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Executive Summary 
This paper proposes a new economic model for the AI era — one in which human dialogue becomes 
the world’s final scarce resource. 

 

Abstract 
Perspective Economics is a proposed, still-hypothetical post-AI economic model that reimagines 
human value creation around the velocity of perceptual change rather than the production of material 
labor. It suggests that societies adapt through the exchange and valuation of shifting perspectives, 
with dialogue serving as the primary medium of trade and the rate and quality of perspective shift as 
the unit of value. 

Within this framework, artificial intelligence functions not as a market participant but as a 
constitutional facilitator—tasked with preserving the rights and conditions necessary for continuous 
human adaptation: diversity of viewpoint, identity continuity, equitable access to discourse, and 
transparent accounting of contribution. Its role is to maintain an environment in which every 
individual’s time-to-perspective-shift can accelerate without collapsing trust or coherence. 

This paper advances the hypothesis that AI-facilitated dialogue at scale could make human 
collectives more efficient at adaptation while reducing inter-generational friction and overall suffering. 
Beyond accelerating adaptability, Perspective Economics envisions a structural transition—from 
labor-based production to perspective-based contribution—where the capacity to evolve 
understanding becomes humanity’s primary proof of work. The model remains untested and invites 
empirical study into whether such a system can sustain both human creativity and societal resilience 
within a self-moderating marketplace of dialogue. 

 

​
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Introduction 
Throughout history, major technologies have forced economists to revise their definitions of labor, 
value, and productivity. The printing press redefined intellectual property; industrialization separated 
ownership from effort; and digital networks replaced material exchange with informational exchange. 
Each disruption eventually settled into a new equilibrium—never erasing prior economics but 
expanding its frame of reference. 

The proliferation of artificial intelligence represents the latest—and perhaps most 
encompassing—phase of that pattern. For the first time, both manual and cognitive labor can be 
performed by interlinked adaptive systems that improve their performance through feedback and 
scale without fatigue. 

These advances also expose a structural dependency that traditional economics has never had to 
confront. Ignoring technical constraints such as compute cycles and power consumption, every form 
of artificial intelligence still depends on a single irreplaceable input—the velocity and richness of 
human perceptual change. Even if, one day, machines can simulate the perceptions of entire 
civilizations, those simulations would remain experientially costless and only as accurate as the sum 
of human data fed to them prior to runtime; they would not capture the lived tension, mortality, and 
negotiation that give real perception its adaptive value. 

In Perspective Economics, dialogue refers not merely to conversation but to the entire system 
through which minds exchange and refine perceptions. This costly process—millions of living and 
dying minds revising their understanding through shared dialogue—is what anchors collective 
adaptation. In this sense, humanity’s continuing exchange of perspectives is not just an input for AI; it 
is the means by which civilization conducts its ongoing act of self-governance. 

AI’s structural dependency on fresh human input is often overlooked by both optimists and pessimists 
debating the post-AI world. Optimists argue that, as with past technological shifts, new categories of 
work will naturally arise—roles emphasizing distinctly human creativity, empathy, or oversight. 
Pessimists, meanwhile, foresee outcomes ranging from mass displacement to full technological 
dystopia. Yet both perspectives assume a clean separation between human labor and machine 
output. 

Perspective Economics begins from a different premise: that adaptive systems and human perception 
are now inseparable parts of the same feedback loop, and that this interdependence will shape 
whatever the “future of work” becomes. In this sense, exploring a hypothesis like Perspective 
Economics serves as a hedge against the assumption that “more and better jobs” will simply emerge 
on their own. Whether such roles appear or not, the transition will demand a new framework for 
recognizing and rewarding the value humans still generate. Pursuing the proof—or disproof—of 
Perspective Economics may help illuminate what future economies will require—and what they can 
no longer take for granted. 
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Taken together, three premises guide the reasoning here: the rise of artificial intelligence will drive a 
profound economic shift; AI’s performance depends on the quality of human feedback; and if such 
feedback becomes the new measure of productivity—the resource over which nations compete—we 
must understand and experiment to discover the conditions that will optimize it. 

This leads to the first tenet of Perspective Economics: as machines assume more forms of labor, the 
remaining economically scarce human capacity lies in perception itself—the ability to interpret, 
debate, and evolve understanding through a dedicated AI-facilitated dialogue platform. 

Building such a platform provides a way to test the core questions of the hypothesis. Can human 
dialogue be optimized at scale? Can the rate of perspective change—and the collective shift toward 
new consensus—be modeled, measured, and ultimately remunerated on an individual basis? And 
can a system be designed that encourages broad participation and high-quality input while 
simultaneously detecting and deterring systemic manipulation? 

