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Highly Volatile:  how your lame band 

taught you everything you need to know 

about business and finance. 

By David Lowery. 
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Introduction 

 

MEA CULPA  

Let me be honest. This is at best a collection of loosely related musings on 

business and finance. I have no practical advice. I have no grand theory. I 

have insight into why things fail, why they don't work. But what I offer here 

is not some sort of roadmap to success. I suspect no such roadmap exists. 

There are plenty of charlatans out there who claim to have one—my local 

bookstore has shelves filled with these books. But if the books were right, 

wouldn't most of us be successful? Sadly, people prefer simplicity and 

certainty, much like how they want simple choruses that say things like "let's 

get this party started" or "I'm sticking witchu." Genetically I am not 

hardwired to offer either. 

My career could at best be described as moderately successful: a few 

hits with a lot of rough periods in between. I've made stupid mistakes, 

wasted a lot of time and money on ill-advised endeavors, and only 

occasionally gotten back on track. And when I have gotten back on track—a 

minor hit, a song in a commercial, or a choice film placement—it has been 

largely due to luck or accidental good timing. Sometimes my ass has been 



 3 

saved by events one could only describe as freakishly random. For instance, 

a few years ago a Greek pop producer used a sample of an instrumental I 

wrote in 1988. He found the track in a pile of discarded CDs. The track 

became a hit in that part of the world. This is how I get by.  

 

MY COMPANY IS FASTER THAN YOUR COMPANY.  

Many people have observed that you learn best from your mistakes. 

Certainly by this measure I am well qualified to talk about business and 

finance. But then so are a lot of other people, so this book would be 

uninteresting if that were its main premise. I've come to see my experiences 

in the music business as valuable—and not just to those who want to work in 

the music business. Many of the things I've learned are applicable to a whole 

range of commercial endeavors. Further, there is something peculiar about 

my end of the music business, something that keeps it a few years ahead of 

the mainstream business world. Let me explain. Often the "new" ideas 

proclaimed in the business magazines and books are old ideas to those of us 

who have been playing in bands, writing songs, managing artists or running 

small labels. It's an untold story because few of us have ever bothered to put 

down the guitar (or bong) long enough to commit our ideas to paper.  
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A few years back Jonathan Segel (the multi-instrumentalist in Camper 

Van Beethoven) and I were in his backyard sneaking cigarettes (an 

important activity which is the subject of a whole chapter). I had a copy of 

Chris Anderson’s The Long Tail with me.  Jonathan noticed this and began 

to deliver a critique of the book.  Jonathan would be best described as a 

know-it-all.  What’s especially annoying is that he actually does know a lot. 

If not it all.   His point was that we musicians had at the least unconsciously 

known about the long tail phenomenon for 2 decades.  Let me explain.    

In The Long Tail Anderson suggests that because of technological 

innovations it is now more profitable to sell a few copies of a lot of different 

things rather than aiming at the old model of selling a lot of just a few items. 

Example: Amazon.com.  
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Chris Anderson noted that in the past retailers could only stock the 

most popular items. As a result they might make 80% of their profit from the 

top 20% most popular items.  This was called the 80/20 rule.    With 

“virtual” shelves and products the amount of products you can stock is so 

“long” you might make as much from the “long tail” as you do from the 

“head”. 
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An illustration from THE LONG TAIL illustrating that digital or 

virtual retailers can profitably stock more items. 

Our experience as musicians was similar. In the mid 1980's the 

number of channels to distribute our music multiplied and the costs of 

recording and manufacturing dropped. Suddenly it became clear (not just to 

us but to many artists working at the time) that we no longer needed “hits" to 

be successful. We could be viable (i.e., make a living) as niche artists. But, 

more importantly, certain retailers figured out they could sell a lot of more 

albums by stocking this explosion of niche artists. That reinforced our 

strategy. A new lower tier of the music business was created overnight to 

serve this newly viable space.  
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Many other "new" business ideas both facile and profound are already 

well known to any working musician. Disruptive Technologies? We’ve been 

doing battle with these since the player piano. Branding? That's the essence 

of being a band. Crowdsourcing? The lower tier of the music business can 

be viewed as a giant crowdsourcing machine. Viral marketing? We were 

doing this before it had a name.  

