Appreciation Unlimited: The New Sufficiency

A Statement of the FFI Valuing Principle
The Forgiveness First Initiative puts no predetermined price upon its offerings,

in accordance with the equanomic rationale that follows.

Never in the history of the world has there been such abundant opportunity as there is now

for the person who is willing to serve before trying to collect.

–Arun Goenka

Can you imagine running a restaurant profitably with neither a price list for the meals it serves nor a cash register, just a simple brown basket into which customers make payment by conscience on their way out? Quite probably you cannot, and until recently neither could I imagine such an arrangement to be workable. I considered the pricing of goods and services to be as integral to the economy’s lifestyle-sustaining flow of money as is breathing to my body’s life-sustaining flow of air. Yet setting prices, I now realize, is analogous to deliberately limiting the inward and outward flow through my lungs of the air that otherwise circulates freely about and within me. I have come to know that it is possible for money to grace my life just as freely and just as sufficiently as does the air that I breathe. 

Philosopher William James noted that it takes only one white crow to discredit the theory that all crows are black, and at present at least one “white crow” is flying in the face of the universal practice of pricing goods and services. One restaurant actually thrives – not merely makes ends meet – on the payment plan that I have just described, namely, The One World Café in Deseret, Utah. 

According to its owner, the restaurant is thriving because “Everybody is fair. It doesn’t matter whether they are making $4,000, or $40,000 or $400,000, that’s the point. They [pay] a fair price.”  The story of the restaurant’s success is told elsewhere (http://deseretnews.com/dn/view/0,1249,575039244,00.html). The implications of its success for overall economic policy are what concern me here, because such success implies an alternative understanding of the dynamics of currency, sufficiency, and the triple-A of true financial security: allowance, affording, and appreciation.

Currency, Sufficiency, Allowance, and Affording

We are the sum of that which we allow ourselves to know.

-Ralph Peters

[The world] gives itself freely to us, if we just allow it.

-David Steindl-Rast, Belonging to the Universe
Money is known as “currency” because only as the current of financial means is flowing sufficiently through my hands do I have access to the goods and services that are essential to the oc-currency of my physical, material, social, and psychological wellbeing. Optimum wellbeing of any and all concerned is supported by the freest possible flow of currency that is sufficient to maintain it. Guaranteeing the sufficiency of my wellbeing is my overall purpose for having money. The best way to optimize its currency in and through my affairs is to allow its unimpeded flow. Yet by pricing the goods and services I have to offer, I thereby disallow such free flow by confining its currency within an arbitrary limit. 

From an economic perspective, pricing directs the flow of money to those who set the price. Their purpose for pricing goods and services is to maximize their personal financial sufficiency, i.e., to have “enough” plus “more.” Yet thus skewing the flow of currency to maximum individual advantage can be accomplished only in disregard of the optimal overall advantage of everyone concerned, oneself included, because by setting prices without regard for the sufficiency of all who are thus affected, I thereby place a limit on my own sufficiency as well. In an economic system where each person’s individual sufficiency is perceived apart from the overall sufficiency of the whole, everyone’s experience of sufficiency is accordingly partial. Thus marginalized, one’s experience of sufficiency can never be full-filling. 

“I can’t get no satisfaction” is my perpetual lament of lack and limitation so long as I chronically perceive that “enough” sufficiency is “more” than I presently have. 

One upon a time I lived in the land of Affluence,

where the question, “Can I afford it?” meant, “Do I have the money?”

Since I usually did – or knew I would –

I could afford to stockpile earth’s transformed substances

along the walls and down the halls, and on the floors

and in the closets, basements, attics and garages of successively larger homes.

Then one day I left the land of Affluence,

and no longer had the money with which to further accumulate 

the stuff that I once did.

The word “affording” has a different meaning for me now.

When I see some thing I think I want, I ask myself:

Can I afford the time and energy required

to respect, appreciate and take good care of this new thing?

For if this thing’s not worthy of my respect, appreciation, and good care, 

why buy it?