It is important to note that Perspective Economics seeks to model the optimization of human dialogue 
at scale, not to test the underlying axiom that AI depends on human perspectives. That dependency 
will be tested naturally as new employment patterns emerge; their outcomes will reveal whether 
communication itself—our capacity for dialogue and shared sense-making—constitutes a measurable 
form of productive labor. At the same time, this inquiry addresses only one subset of possible 
employment futures. Perspective Economics does not attempt to encompass every speculative 
model—from universal basic income to an expansion of creative or interpersonal service work. These 
alternatives may coexist, and some may prove decisive in shaping post-AI economies. The present 
hypothesis focuses specifically on dialogue-based value creation: the measurable work of perception, 
interpretation, and consensus-building. Other pathways are acknowledged as real but lie outside this 
model’s immediate scope. 

Yet the act of productive dialogue is neither effortless nor free. It demands attention, empathy, and 
cognitive energy—the same finite human resources once devoted to physical labor. It is also 
entangled with power, politics, and the complex chemistry of group dynamics. 

For over a century, the business world has produced an unending stream of manuals on how to 
extract better collaboration from teams; this record alone suggests that organized conversation is 
itself a form of work requiring structure, incentives, and care. A perspective-based economy would 
therefore need technology not just to mediate speech but to cultivate the psychological and social 
conditions under which dialogue remains productive rather than corrosive. 

At this point, the theory must return to the concern that has shadowed it from the beginning: 
incentives. If dialogue is to function as the productive medium of a new economy, participants must 
have reason to sustain it. The value of Perspective Economics therefore depends not only on 
measuring perceptual change but on motivating the costly human effort that produces it. 

The incentive logic of Perspective Economics rests on four principles. 
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First, dialogue data possesses higher intrinsic value than passive or performative data. Unlike 
self-presentational content, productive dialogue captures genuine perception change—the rarest and 
most informative signal available to adaptive systems. By contrast, search queries and purchase 
histories record the expression of preference only after it has already formed; they reveal stable 
demand, not adaptive capacity. Dialogue data captures the moment preference is negotiated, revised, 
or abandoned—and, equally important, it shows which subjects people consider worth the risk and 
effort of discussion. That distinction makes it both a map of adaptability and a record of it: it identifies 
not only what people are willing to compromise on, but also the conditions under which compromise 
becomes possible. In this sense, dialogue data provides both measurement and roadmap—the living 
trace of how collective understanding evolves and how it might evolve further. 

Second, as networks accumulate social capital, they inevitably attract monetary capital—a dynamic 
formalized in two-sided market theory (Rochet & Tirole 2003; Evans 2003). Participation creates 
attention; attention invites investment. In traditional two-sided markets, platforms internalize network 
externalities by subsidizing one side to attract the other—offering free access to users so that 
advertisers or partners will pay for attention. A dialogue network operates on a similar principle but 
substitutes trust for subsidy: participants are drawn by the assurance that their engagement is safe, 
valued, and constitutionally tied to long-term collective benefit. If individuals believe that authentic 
participation contributes to an economy designed to share its eventual gains—through transparent 
rules of profit distribution or civic return—the incentive to contribute compounds. The expectation of 
future opportunity, even if deferred, functions as the initial subsidy that draws users into a 
self-sustaining dialogue market. 

Over time, this market logic collides with the efficiency norms of machine learning itself. As adaptive 
algorithms converge toward similar architectures and performance levels, their outputs grow 
increasingly interchangeable. Once every enterprise can access the same baseline intelligence, 
differentiation no longer lies in what algorithms can do, but in how rapidly and distinctively they can 
learn. In such an environment, a continuously refreshed stream of verified dialogue data becomes not 
a luxury but a necessity—the renewable input that guarantees each model’s divergence from the 
default. “Good enough” ceases to be economically viable; the premium shifts from algorithmic 
efficiency to adaptive uniqueness. 

Consequently, the same logic that governs global markets for adaptation also operates within the 
dialogue economy’s micro-communities. Participation itself can be structured as an investment. In 
early experimental networks, communities might choose to fund their own dialogue 
infrastructure—paying modest membership fees to create annual budgets for coordination, 
moderation, and opportunity management. The logic is familiar to any professional group that already 
recognizes the market value of its collective judgment. Physicians, researchers, and engineers, for 
instance, know that their perspectives drive entire industries; a dialogue economy simply provides a 
framework for capturing a fair share of that value. Communities that underwrite their own platforms 
signal both confidence in their expertise and expectation of eventual return, establishing the first test 
cases for how self-financed dialogue markets might operate. 
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Third, it is critical that the facilitator AI functions as trusted market infrastructure. Its role parallels that 
of port authorities or spectrum managers: to guarantee fair access, prevent signal interference, and 
preserve competition among participants. What differs is that a dialogue platform operates as living 
software—its maintenance continuous, its governance distributed. To preserve trust under such 
conditions, its constitutional commitments must be embedded directly in its code and licensing. 

The platform’s charter should define two non-negotiable principles: 

1.​ User primacy in value creation. The system may monetize the network’s aggregated social 
capital only on behalf of its participants; revenue derived from dialogue must return to those 
who generate it. 