At this moment there are new problems (and innovations) radically 

transforming my business. How do you build a business model when what 

you make is virtually free? How do you market your product in a world 

lacking effective advertising? Why does each "open" media channel start out 

useful and effective, but eventually collapse into noise? (College Radio, 

LISTSERV, AOL, MySpace, Facebook and, soon, Twitter). And my 

personal observation: Why does the shape of that collapse look suspiciously 

like a financial bubble? Maybe the solutions we find to these problems in the 

music industry will be useful to others a few years down the road.  

 

THE INSURGENT MUSIC BUSINESS  

I should probably clarify something. When I refer to "my end" of the music 

business, I'm not talking about the big corporate conglomerates like WMG 

or EMI. Those companies are relatively unimportant at the moment. In the 



 8 

sense that these companies make up the rearguard of the music business. I 

am referring to something I like to call the "Insurgent Music Business”—the 

aforementioned independent artists, small time managers, boutique agencies, 

independent labels and concert promoters. At this point it would be a 

mistake to view these players as some special niche, since the vast majority 

of the participants in the music business are here. For the sake of clarity let's 

refer to the old-line conglomerates as the Corporate Music Business. You 

can sort the Insurgent Music Business from the Corporate by looking at how 

an entity raises capital. The corporate side can sell bonds. The insurgent side 

relies on alternative sources of capital: self-financing, private investors, 

credit cards, and laundering drug money (I'm not joking).  

The Insurgent Music Business is where you find most of the energy in 

the industry. And it's probably one of the last places on earth where 

unbridled capitalism still rules. I’m talking real Wild West capitalism that 

would scare the pants off your typical MBA. (Curiously, like moths before a 

flame, the business attracts and destroys quite a few MBAs every year.) 

There are no colleges or universities that will automatically give you a 

privileged position in the insurgent music business. Nor are there sclerotic 

family dynasties or elites that dominate the space. It takes very little if any 

money to get in the game, hence there are a vast number of independent 
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participants. This assures countless models are tried and tested. Some work. 

Some fail. We all learn. Creative destruction is the ongoing norm. You have 

to have your shit together on some level to work here. You have to adopt 

new technologies quickly and do things very efficiently with very low 

expenses. If you don't, you quickly fail and go back to working at the family 

business, or return to grad school. But this is key: you also have to be lucky. 

And you need to stay in the game long enough to be lucky.  

 

REWARDED BY RANDOMNESS OR HITS ARE BLACK SWANS. 

Luck, randomness and unpredictable outcomes are topics I return to again 

and again—partly because it plays an oversized role in music business 

success, and partly because I have a background in mathematics and, more 

recently, quantitative finance. In particular the rich theory and language of 

option traders has become a prism through which I view the world. That 

language is very useful for making decisions when the outcome is highly 

unpredictable. Throughout this book I will use some highly simplified 

versions of options theory.  

Typically, if you ask a successful songwriter, producer or manager to 

explain his or her success, she or he will not cite luck as the primary driver. 

We all like to think we are masters of our own fates. But, whether anyone 
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knows this or not, all of us in the music business have carefully positioned 

ourselves to take advantage of unpredictable outcomes. Wild upsides. In the 

language of options traders these successful individuals and companies are 

always "long volatility." Put simply, they make lots of small bets that 

usually don't pan out; but the ones that do pay off, pay off spectacularly.  

The key here is that people will invariably give you the wrong reasons 

for their success. Talent is less of a factor than one might think. Does that 

surprise you? You may think: a talented performer is more likely to sell 

more albums than a less talented performer. But that’s not necessarily true, 

and you know it. Even a talented single performer may have great variation 

in sales from one album to the next. Was Michael Jackson's "Thriller" 40 

million albums better than the previous "Off the Wall"? Not really. A 

hopelessly complex set of factors produced that unpredictable outcome, this 

wild upside, this statistical “outlier” or “black swan”.    I would guess that 

“Thriller”—one record—accounted for the majority of Epic's profits for an 

entire decade (do the math!). In the long term most profits in the music 

business are due to unpredictable events. While this may not seem that 

surprising, I think the extent to which these unpredictable factors determine 

profitability is widely misunderstood. But in the music industry right now, 
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positioning one’s resources to take advantage of these seemingly random 

“outliers” quickly is crucial.  

Notice that I call these outliers unpredictable rather than random. The 

music business is a turbulent system (as one would expect!) Like the 

weather it cannot be accurately modeled. But that does not mean that 

weather is random. Cause and effect are at work. Financial markets are also 

turbulent. Economists have found it helpful to treat markets as random when 

they model them. (Funny story: it turns out economists used the wrong kind 

of randomness in many of their models and this cost us millions of jobs and  

several trillion dollars. Hilarious.) For similar reasons it is helpful to view 

outcomes in the music business as random in order to construct a strategy 

that will be successful in the long term. I will try to use the proper kind of 

randomness in what follows.  