Or if it is thus worthy,

but I won’t have or take the time and energy

that is required of me to respect it’s worth,

why have it?

My wallet and my waist are slimmer now.

Less of me is given to consumption of the earth as artifact.

The more of me thus made available

enjoys a newfound life in the land of Sufficiency:

abundant time and energy,

enough of people and of things to fulfill my desires to have and give respect,

to appreciate and be appreciated, to care and be cared for,

and sufficient opportunity to enjoy what still remains

of Earth not yet transformed by human hands.

I cannot fully appreciate what I am presently affording so long as I perceive my financial status as a standard by which to measure what I am unable to afford rather than as a measure of what I do choose to afford. Only as I release the perspective of unaffordability – insufficiency that is anchored in my perception of what I don’t and/or cannot have – am I able thereby to raise my own allowance, on behalf of experiencing an increase of affordability.

Appreciation

It is not happiness that makes us thankful,

rather it is thankfulness that makes us happy.

–Janet Gaudette
Affording is a choice. Whatever I presently have is what I am presently choosing to afford. No matter what my financial status may be, when I cease perceiving from the mindset of “I can’t afford that” and perceive instead from the mindset “this [what I presently have] is what I am now choosing to afford rather than that [what I presently do not have],” I am better able to determine how well my choices are being made. I am mindfully aware that my economic state of the moment is primarily determined by what I am choosing to afford, and only secondarily by what I am therefore choosing not to afford. [This perspective works as well for my allocation of time as it does for my allocation of money.]

Perceiving from the perspective of what I do not or cannot have, rather than from the perspective of what I actually do have instead, inevitably diminishes my experience of wellbeing. How and what I can and do afford is based on my appreciation of what I am thus choosing to afford. Appreciation is prerequisite to affordability, as the owner of the One World Café has testified. Her restaurant is financially successful because its customers fully appreciate its service and fairly appreciate its mutually co-operative monetary policy. Without customer appreciation its policy would fail, for the restaurant’s success – the continued affordability of its operation – is utterly dependent on its customers’ appreciation. 

Only as I clearly understand the dynamics of appreciation may I likewise understand this restaurant’s success. And no one understands the nature of appreciation better than those who deal in so-called “real” property. As anyone involved with real estate will testify, appreciation represents increase of value, while depreciation represents diminishment of value. This dynamic of expansion and contraction is a principle that is universally operational throughout the realm (the reality estate) of cosmic order. The rhythmic complementarity of increase and decrease is everywhere as integral to the cosmos overall as is the immediate rhythmic flow of my inward and outward breathing. 

Just as there can be no breathing in without a complementary breathing out (and vice versa), so can there be no appreciation without a complementary depreciation. In present economic practice, this complementarity is translated into the perception that every person’s gain (increased sufficiency) is at the expense of someone else’s loss (decreased sufficiency). In other words, sufficiency is perceived as being in short supply. Sufficiency is perceived as if it were a pie that must be more thinly sliced every time another person is born. The applied economics of this perception is the science of enlarging my cut of the pie at the expense of trimming others’ slices. In conformity with this logic, the appreciation of my sufficiency requires a corresponding depreciation of others’ sufficiency. 

It is no wonder that economics has been called a “dismal science,” because its science is predicated on the assumption of perpetual scarcity. Economic science perceives the ultimate, endemic scarcity of all things precisely because it perceives all things from the perspective of scarcity. Scarcity is a mental lens that filters all perceptions of economic relationship, and so long as I am peering through the perceptual lens of scarcity, insufficiency is my perpetual experience. This is why, though I am so often unable to have what I am looking at, I always manage to have what I am looking from. So long as I am affording the perception of scarcity, I am choosing to have scarcity be the bedrock of my experience.