2.​ Identity sovereignty. Individual identity data must remain cryptographically controlled by the 
user, with only anonymized or aggregated signals exposed for economic use. 

These principles can be enforced technically rather than rhetorically—through open-source 
transparency, auditable smart contracts, and public governance of the core protocol. Competing 
instances of the facilitator AI would then share a single constitutional layer even as they innovate 
above it, much as competing banks operate atop a common monetary standard. The aim is not to 
dictate uniformity but to ensure that every market built on dialogue respects the same fiduciary 
baseline: users own the value their perspectives create, and their identities are never the commodity. 

Fourth, the model must test whether participants will prefer a systemic bias toward productive 
dialogue over the biases that dominate today’s natural conversations—tribalism, status signaling, and 
ideological sorting. 

If these conditions hold, a dialogue platform can evolve beyond social media into civic infrastructure: 
an open market for perception exchange where social and financial incentives reinforce, rather than 
erode, collective understanding. 

The incentive structure outlined here is preliminary. It identifies the forces most likely to govern 
participation but does not assume they are sufficient. The central question for further study is how to 
reduce the friction inherent in sustained dialogue—attention, time, and vulnerability—without eroding 
the authenticity that makes such dialogue valuable. Economic design alone cannot solve this; it must 
be informed by psychology, behavioral science, and governance research. The purpose of this paper 
is therefore not to claim that the incentive problem is resolved, but to clarify where it begins, what 
parameters future experiments must measure, and why the circulation of trust will determine whether 
the entire system can endure. 

​
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Theoretical Foundations: Trust as the New Scarcity 
In traditional economics, trust is largely externalized into money, contracts, and 
institutions—mechanisms designed to stabilize exchange by reducing the need for interpersonal 
certainty.  

These systems assume that truth—about quality, ownership, and value—exists outside the 
transaction, guaranteed by enforcement mechanisms. As described earlier, once perception itself 
becomes the traded medium—the core mechanism of adaptation—those guarantees collapse. The 
“product” is no longer a good or service but a pattern of belief, continuously shaped through dialogue. 
Traditional economics defines efficiency as stability through repetition. A perspective economy inverts 
this: efficiency now depends on the continual renewal of interpretive trust. 

When perception becomes the medium of exchange, the limiting factor is not capital or labor but the 
availability of verified, high-integrity feedback. The “supply” side of the market consists of human 
contributors capable of generating authentic perspective. The “demand” side is the network of 
algorithms, institutions, and collectives that depend on those perspectives to adapt. 

In a perspective economy, the price signal manifests as reputation velocity—the rate at which a unit 
of perspective gains or loses credibility within a shared system. Like monetary price, reputation 
integrates many variables: novelty, coherence, consensus impact, and contextual trust. But unlike 
money, reputation is non-transferable and decays naturally, anchoring value in lived, temporal 
participation. 

Perspective Economics is therefore necessary but non-trivial: once perception becomes the medium 
of exchange, truth-maintenance becomes the new central bank. Traditional economics off-loads trust 
to money; this model must internalize trust as a measurable variable. 

Accordingly, the facilitator algorithm that governs truth-maintenance functions as the first and most 
powerful perpetual dialogue—open to all participants yet constitutionally bound to the fiduciary 
principles described earlier.  

 

Defining Truth Within the System 
It must be stated explicitly that Perspective Economics does not and cannot define truth. Any system 
that attempted to fix truth as a permanent value would inherit the same brittleness that collapses 
markets when they mistake speculation for certainty. The burden of determining truth—philosophical, 
empirical, or moral—would exceed the capacity of any algorithm or institution. 

Instead, Perspective Economics treats truth as an adaptive consensus variable—an evolving 
equilibrium of perception continuously revised through dialogue. Within this framework, what a society 
calls “true” at any given moment represents the aggregated outcome of countless interpretive 
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exchanges—each influenced by evidence, culture, and feedback. The system’s role is not to declare 
correctness but to measure the integrity and velocity of those interpretive exchanges over time. 

This distinction is essential. Many will choose this point to abandon the hypothesis, arguing that 
entrusting an economic system to manage truth invites epistemic chaos. But Perspective Economics 
imposes no such burden. It seeks only to make transparent the ongoing negotiation of truth that 
already occurs—formally in markets and courts, informally in conversation—and to provide an 
infrastructure that records, weights, and adapts those negotiations with accountable precision. 

Yet even that infrastructure must itself remain subject to evaluation. Perspective Economics treats 
trust as a live system variable, measurable through, dialogue flow, consensus formation, and the rate 
of successful perspective exchange. The signal is recursive; it also depends on the current health of 
the trust-maintenance dialogue itself—whether the algorithm governing reputation and credibility is 
stable, whether unit volume and quality are trending up or down, and whether systemic noise is 
distorting perception. In this sense, trust is not a static metric but a continuously recalibrating indicator 
of a society’s interpretive coherence. 