 

IF YOUR JOB DOESN’T LOOK LIKE MY JOB NOW, IT WILL SOON. 

People tend to think the music business is very different from your typical 

business. Sure, it is very different from making steel or mining bauxite. But 

those kind of industries are a small part of our economy and, due to 

relentless productivity gains, the number of people employed in industries 

like them is rapidly shrinking. More and more people are employed 
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"manufacturing" ideas and providing services. I'm writing this on an Apple 

computer. It doesn't say "made by Apple," it says "designed by Apple." The 

distinction is important. Apple outsources the relatively unimportant part of 

their business, the actual manufacturing of their hardware, to others. Our 

economy is inevitably moving towards the production of ideas and the 

providing of services. In the music business, songs are ideas and performing 

is a service. If your job doesn't already look like my job, it will one day 

soon. Some businesses look a lot like the music business already: software 

and game companies, biotech companies, and venture capital firms all share 

similarities with the music business—a lot of failures and small successes 

entirely funded by the smash hits.  

Other businesses are similar to the insurgent music business in 

organization and structure: constantly shifting small teams of corporate 

employees and independent contractors coming together to work on a single 

project and drifting away later. The dynamics of managing these teams and 

their workflow is similar to managing a band. Companies that frequently 

release new products and updates have marketing teams and cycles of 

activity nearly identical to those of record labels. Here’s a weird one: the 

construction business resembles the music business. At the top are big 

construction firms with (mostly) guys in suits who deal with the bankers. At 
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the bottom are tattooed sub-contractors (mostly guys) driving around in 

vans. Both musicians and independent tradesman tend to drink too much, not 

show up on time, and spend their summers around generators and porta-

potties. In both businesses a special layer of management is required to deal 

with these ne'er-do-wells. Indeed many of these tradesman (especially 

painters) are also in bands and often show up at gigs with the ladders still on 

the truck. I'm reminded of a story that the late Bryan Harvey told me. He 

was on a train in Germany traveling between gigs. A pretty woman sitting 

across from him suddenly asked if he was a musician. He said, “Yes, how 

did you know?” Her reply: “You have paint on your watch.” 

 

THE MUSIC BUSINESS IS NOT FAILING.  

Isn't the music business failing? In a way, yes. The corporate music business 

is undergoing a tremendous restructuring and downsizing. Some of the 

largest companies could even fall into some sort of bankruptcy. But they 

won't vanish. They can't. The corporate conglomerates are vast collections of 

very valuable intellectual properties known as “song publishing.” It’s called 

publishing because the songs were originally embodied in sheet music. But 

publishing is more than the sheet music—it covers a host of other rights.  
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Traditionally publishing was more profitable than selling recordings. 

It will be again soon. The corporate conglomerates are the direct 

descendants of Tin Pan Alley, one of the first mass market "ideas" 

industries. Tin Pan Alley was the term used to describe the collection of 

music publishers and songwriters that dominated the American music 

industry for seventy years, from the mid-1880s through the early part of the 

1950s. The owner of publishing rights to songs receives royalties from sales 

of CDs or downloads (whether the artist gets paid or not). Additional and 

quite substantial sums flow to the publishers from radio airplay, television, 

movie soundtracks, advertising, and now websites. It doesn’t matter who 

records the song, or even if it is a simple melody played by an electronic 

chip inside a child's toy. The publisher gets paid. It was only relatively 

recently—roughly when baby boomers entered their teens—that the sales of 

the sound recordings of songs became important to the music conglomerates. 

But later, when the baby boomers had finished replacing all their vinyl 

albums with CDs, the sales bubble was bound to pop. File sharing simply 

accelerated its inevitable decline. The corporate music business will 

eventually stabilize, probably at a size closer to what it was in the 1950s and 

early 1960s. And it will return to doing what it does best: distributing music, 

directly or indirectly financing the smaller more nimble companies, and 



 15 

exploiting its vast catalogue of song publishing. Are there lessons to be 

learned from the mistakes of these lethargic behemoths? Absolutely. Are 

they applicable to the lethargic tech behemoth Microsoft and other similar 

monsters? Maybe. It's certainly worth exploring the parallels.  