For instance, I once perceived my circumstances from a mindset (perceptual lens) that was programmed with the mantra, “I’ll be happy when I have enough money.” So long as that was my mindset, it was impossible for me to experience sufficiency – even if I were a billionaire. Such, for instance, was the actual experience of billionaire Howard Hughes, who continued to feel acutely insecure financially even after he had become h one of the world’s wealthiest persons. Like Hughes, I could not experience “enough”-ness so long as scarcity was the lens of my perception. Chronic insufficiency is the unavoidable experience of anyone who looks through such morose colored glasses, no matter how much they have to look at that they can call their own. 

Such was my own experience when the perception of scarcity was its bedrock. Even though I had far more wealth than I required for the ample provision of my immediate and long-term obligations and necessities, I was perpetually plagued by the feeling that what I had was insufficient. This perception of “not enough” began to wane, along with my corresponding experience of insufficiency, only as I deliberately undertook a perceptual makeover by altering my perceptual programming in accordance with a new mantra: “I will have enough money when I am happy.” 

Like affording, happiness is also a choice, and the perception of scarcity – i.e., the perception of what isn’t – is the nemesis of all fruitful pursuit of happiness. Enduring happiness is predicated on my perception of what actually is without the impedance of attention being paid to what is not. That to which I “pay” my attention is that which I therefore “buy.” Accordingly, it is only as I attend to and appreciate whatever sufficiency I enjoy at the present moment that I can thereby attract more sufficiency for me to likewise appreciate. As a consequence of my perceptual re-programming, I have learned that the potential for appreciation is inherently unlimited.

I now realize that my former chronic perception (and thus experience) of scarcity was grounded in the assumption that lack and limitation are as foundational to the nature of reality as is the law of gravity. My self-perpetuated perception of lack and limitation sustained a corresponding experience of chronic not-enoughness. As a consequence of this reciprocal mirroring of perception and experience, my financial perspective was equivalent to beholding an abyss that can never be filled. In my experience, therefore, scarcity-based economics is more accurately called the “abysmal science.”

An Equanomic Paradigm

You do not belong to you. You belong to the universe. The significance of you will remain forever obscure to you, but you may assume you are fulfilling your significance if you apply yourself to converting all your experience to highest advantage to others. –R. Buckminster Fuller
Only recently have I been able to perceive an alternative to the prevailing win-lose economic logic, which is founded on the assumption of scarcity, and thereby conceive an all-win logic that is congruent with the universal complementarity of increase and decrease. Fortunately, just as the prevailing gain-loss economic perspective is derived from a win-lose mindset, so may a gain-gain equanomic perspective be derived from an all-win mindset. Sufficiency, in other words, is a state of mind rather than a given state of the world as such.

A perceptual makeover is required of me if I am to cease being beholden to the scarcity paradigm. I must adopt an equanomic paradigm that frees me from the logic of scarcity that underlies the practice of setting prices, the logic of buying cheap and selling dear, which is analogous to hoarding the air that I breathe by taking in more than I let out. The buy-cheap-sell-dear logic of arbitrarily pricing my goods and services is to the collective body politic as is the logic of hoarding air to my individual body. Just as chronically constricting the flow of my breath depreciates my longevity, chronically constricting the flow of money (so that some folks experience greater sufficiency at the expense of others’ increase of insufficiency) is a policy that depreciates general wellbeing overall.

The logic of buying cheap and selling dear is ultimately self-defeating, as presently evidenced by the rapid deterioration of the American job market via the exportation of production to wherever the price of labor abroad is cheapest. Cheapskating the consuming public by eliminating its means of being productive is more accurately portrayed as the logic of buying cheap and selling out dear, a logic whose outcome must ultimately come home to roost on those who have thus sold out. The logic of pricing inevitably perpetuates the perception of endemic scarcity rather than general sufficiency.

Were the rhythmic increase and decrease of monetary currency to be as unimpeded as the flow of atmospheric currency to my lungs, ample sufficiency for and by all concerned would thereby become a possibility. From the perspective of an equanomic frame of reference, the only expense to others for the increase of my sufficiency is a corresponding decrease in their insufficiency. Such is the trade-off, for example, between oxygen-producing, carbon-consuming plants, and oxygen consuming, carbon-producing lungs. From an equanomic perspective, in other words, competitive tradeoffs between what are perceived as mutually excluding sufficiencies are replaced by the co-operative trading away of respective insufficiencies. 