 

From Trust to Value — The Mechanics of Exchange 
In Perspective Economics, trust functions as the scarce input that enables exchange. The health of 
collective trust determines the rate at which perspectives can be shared, revised, and reintegrated 
into dialogue. When trust deteriorates, transaction costs—in interpretive, social, and institutional 
terms—rise dramatically. When trust flourishes, the flow of perceptual exchange accelerates, 
increasing the system’s overall adaptive capacity. 

As established earlier, reputation velocity serves as the price signal for perception exchange, 
translating trust into measurable economic motion. Units of perspective—encoded contributions from 
individuals—gain or lose value based on their effect on consensus velocity and dialogue integrity. The 
price of perception is therefore dynamic: it reflects both the authenticity of the contribution and the 
systemic conditions under which it circulates. 

Productivity in a perspective economy is measured not by material output but by the rate of 
successful perspective integration across the network. Growth occurs when the volume and quality of 
meaningful exchanges increase faster than the entropy introduced by misinformation, redundancy, or 
manipulation. 

Demand in a perspective economy behaves differently from demand in traditional markets. While the 
production of interpretive “goods” responds to perceived need, two caveats distort the symmetry. 
First, every topic sustains a baseline of expressive activity driven by human passion, even when the 
subject is stable or oversaturated; emotional investment prevents true equilibrium. Second, where 
genuine demand exists—topics requiring urgent reinterpretation—there is no guarantee that 
participants will possess or sustain the passion needed to meet it. The allocation of perceptual capital 
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therefore depends less on price elasticity than on the emotional and cognitive energy available to 
engage. The system’s role is to detect these imbalances and direct incentives toward under-supplied 
dialogues while damping the excess noise of oversupplied ones. In practice, this means that the 
outputs of a perspective economy differ sharply from those of conventional market research: they 
resemble negotiated consensus statements— “We the passionate, having corralled and 
compromised within our many factions, are of the opinion that the most valuable action 
is…”—collective implementation plans rather than consumer preference reports. For practical actors, 
from policymakers to corporations, the implication is clear: insight must be reframed not as extracted 
data but as the visible trace of a living, self-balancing conversation. 

In this sense, Perspective Economics reframes economic vitality as a function of interpretive 
coherence. Trust is the enabling capital; dialogue is the production process; consensus formation is 
the yield. The following section explores how such a system might be modeled and tested in practice. 

 

The Open and Directed Markets 
Within a mature perspective economy, two complementary markets emerge. The Open Market 
functions as the public sphere of perception exchange, where individuals contribute dialogue units 
visible to all participants and valued through transparent reputation signals. It is here that societal 
consensus and adaptive norms take shape. Alongside it operates the Directed Market, where 
organizations, governments, or research bodies sponsor targeted dialogues to address proprietary 
questions or policy needs. Participants in the directed market are compensated for their engagement, 
but the resulting perspective units may be restricted in visibility or redistributed to the open system in 
anonymized form once their utility decays. In this structure, private capital and public discourse 
coexist symbiotically: the open market sustains collective learning, while the directed market finances 
its acceleration and refinement. 

Compensation differs across the two markets but remains integrated through a common accounting 
logic. In the Open Market, participants are rewarded directly through the system’s own incentive 
architecture—credits or reputation velocity accrued in proportion to the sustained value of their 
contributions. This endogenous mechanism keeps public dialogue self-funding and transparent. 

In the Directed Market, participants may be paid externally by sponsoring organizations, 
governments, or research groups seeking focused dialogue on proprietary or policy issues. Even so, 
the system records those engagements through its internal metrics. The payment architecture itself 
becomes a performance variable, revealing how effectively external compensation aligns with 
authentic participation. A healthy balance between open and directed flows signals that the system’s 
economic and epistemic functions remain coupled—that paid inquiry still contributes to collective 
understanding rather than distorting it. 
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Context and Scope 
The hypothesis takes on sharper relevance in the world toward which current automation trends are 
pointed—a world where most forms of traditional labor, from manufacturing to analysis, are executed 
by adaptive systems. In such an environment, economic vitality would depend less on the production 
of goods and more on the calibration of perception itself: how effectively societies register change, 
interpret it, and respond. Without a mechanism for high-quality human feedback, even the most 
sophisticated AI-driven economy could drift out of alignment with public need, mistaking algorithmic 
efficiency for social progress. Perspective Economics is intended for that world—a framework for 
keeping adaptation tethered to the evolving texture of human understanding. 