Meanwhile the insurgent side of the business seems to be expanding. 

Each year there are more and more participants, brought in by technological 

innovations that have once again lowered recording and distribution costs. A 

couple of years ago a well respected Sony Music executive remarked to me 

that he did not think the overall music business was shrinking—at least not 

as fast as was normally assumed. He observed that most music commerce 

was moving to the informal economy, e.g., independent artists selling most 

of their albums at concerts or directly to fans via the Internet. At the same 

time huge web-based enterprises were being built on the intellectual 

property rights that the corporate conglomerates controlled. His prediction 

was: at some point companies like Sony or WMG would move to take their 

share of the revenue. He was not talking about file sharing. He was talking 

about sites like YouTube. YouTube's top 10 videos of all time are all music 

videos. The old thinking amongst the corporate music business was that sites 

like YouTube (or networks like MTV) promoted sales of albums. Thus, 

performance royalties were waived. In the 80's the music business gave 
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MTV a free pass. The result was an MTV media empire built on videos 

made by the corporate music business. The corporate conglomerates didn't 

care then because it was boom times. Things are different now. In just the 

last few months WMG has made noise about pulling all its videos (and 

underlying songs) from YouTube. There is also rumor of a Hulu-type site 

controlled by the majors just for music videos. You may be thinking, OK, so 

what? Consider this: Warner Music Group’s stock is currently (Jan 2009) 

trading at $4.44, giving it a market cap of about $685 million. But if Google 

spun off YouTube, what price do you think it would fetch? 2 billion? 20 

billion? The failing Yahoo is valued at 21 billion. How much of YouTube 

really belongs to WMG? And what is that worth?  

 

THERE ARE NO GROWNUPS IN THE ROOM  

I may have been disingenuous when I suggested that I had no academic or 

professional experience that allows me to talk competently about traditional 

business and finance. I have an undergraduate degree in mathematics. As it 

turns out some of the relatively abstract math I studied 25 years ago ended 

up being very relevant to modern finance or, more accurately, the failure of 

modern finance. In the summer of 2008 I was bored by the music business. I 

had read just read The Black Swan by the philosopher and options trader 
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Nassim Taleb. So I took a summer internship at a derivatives trading firm in 

Chicago. There I got to watch firsthand the collapse of (other firms’) 

quantitative financial models. What I find appalling is that someone with an 

undergraduate degree in mathematics (25 years ago from UC Santa Cruz!) 

could immediately see that the formulas bankers were using to calculate 

VAR (value at risk) were fatally flawed. Further, some of these institutions 

were leveraged up 50 to 1. Less than a 4% drop in value would wipe them 

out. Were these guys smoking crack? I'm not gonna go too deep into the 

math right now, but the flaw is very easy to explain (you could also read The 

Black Swan). You may remember from college the Gaussian bell curve, or 

what gets called “normal distribution”? It looks like this:  
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The entire financial and economic elite made the fatal assumption that 

changes in the price of equities had a normal distribution. Big swings were 

very, very rare. But price changes do not follow this distribution, and that is 

not news. In 1963 Benoit Mandelbrot demonstrated this with a historic study 

of cotton prices. He later went on to show that price changes in the equities 

market were better modeled using something called fractals (something I 

studied in school, way back when). Price changes were “wild” in his 

terminology. Hence my use of the term “wild upsides” to describe aspects of 

the music—and finance—business that rely on chance. Mandelbrot’s 

observations are widely known but have been ignored or downplayed at 

universities and banks. His theories did not provide practical models to 

replace the old ones so everyone just kept using the flawed models. It’s not 

surprising, because there is also a financial disincentive to following 

Mandelbrot’s theories. They show that risk is much greater than banks allow 

for in their models. Setting aside more capital to prepare for those risks 

would have meant much lower profits. Regulators should have at least 

recognized this, but they made the problem worse instead. They let banks 

effectively decrease the amount of capital they held in reserve! Couple this 

outrage with the fact that economics has gone from being “the dismal 

science” to being the dismal pseudo science, by which I mean: economics is 
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now highly politicized. “Theories” have largely become a blunt tool used to 

bludgeon political opponents into accepting fiscally irresponsible tax cuts 

and de-regulation. The perfectly good economic theories (at least by the 

standards of economics) of John Maynard Keynes were thrown away (by the 

political class) because they seemed to support some of the ideals of the left, 

such as a more aggressive role for government in the economy. Keynes’ 

theories irked conservatives who then under the banner of neo-classical 

economics countered with a 40-year anti-Keynesian jihad at universities 

around the world. Meanwhile the heavy lifting in economics was left to 

outsiders and industrial scientists like IBM's Mandelbrot. The point is: there 

are no grown-ups in the room. So why not listen to someone like myself 

who is not claiming to be grown up? At least I understand the risks of using 

a flawed model and being short volatility.  