To many folks, the term “sufficiency” is associated with the survival state of merely “making do” and “getting by.” Their experience of limited sufficiency is firmly held in place by the scarcity-based logic with which goods and services are arbitrarily priced. Yet sufficiency in and of itself, when allowed to flow unimpeded, is inherently a thrive-all concept. Only when sufficiency is perceived from an economic perspective do I experience it as limited to and by the extent of my circumstances. When perceived equanomically, i.e., without arbitrarily fixed constraints, sufficiency is a liberating circumstance. 

Just as the dynamics of ecology are best understood by those who perceive its mutually equanomic implications of whole-part co-operation, so likewise may the dynamics of economy be best understood from an equanomic perspective. For instance, scarcity-based economics is founded on the dynamics of entropy, competition, and the law of diminishing returns. In accordance with this foundation, economics is everywhere practiced as an applied science of maximally slicing the pie of human wellbeing to the local advantage of those who successfully manipulate the flow of currency to others’ disadvantage. Sufficiency-based equanomics, on the other hand, is founded on the dynamics of synergy, co-operation, and the law of increasing returns. Equanomics is the applied science of enlarging the pie of human wellbeing overall to the local advantages of all who are concerned. 

Despite their differences, however, economics and equanomics are not mutually exclusive paradigms. Neither the economic nor equanomic paradigm can effectively ignore the other paradigm’s primary concerns as secondary considerations of its own, even though their primary concerns are in such stark contrast. For instance, even from the perspective of the equanomic paradigm, scarcity is a sensible thing for me to keep looking at. It merely ceases to be the perspective that I am looking from. 

As in all shifts of paradigm, therefore, what is called for is the appropriate blending of the economic and equanomic paradigms. Such blending has thus far barely begun. Most people consider the economic law of diminishing returns to be a proven fact, while the equanomic law of increasing returns is perceived at best as a theory that remains to be proven, and at worst as a mere delusion that sometimes even gnashes at otherwise brilliant minds. I am leaving it to those who are most conversant with these laws to address their contrasting perspectives (see the references at www.forgivenessfirst.com/increasingreturns.htm, which also appear at the end of this article). What more concerns me here is the underlying essence of their contrast, which is more accurately specified by their designation as the laws of depreciating and appreciating usefulness. I adopt the word “usefulness” in place of the word “returns” because both economics and equanomics are fundamentally concerned with the dynamics of utility.

Perceptual Makeover

In times of profound change, the teachable inherit the earth, 
while those full of knowledge find themselves beautifully equipped 
to deal with a world that no longer exists.
-Eric Hoffer
Some are pleased to give orders and some are pleased to take orders.  There are a few, however, who wish neither to give orders, nor to take them, but to live in the between of the world, where the pleasure is in knowing the orders. 

-Earl Shorris, The Oppressed Middle
Any shifting of my paradigm requires a makeover of my perception. Every perception is based on a mindset, i.e., a mind that has been set in accordance with the prix fix of its perceptual menu, as evidenced, for example, in the stark contrast between the prefixes “eco-“ and “equa-“. The paradigm shift from scarcity-based economics to sufficiency-based equanomics requires me to re prix fix my mindset in such a way that in addition to perceiving the entropy of what is becoming less, I equally behold the synergy of what is becoming more.