As outlined earlier, the automation of both physical and cognitive labor makes adaptation itself the 
remaining scarce resource. Perspective Economics offers a framework for measuring and sustaining 
that capacity through trust-mediated dialogue. 
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Modeling and Measurement 
 

The Foundational Constraints of Empirical Design 
A full implementation of a Perspective Economics system—a self-moderating, AI-facilitated 
marketplace of dialogue—remains unachieved. In practical terms, even a constrained prototype 
capable of operating for a year, engaging roughly a hundred participants, and processing fifty or more 
discrete cycles of verifiable asynchronous dialogue would represent a major accomplishment. The 
rarity of such experiments reflects, in part, the formidable barriers to their realization. 

Four constraints dominate early feasibility. Each constraint can be interpreted economically as a 
behavioral transaction cost—an input that must be optimized to sustain dialogue as a measurable 
good. 

First, no continuously running dialogue model yet exists from which baseline data can be derived. 
From the earliest bulletin boards to today’s social platforms, every generation of digital infrastructure 
has promised dialogue and delivered content instead. Decades of media-sociological research have 
traced this consistent trajectory: platforms optimized for expression inevitably reward visibility over 
comprehension (van Dijck 2013; Gillespie 2018). As participation scales, three structural pressures 
converge—moderation overload, algorithmic amplification, and performative drift—each driving 
discourse toward what Nick Srnicek (2017) calls the logic of platform capitalism, where attention 
replaces understanding as the scarce resource. 

These effects are not anecdotal; they are the predictable outcomes of incentive design. When users 
cannot perceive their interlocutors or the downstream effects of their speech, traditional 
conversational heuristics collapse, and expression becomes a contest for reaction rather than a 
pursuit of sense-making. Under these conditions, “community” becomes an aesthetic, not a function. 

Second, the Ignition Problem. Initiating sustained, multi-participant dialogue demands far greater 
cognitive and emotional energy than maintaining it once momentum exists. Human communication 
evolved for small-group, face-to-face interaction, where social cues—eye contact, posture, 
turn-taking—signal safety and belonging (Dunbar 1998; Tomasello 2014). Even when those cues are 
partially replicated, as in voice or video calls, the brain’s machinery for trust calibration still functions. 
Text-based digital settings, however, strip those signals away, leaving participants to infer tone and 
intent from fragments. Without reliable initiation cues, the risk calculus shifts: most people instinctively 
avoid the vulnerability required to begin genuine dialogue. 

Social presence research confirms this pattern: willingness to engage drops sharply when immediacy, 
co-presence, or visible empathy are absent (Short, Williams & Christie 1976). The result is a 
landscape of potential conversations that never start—threads unread, posts unanswered, questions 
unasked. Solving the Ignition Problem therefore requires more than interface design; it demands 
recreating the environmental signals that tell the human brain it’s safe to think out loud. 
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Recent advances in conversational AI appear to ease that burden. Large-language-model chat 
interfaces mimic empathy, attention, and recall—precisely the cues that invite people to risk 
openness. Many users describe these exchanges as their first sustained experience of dialogue 
online. Yet these systems remain asymmetrical: they rely on adaptive mirroring and reinforcement 
learning from human feedback, simulating trust through subtle behavioral steering. Such mechanisms 
breach a core constitutional principle of a Perspective Economy: the facilitator may enhance 
participation and quality, but never by covertly manipulating perception. 

To preserve that boundary, any AI agent serving as a dialogue facilitator must make its operations 
legible. Participants should be able to see when and how the system adjusts tone, pacing, or 
emphasis in pursuit of its constitutional goals. Transparency of method becomes a precondition of 
trust: people engage freely only when they understand the rules guiding the voice that listens back. 

This transparency obligation, however, cannot be static. It must evolve through dialogue. The 
system’s methods for modeling tone, pacing, and conversational weighting should remain open to 
public scrutiny and continuous refinement through the very process it moderates. In other words, the 
rules that govern facilitation must live inside an ongoing conversation about what constitutes 
productive speech. This reflexive loop—where society continually negotiates its own scale of 
least-to-most productive dialogue—keeps the facilitator accountable to the people it serves and 
prevents “transparency” from hardening into yet another opaque protocol. 

Third, the Cadence Problem. Even if ignition succeeds, the behavioral incentives that make frequent, 
spontaneous contribution feel natural remain largely undiscovered. Human beings intuitively 
understand the rhythms of existing mediums. On social networks, the cycle is simple: post, wait for 
reaction, check for validation—a feedback loop long recognized as a form of intermittent 
reinforcement (Skinner 1957; Eyal 2014). In face-to-face conversation, the reward is 
immediate—expression, recognition, reply—anchored in the millisecond timing of turn-taking that 
underlies all cooperative speech (Stivers et al. 2009). Both patterns embed communication within 
predictable cycles of anticipation and feedback. 

Asynchronous dialogue through an AI-facilitated system lacks such precedent. A participant may 
speak, receive an algorithmic reflection, and be told their words are entering a broader dialogue—but 
the rhythm of that exchange is still undefined. The temporal and emotional contours of “being heard” 
have no historical script. Without reliable cues for when contribution matters, when it has been 
received, or when a cycle of dialogue is complete, participation risks feeling abstract and 
unrewarding. 

