argue that children and people who are disabled
should be forced to take their chances in the risky, competitive
ownership society promoted by Bush’s privatizers. So much for
respect and care for our elders in this youth-worshiping country.

ES
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