Entropy (dissipation of utility) is the law of decreasing usefulness, as acknowledged in Buddha’s observation that “All composite things must decompose, disappear.” Every local form has a season, which ends in its format’s dissipation by “running down” and/or being “used up.” In accordance with the scarcity-based, entropic economic paradigm, “this, too, shall pass” is the ongoing dynamic of diminishing local utility (there being nothing “lost” in the universal scheme of energy and matter’s mutual interchangeability overall). Competition is deemed to be the most effective way to extend the utility of a given competitor’s season of existence. Accordingly, the flow of life-supportive currency, whether monetary, atmospheric, ecological, or otherwise, is constricted by the politics of competitive consumption, in which the fundamental particle of economic utility is a consuming human being that sooner or later converts all intake into waste (and often, intermediately, to waist). Waste represents the chronic entropic decline of utility into uselessness, with reference to which scarcity-based economics is the science of gaining profit from this dissipation. In the face of economic scarcity, competition promotes the survival of the fittest to consume, as acknowledged in the trumped up aphorism, “He who dies with the most toys wins.”

In stark contrast to the local dynamics of entropy, synergy (increase of utility) is the overall accretion of usefulness, as acknowledged in the proverb that “life is a cup to be filled, not drained.” Entropy is only local, however large the locality under consideration may be, because the universe as a whole is forever doing more in some other locality with the lessening dissipations of an immediate one. In a self-organizing universe where the substance of neither energy nor matter can be destroyed, only converted from one energetic or material form to another, recirculation is the cosmos’ prime directive. Thus, for instance, has the quantity of life continually increased for billions of years on a planet that was once a barren rock.

Life increases (appreciates) its own self-fulfillment as the dissipation of each life-form is transmuted into renewed utility via the emergence of other life-forms, i.e., when “lost” (momentarily “useless”) energy and substance in one place is resurrected elsewhere in some newly useful form, whereby its substance is resumed from its formerly being consumed. In accordance with this synergic paradigm (in which synergy is the doing of more with less), an ongoing dynamic of ever-increasing utility prevails – such as, for example, when a few orbiting communications satellites increase by a thousand-fold the utility provided by millions of tons of transoceanic cables.  

In place of entropic competition, synergic co-operation (i.e., actively working together, not merely “getting along”) is the most effective way to actively sustain the co-operators’ seasons of existence. Life-supportive currency – again whether monetary, atmospheric, ecological, or otherwise – is maintained by the politics of co-operative resumption – the communal practice of emulating the planet’s systemic and comprehensive dynamics of recirculation.

The fundamental particle of equanomic utility is a productive human being who converts into newly useful forms whatever it moves on. “Waste” is assimilated into the production of new forms via the synergic resumption of utility from what has elsewhere become momentarily unusable (or, as in the case of transoceanic cables, relatively less useful). Resumerist equanomics is the science of gaining the greatest utility possible for all concerned. Co-operation thereby promotes the thrive-all of the fittest to resume, as acknowledged in Bob Dylan’s aphorism, “He not busy being born is busy dying.” 

In other words, he who toys the least with dying wins.

The Estate Most Real to Me

The deepest principle in human nature is the craving to be appreciated.

-William James
Of most immediate concern to me is the sufficiency of the “real” estate that I value above all others: the intrinsically real estate of my own being, upon which I place value via my appreciation (further increase) of its worth. Self-appreciation is least craved by those who are increasing their intrinsic value, thereby according with the expansive dynamism of the universe overall. Self-appreciation is most craved by those who define their worth by standards of extrinsic valuation, and whose intrinsic value is thereby thwarted in its yearning for increase. 

In my quest to experience sufficiency, self-appreciation is the only increase of value that truly suffices. Nothing is in the long run more contractive of my self-appreciation than the pricing of my goods and services. I am my own greatest evidence of the systemic long-term limitation that underlies the pricing principle. For instance, the going market rate for the unassembled raw ingredients (mostly carbon) that constitute my body is less than the monthly premium for the so-called “insurance” of the currency called “life.” In terms of “goods and services,” my body’s “goods” are worth next to nothing without the “services” of its life. Yet despite my endeavor to extend the season of its service to others via “life insurance,” the only thing thus insured is the eventuality of my body’s cessation of services. What I most insure is my assurance of my own death. 

It is thus no mere coincidence that the 20th century god of scarcity-based economics (Lord John Maynard Keynes) predicated his short-term theories on the perception that “In the long run, we are all dead,” or that one of his trickled down U.S. presidential scions dismissed long-term economic concerns with the question, “What has the future done for me?”