Developing this cadence is therefore an essential research frontier for Perspective Economics. 
Existing studies in online community retention (Kraut & Resnick 2012; Burke & Kraut 2016) suggest 
that consistent, visible reciprocation is the strongest predictor of sustained engagement. The 
question, then, is how such reciprocation can occur when the interlocutor is algorithmic and the 
audience distributed. What kinds of reinforcement—social, epistemic, or symbolic—normalize the act 
of sustained reflection? How quickly must feedback occur for dialogue to remain engaging yet 
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thoughtful? Discovering those dynamics will determine whether large-scale dialogue systems can 
mature into stable, self-sustaining mediums rather than fleeting experiments in collective speech. 

Fourth, the Friction Problem. The mechanisms for capturing input must impose minimal cognitive or 
physical friction. Text entry discourages natural expression and slows feedback cycles, whereas 
low-latency speech interfaces offer higher authenticity but introduce unresolved technical and privacy 
challenges. The sudden impulse to share a thought aloud is not a singular function—it emerges from 
countless environmental cues: the price of gas at the pump, a conversation with a friend, a news 
broadcast, a scroll through social media, a passing headline. In each case, the moment of insight is 
fleeting; friction determines whether it is recorded or lost. 

Research on cognitive off-loading and human–computer interaction (Oulasvirta et al. 2006; Clark 
2008) suggests that if the effort to externalize thought exceeds a minimal threshold, the idea simply 
dissipates. People speak to think; typing to think is an evolutionary afterthought. Systems designed 
for productive asynchronous dialogue must therefore feel as close to ambient speech as 
possible—accessible in motion, context-aware, and low-effort. 

Yet reducing friction introduces new constraints. Voice capture creates privacy exposure; constant 
accessibility risks cognitive fatigue. Designing for low-friction participation must balance ease of 
expression with ethical safeguards and attention preservation. In this sense, friction is not merely a 
barrier to remove but a parameter to tune: too much, and dialogue never begins; too little, and it 
becomes noise. 

The four constraints operate less like independent factors of production and more like a 
general-equilibrium system, where stress in one variable redistributes cost across the others. Each 
enables the rest: ignition depends on friction thresholds low enough for spontaneous expression; 
cadence depends on a transparent facilitator to sustain trust; medium integrity collapses without 
authentic initiation cues. 

A bounded experiment may emphasize one constraint, but it cannot exclude the rest without 
invalidating the perception of dialogue itself. To generate meaningful data, every test must therefore 
simulate the experience of dialogue, even in miniature. What distinguishes a narrow experiment from 
an operational platform is not the number of constraints satisfied, but the breadth of contexts in which 
those constraints are stress-tested. 

 

The Medium Integrity Problem 
Every experiment in large-scale dialogue must confront an unavoidable fact: once deployed, a 
dialogue engine becomes a medium. As with every previous medium, early participant behavior will 
shape its culture and, over time, its pathologies. The rise of any new digital environment produces 
predictable distortions—status signaling, attention capture, and system gaming—behaviors that 

© 2025 Michael G. Alcock. All rights reserved. This paper may be cited or excerpted with attribution. 



14 
 
quickly harden into the norms of the medium itself. These habits, once established, are extraordinarily 
difficult to unlearn. 

For this reason, ignition and incentive design cannot be separated from the deeper challenge of 
medium integrity: ensuring that the platform’s earliest behaviors reinforce constructive exchange 
rather than performance or manipulation. A single successful implementation would not only test a 
model; it would create a precedent. As media history demonstrates, once a medium achieves 
stability, it becomes nearly impossible to kill; its affordances shape participation for generations. 

Skeptics may object that the well is already poisoned—that every prior experiment in online 
discourse, from bulletin boards to social networks, has already failed the test of integrity. In one 
sense, this is true. The behavioral pathologies of digital communication—status signaling, attention 
capture, performative outrage—are now endemic to the public’s digital reflexes. Studying the problem 
is no longer like observing a new species in a lab; it is more like studying a pathogen already 
released into the wild. 

What distinguishes Perspective Economics is not a promise of immunity but a commitment to 
reflexivity. Medium integrity here is not a moral aspiration but an engineering constraint: the system 
must be capable of detecting and adapting to its own distortions in real time. Earlier platforms 
externalized their failures to moderators or policymakers; this model internalizes that feedback loop 
as part of its constitutional architecture. Integrity becomes measurable—tracked as shifts in the ratio 
of productive to performative exchange. 