 

COLLECTIVE WISDOM 

I submit that there is a lot of wisdom in the way the insurgent music 

business is organized. Even the corporate music business is smart in the way 

it is generally organized. It doesn't matter that the individual participants are 

largely unaware of this wisdom. If the corporate music business suffers, it’s 

because it occasionally mimics the traditional corporations: it starts taking 
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on too much debt; it ramps up staff and expenses, thinking that gross 

revenues are relatively steady (like Duke Energy or Procter & Gamble). It’s 

the bell curve again, with the corporate music business focusing on short 

term revenue boosts instead of adding to its "long tail" of revenues coming 

from distribution and catalog. Virgin records collapsed and had to be folded 

into to its parent company EMI largely as the result of a couple of these 

myopic deals: a purported 80 million dollar deal with Mariah Carey just as 

she entered the sub-prime-ish downward arc of her career; a huge deal with 

the incomprehensible Robbie Williams. (Who? Exactly.) I take particular 

delight in talking about EMI and Virgin because my band Cracker, along 

with half the Virgin roster, was cleared out to make room for these stupid 

deals. (Yes, in fact some of this book is about settling a score!)  

Here’s the point: if there is some wisdom in my musings, it’s not 

because I am very insightful or forward thinking. Any successful strategies I 

might have stumbled across do not belong to me. They are a kind of 

collective wisdom of this chaotic and robust organism that is the music 

business. Others could have written this book. All that was required was a 

little reflection and the endless miles of prairie between Lincoln, Nebraska 

and Denver, Colorado. You can get some thinking done out there, provided 
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you can get the band to stop watching The Big Lebowski in an endless loop 

on the van DVD player. 

But it’s not that just anyone could have written this book. What led to 

this is its own example of the seemingly random (or more properly 

unpredictable) set of factors that create success in music or finance: I happen 

to be a working musician with a background in math and experience in the 

world of finance. I didn’t make any of those choices because I knew I 

someday wanted to be perfectly positioned to write about similarities 

between the music business and the world of finance. But here I am. And no 

grand theory could have gotten me here. 

Because I was trained as a mathematician, I have to reflect on the 

premise I’ve just offered. How can there be collective wisdom or a collective 

successful strategy when the individual participants are largely ignorant of 

it? Certainly cultures hold some collective traits for thousands of years that 

are expressed in the actions of individuals. Take my people for example, the 

great pan-Celtic nation. 2000 years ago the Greeks, upon encountering 

ancient Celts, described them as fond of song and drink, and quick to fight. I 

ask you: has anything changed? Same goes for the Scandinavians. I was in 

Sweden one summer playing at a 3-day music festival with Cracker. The 

festival was in a rather remote part of Sweden, so the concert promoters flew 



 22 

us all in on day one and flew us back out on day four. The local Swedes 

started out neat and clean in their crisp high tech outdoor wear. Many carried 

clever folding chairs and colorful blankets to sit on. Each group seemed to 

have a staff with a unique pennant at the top (this should have been my first 

clue as to what was gonna happen). The pennants were there to help one find 

one’s clan in the sea of people. By day two many of the clever folding chairs 

were broken. The pennants were tattered and mud splattered. The people 

were sunburned and dirty. A certain dangerous boisterousness flowed 

through the crowd. By day three all the chairs were broken and the pieces 

were being used as projectiles. The pennants were gone, replaced with 

branches torn from trees. The forks in the branches were now topped with 

unique combinations of beer bottles. (I am from the two-Carling-one-St.-

Pauli-girl clan!) At some point during day three, I was walking from one 

stage to the other on one of the makeshift paths through the woods. The 

paths were very crowded, and the group in front of me was moving very 

slowly. A huge 25-year old Swede seemed to be holding them up, as he was 

so intoxicated he could barely walk. Suddenly he passed out flat on his back 

in the mud, right across the path. Everybody stopped and there was an 

unhappy grumbling in the crowd. His compatriots tried to get him to stand 

up to no avail. They tried lifting him but they were too intoxicated and he 
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was too heavy. Much of the crowd began trail breaking into the woods, 

muttering or shouting profanities as they passed. At last one of the passed 

out drunk’s companions pulled down his own zipper and began urinating on 

his friend. His other "friends" laughingly joined in. There was a hearty roar 

of approval from the crowd. At that moment, inexplicably, urinator number 

one began to sing a song. It sounded like a football club song to my ears. 