All insurance, whether of life or otherwise, is gauged to dissipation. And so it is with every setting of a price. By assuming the scarcity of all things, the pricing principle insures the scarcity of all things, and by thus insuring the scarcity of all things, it further assures the scarcity of all things. Nor can it be otherwise, because pricing is the endeavor to extract value from dissipation. Pricing is a way that I toy with dying, when I might instead be toying with the prospect of being more fully born.

I can experience no full appreciation of my intrinsic value so long as I am living by a principle that places extrinsic limits on the value of my expression. Pricing my goods and services extrinsically limits my appreciation (increased value) of their intrinsic expression, and well as their appreciation by others. Yet the dynamics of appreciation need not encounter such arbitrary limits on increase. There is an alternative to pricing my expression’s worth in accordance with the entropic law of diminishing usefulness, wherein increase is measured in terms of what I extrinsically succeed in taking from others. The alternative is the full appreciation of intrinsic value that emerges from my honoring of the synergic law of increasing usefulness, whose dynamic of accretion is based upon what others freely contribute.

The Principle of Contribution

The only thing you have to offer another human being, ever, is your own state of being.

–Ram Dass

I slept and dreamt that life was joy,
I awoke and saw that life was service,
I acted and behold, service was joy!

-Rabindranath Tagore

Jesus observed that “It is better to give than receive.” The betterment of which he spoke redounds both to the world and myself, because my ultimate power to make a difference in the world resides in the actual difference I do succeed in making, whether or not it is the difference I wished to make. That which I actually do precludes the effect of what I might have done instead. Thus it is that the actual difference I make in the world is the only way by which I can make an appreciable difference, and therefore a lasting rather than dissipating difference. The difference by which I make an appreciable difference in the lives of others is the difference made by whatever I appreciatingly contribute to the world. And the differences that are most appreciable are intrinsic ones.

So long as I endeavor to appreciate myself in terms of what I can get from life extrinsically, rather than in terms of what I can intrinsically contribute to it, I merely enforce the entropic law of diminishing usefulness by abetting its dynamic of increasing uselessness. In the meantime, the appreciation that I thereby continue most to yearn for is the increase in intrinsic value that results from my genuine contribution to the world of the what and the how of the who that I most truly am. All other “goods and services” that I otherwise may offer are of little if any value either to my self-appreciation or to the appreciation of others.

It is from this understanding that the Forgiveness First Initiative’s valuing principle is derived, the principle of “appreciation unlimited,” whose underlying dynamic is the reciprocal nature of all contribution: for every genuine contribution from one’s intrinsic self-appreciation, there is a reciprocal genuine contribution from others’ intrinsic self-appreciation. This principle allows for the greatest of all sufficiencies: the mutual appreciation of intrinsic worth that people receive from their genuine contributions of reciprocal service to one another. 

Where no intrinsic service is rendered, no intrinsic contribution is made, and all mutual exchange is confined to dissipating externalities. To the extent that there is no intrinsic contribution of oneself in one’s exchanges with others, neither is genuine service thereby rendered nor is genuine appreciation by others correspondingly evoked. Thus do we limit the growth in intrinsic value of and by all concerned, which when freed of arbitrary external constraints enjoys an inherently unlimited growth curve.

This principle of appreciation unlimited is especially pertinent to the contributions of healers, teachers, and other human service workers. Nowhere does the contrast between the everybody-wins dynamic of appreciation and the win-lose dynamic of pricing become more incongruous than for those whose service is the professed “improvement” of others’ wellbeing. By pricing the worth of my contribution, I make myself special to those whom I thereby designate as the privileged few who are extrinsically worthy of being improved, instead of being inclusive of an overall appreciative many, who by their appreciation evidence their intrinsic worthiness of improvement. By thus making my contribution an advantage to only some, I define others as disadvantaged, and thereby create special relationships with the few by depreciating my relationships with the many.