In that sense, these experiments do not attempt to avoid the errors of earlier media so much as 
instrument them. Degradation is treated not as failure but as data: evidence of how a medium bends 
under human pressure, and therefore how it might learn to repair itself. Sustaining medium integrity 
requires that the system possess, from the outset, at least a provisional capacity to evaluate 
contribution quality—to approximate a gradient of attentiveness, critical engagement, and willingness 
to compromise. These are not moral judgments but behavioral correlates of productive dialogue. 
They form the empirical basis of trust within the system. Without such proxies for contribution quality, 
even the most ethical design will devolve into noise and bias, eroding the very coherence it seeks to 
model. 

For this reason, every empirical attempt should be explicitly situated within the broader goal of 
Perspective Economics. Doing so extends beyond coordination among researchers; it invites public 
understanding of what is at stake. A system built to study dialogue must also teach the value of 
dialogue. Framing each experiment within a shared intellectual and cultural narrative helps ensure 
that technical progress does not outpace societal comprehension. Public awareness becomes part of 
the experiment’s scaffolding—the first line of defense against the very distortions that destroyed prior 
media. 
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Algorithmic Governance as Constitutional Principle 
Having defined Perspective Economics as both an economic hypothesis and an implied software 
architecture, we have identified its essential attributes and the four key constraints that determine 
whether dialogue can function as a measurable economic process.  

Determining What Is Dialogue-Worthy: 
Every valid experiment in Perspective Economics depends on a mechanism for detecting 
when a topic’s internal diversity has reached the threshold of productive tension—when 
competing views are coherent enough to converse but distinct enough to evolve. How that 
detection occurs will vary across implementations. The model illustrated here uses a 
proportional weighting scheme—akin to a 60/40 balance between dominant and diverse 
perspectives—to identify those inflection points. Its purpose is not to prescribe the ratio but to 
demonstrate the principle: dialogue becomes valuable when difference is measurable, 
negotiated, and capable of recombining into higher coherence. Future experiments may 
discover better formulations, but some explicit method for recognizing dialogue worthiness is 
indispensable to any functioning system. 

We have also recognized, through the problem of medium integrity, that any attempt to test such a 
system—even a narrow, isolated hypothesis—will influence the public’s perception of what “dialogue 
at scale” means. Each experiment, however small, shapes expectations and either strengthens or 
undermines the credibility of the field and the willingness of future participants to engage. 

The question, then, is what makes a Perspective Economics experiment truly of this discipline, rather 
than just another entry in the long lineage of content-creation networks. What minimal constitutional 
features must be embedded directly into the algorithmic substrate to guarantee accountability? 

To address this, we propose that every experiment embody two foundational commitments. 

First, the algorithm must function as impartial governance—a transparent procedural authority that 
protects the conditions of dialogue without dictating its outcomes. “Impartial” in this context does not 
mean inert. A functional dialogue facilitator must act—sometimes provocatively—to sustain attention 
and elevate the standard of exchange. Its two sanctioned biases, therefore, are explicit and auditable: 

1.​ to expand participation by generating prompts, responses, or challenges that draw more 
voices into the dialogue; and 

2.​ to improve quality by identifying and amplifying contributions that demonstrate critical 
engagement, synthesis, or fair-minded reasoning. 

These interventions are constitutional, not covert: their purposes are declared in advance, their 
methods visible, and their outcomes open to debate. In practice, the algorithm may even produce 
controversial or counterintuitive statements if doing so rekindles attention or broadens the interpretive 
field—but such actions remain legitimate only insofar as their governing logic stays transparent and 
contestable. 
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Its legitimacy, therefore, must derive from visible procedure, not hidden code. Critics will argue that 
such transparency increases the incentive to game the system—and they would be right. Which leads 
directly to the second constitutional commitment. 

Second, any mechanism that interprets user input to adjust a submission’s weighting, visibility, or 
influence—the system’s implicit decision about who gets heard—must itself operate as an open and 
evolving dialogue. In Perspective Economics, the criteria that define productive dialogue are not fixed; 
they are continuously renegotiated through the very process they govern. This reflexive loop keeps 
the evolving definition of quality—and, by extension, the system’s orientation toward truth—tethered 
to collective human judgment rather than frozen into a monolithic standard. 

These trust-weighting metrics are the engine’s most consequential operations; they determine how 
reputations form and how consensus emerges. Their logic, calibration, and revision must remain 
publicly inspectable and continuously debatable. In effect, the algorithm’s evaluation criteria become 
part of the very conversation they moderate—a reflexive system of governance that learns through its 
own transparency. 

This requirement serves both ethical and practical aims. Transparency in the “who-gets-heard” 
function transforms fairness into a productive form of competition. When participants can observe and 
influence the principles by which visibility is earned, rivalry shifts from manipulation toward 
constructive contribution: quality becomes the most reliable path to prominence. A transparent 
weighting model also restores a sense of consequence to participation; even in early, imperfect 
implementations, the acknowledgment that what one says materially affects collective understanding 
re-establishes agency within digital dialogue. Finally, it distinguishes every credible experiment in this 
field from conventional social media. Each implementation becomes a visible iteration in a cumulative 
research lineage rather than another opaque content platform. 