The entire crowd joined in singing and the beer bottle-adorned tree branches 

began swaying in time. Many also joined in the urinating. Even the 

previously unconscious Viking tried to stand and sing. I couldn't help but 

think I was witnessing a scene from a thousand years ago: this had happened 

many times before, usually on the way back to the longboats after raiding an 

English coastal village. However, urinating Scandinavians are probably not, 

on their own, a sound basis for an argument. I just happen to like that story. 

So I’ll lean on geopolitical theory to bolster my argument.  

Unlike most academic theorists, geopolitical scientists have a pretty 

good track record in their long-term predictions. I say pretty good. Many 

geopolitical theorists posit that nations have certain successful strategies that 

they employ over and over again. The idea is something like: even if 

Winston Churchill had not been elected prime minister, England would still 

have prevailed over Germany because it would have employed its successful 
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strategy: control of the North Atlantic. Or consider more recent events. I'm 

looking at a map of the great Mongol empire. It looks roughly the same as 

the old Soviet empire. The Russian Tsars were the direct descendents of the 

golden horde. Therefore it doesn't seem odd to me that Russia is still 

obsessed with controlling the steppes and grasslands of Eurasia. These were 

the ancient highways of trade and warfare. They also make good 

thoroughfares for oil and gas pipelines. Aside from the brief period when 

Russia was ruled by the alcoholic Boris Yeltsin and oil was at $10 a barrel, 

Russia has stuck to its successful strategy. When the Russian army invaded 

Georgia in 2008, they reminded the world that despite the American-

sponsored Baku pipeline, Russia still effectively controls central Asian 

resources. The marketplace agreed.  

So, despite what you may read, I think it's impossible that one 

individual (Putin) or clique (the Kremlin) could fully conceive and execute 

such a strategy. Unpredictability intervenes, as does a set of ideas and 

practices never entirely grasped by one person, group or era. The story of 

Russia vs. Georgia began with the Mongolian empire, or at the very least ten 

years earlier than the recent conflict when the Russian press began 

demonizing the Georgians. That was some brilliant and high-level collective 

thinking by an ancient nation.  
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So why does all that matter to this book? The music industry as we 

know it probably began in the middle of the nineteenth century. It's young, 

but it's much older than many of the industries that have come to dominate 

the American economy today. And that is why I value its collective wisdom 

over, say, the lessons learned from the success of Google. Further, it is what 

I like to call "robust and chaotic,” made up of a lot of overlapping and 

redundant systems that from time to time seem bent on self-destruction.  

From the long view the upper tier of the music business keeps resorting to its 

successful strategies: controlling and distributing vast libraries of music and 

financing their smaller competitors. Long tail and long volatility. The lower 

tier constantly tries to subvert the distribution system and more efficiently 

develops new talent. It seems to me that robust and chaotic industries like 

this tend to survive and thrive in the long term.  

 

I HAVE NO GRAND THEORY 

One of my favorite books is Mythologies by Roland Barthes. It concerns 

semiotics and is made up of a magnificently engaging theory for the first 

half of the book and then a series of amusing essays explaining the "true" 

meaning of things according to his theory. Never mind that his theory is 

probably bullshit. Like astrology it's too coherent and assumes too much in 
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order to be true. Barthes provides an interesting and enlightening way to 

look at the world, a way that helps us make sense of things and see the 

hidden patterns. It isn’t mathematical truth he offers, but a way of making 

sense of things that can’t be described mathematically. Plus, Barthes is 

entertaining.  

I'm not saying that my theory is bullshit. Rather, I’m not even 

claiming to offer the kind of comprehensive theory that could qualify as 

bullshit. What I offer is a prism through which to view the world. I believe it 

to be unique and useful. Precisely because this is not real science, I refuse to 

be scientific in my approach. I don't believe there are any absolute truths in 

the soft sciences. I can't help it, I am a mathematician by training. In 

Mathematics, something is either true or it isn’t. But, on the other hand, my 

life experience is that of an artist. In the world of artists and musicians, there 

are only subjective opinions. These are my opinions.  

  