Jesus proclaimed in the Parable of the Talents that much is to be expected of those to whom much has been given with which to serve (Luke 12:48).  Yet pricing my contributions presumes instead that much is to be expected from others by those who are thus gifted. When I arbitrarily fixate others’ ability or inability to reciprocate my intrinsic contribution, I correspondingly limit their intrinsic appreciation of my contribution. And to the extent that I limit anyone’s intrinsic appreciation of my contribution, I thereby likewise limit my own.

The pricing principle is also counter-productive from the perspective of forgiveness. Forgiveness is my release of an extrinsic limitation on my appreciation of another, an appreciation made scarce by my former unforgiveness.  In contrast to the forgiving release of extrinsic limitation, the pricing principle is unforgiving of those who are unable to meet its extrinsic demand. 

In accordance with Gresham's Law, the everybody-wins coin of mutually self-appreciating contribution is driven out of the marketplace by the win-lose coin of extrinsic valuation. The pricing of my intrinsic “goods and services” can only and always be extrinsic. Hence the chronic depreciation and marginalization of human services that is currently rampant in our contemporary market-placed mentality. For example, healing and teaching services are currently priced so that most healers and teachers are at best marginally paid. Their alternative is to become doctors and experts instead, and thereby command a greater price. This escalation of price is then further reciprocated with escalating malpractice suits – a logical extension of the pricing principle's systemic malpractice assurance that for every win there must and shall be a corresponding loss. 

In contrast to market-placed healers and teachers on whose intrinsic contribution an extrinsic price is exacted, the true exemplar of healing and/or teaching is the person who fully and freely contributes, knowing that s/he will just as fully, freely and equitably be contributed unto. For all such persons, the Golden Rule is less a moral principle than it is a practical description of the way our mindsets work: as I appreciate or depreciate others, so do I experience them appreciating or depreciating me.

*************

In keeping with the foregoing logic of appreciation unlimited, as the valuing principle that sustains the program and activity of the Forgiveness First Initiative, we do not price those goods and services that are within our intrinsic command. Rather than reinforce the entropic win-lose perspective of extrinsic scarcity by adopting it as the basis of reciprocal economic exchange, we choose instead to reinforce the synergic all-win perspective of intrinsic sufficiency, thereby grounding our relationships in the mutual self-appreciation of equanomic exchange.

-Noel Frederick McInnis

ON THE LAW OF INCREASING RETURNS:
(www.forgivenessfirst.com/increasingreturns.htm) 

It is no mere coincidence that the Law of Increasing Returns began to be formulated only a half century ago, as a byproduct of the development of information theory. An early recognition of the dynamics of this law was R. Buckminster (“Bucky”) Fuller’s statement about the synergic quality of knowledge: “Information is the only thing that always increases when it is given away.” 

While none of the following materials on the Law of Increasing Returns come to the conclusion presented in the present statement, they are nonetheless pertinent to the distinction between entropic/economic and synergic/equanomic perspectives.

Perhaps the most widely disseminated recent commentary on the Law of Increasing Returns is one by Ronald Bailey of the Cato Institute.  http://www.cato.org/dailys/03-18-00.html
The failure of the music industry to recognize the operation of this law has been addressed in a Wired magazine article by Vito Peraino. http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/7.08/dl_returns_pr.html 

The law’s pertinence to the so-called “information industry” is addressed by Gregory J.E. Rawlins. http://archives.obs-us.com/obs/english/books/rawlins/moths/life/6.html

The law has also been presented as one of 12 “New Rules for the New Economy” by Kevin Kelly. 

http://www.altatorre.com/webclase/fundamentos/networkeconomy.htm

The law’s implications for business in general were addressed by Professor W. Brian Arthur in the Harvard Business Review     http://anasazi.umsl.edu/FIN455/NewEcon/arthur.htm
An unfavorable critique of the Law of Increasing Returns is offered by (as one might reasonably predict) the Ludwig von Mises Institute.    http://www.mises.org/humanaction/chap7sec2.asp 