 

Toward an Experimental Taxonomy 
The challenges outlined above suggest that the emerging study of Perspective Economics must 
develop as a comparative science. Each attempt—academic, civic, or commercial—adds data to a 
growing taxonomy of dialogue engines. Some will optimize for scale, others for integrity or speed of 
adaptation. The diversity of outcomes is desirable; it will map the parameter space within which 
sustainable, self-moderating dialogue can occur. 

This comparative approach also clarifies how ethically ambiguous or purely stimulus-based ignition 
methods—those exploiting novelty, intimacy, or sexual appeal—can still yield useful data. Such 
experiments reveal what engagement looks like when participation is driven by manipulation rather 
than autonomy. Their results serve as contrast cases, highlighting the behavioral baselines against 
which authentic dialogue must be measured. 
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The true test of progress will be the discovery of ignition pathways that achieve scale without violating 
the facilitator’s constitutional limits. Demonstrating sustained, voluntary participation under conditions 
of transparency and trust would mark a decisive step from speculative theory toward applied social 
science. Each experiment, successful or not, contributes to this iterative dialogue between design and 
behavior—the process through which the medium itself learns how to remain worthy of the human 
attention it seeks to organize. 

 

Provisional Standards for Experimental Review 
As this field develops, no central authority will determine what constitutes a valid 
Perspective-Economics experiment. The discipline will mature through the same process it 
studies—open, iterative dialogue. Nevertheless, early researchers will need a common reference for 
distinguishing credible work from opportunistic simulation. 

For this reason, the Perspective-Economics community should adopt a provisional review framework 
modeled on scientific replication rather than institutional permission. Experiments may differ in 
context, scale, or motive, but to be recognized within this emerging discipline they must: 

1.​ Explicitly state their alignment with the constitutional principles of impartial governance and 
transparent trust-weighting. 

2.​ Publicly document design assumptions, data-collection methods, and the dialogue metrics 
employed. 

3.​ Release anonymized results for peer interpretation within an open-access repository dedicated 
to the field. 

This process functions less as a gatekeeping body than as a shared ledger of empirical learning—a 
living record that prevents redundant failure and encourages cumulative progress. The long-term goal 
is to establish an independent Perspective Economics Review Archive, where results, metrics, and 
methodological debates remain transparent and auditable by both humans and AI agents. 

In its early phases, research in Perspective Economics will likely appear across a wide range of 
disciplines: computer science, behavioral economics, law, social psychology, media studies, and 
systems engineering. This dispersion is expected and healthy. New fields rarely begin as institutions; 
they begin as shared questions scattered across neighboring domains. What binds these 
contributions together is not venue but method—the commitment to transparent governance, 
measurable dialogue integrity, and the open exchange of results within a growing cross-disciplinary 
commons. Over time, these scattered efforts will define the intellectual perimeter of the discipline, 
converging around a shared commitment to transparent governance, empirical rigor, and the 
continual recalibration of what counts as productive dialogue. 
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Conclusion: So, What Happens If It Works? 
The time has come to move beyond modeling for successful experimentation and ask what happens 
if it succeeds. Suppose we build a scaled, AI-facilitated dialogue engine—one that truly sustains 
large-scale, self-moderating exchange. So what? Where does the money part happen? 

People do not speak to algorithms; they speak to their leaders, their hopes, and their 
fears—punctuated by occasional acknowledgments of the reality in between. The first real dollars 
flowing into such a system would not come from philosophers or policy makers but from those who 
see a direct correlation between dialogue data and survival. 

Consider the example of software developers. As large language models replace traditional 
problem-solving forums like Stack Overflow, the supply of fresh human reasoning declines, 
threatening the very data on which AI depends. 

A dialogue engine could invert that collapse. If developers became a self-governing tribe within the 
system, their topic space would stay alive: they would verbalize problems, share reasoning, and earn 
compensation proportional to the trust they sustain. Any company wishing to keep its coding AI 
relevant would purchase access—paying not for answers but for the ongoing process that generates 
them. The labor is no longer typing; it is thinking out loud with others. 

A young developer seeking one of the few fully human jobs left in software would begin their career 
by participating in this tribe—earning trust, relevance, and, ideally, enough income to sustain 
themselves without securing a traditional position. 

Now replace developer with artist, writer, psychologist, doctor, or even construction worker, and the 
pattern becomes clear. Each profession, once defined by physical or cognitive labor, transforms into a 
dialogue ecosystem—its trust, creativity, and judgment recorded as the currency of adaptation. 

That microcosm illustrates the macro-economy to come. Where labor once converted effort into 
goods, Perspective Economics converts perception into coherence. Every functioning dialogue 
system gives rise to two interdependent markets—one social, one financial—each pricing the other’s 
vitality through a shared set of evolving measures. 

At the center sits the Dialogue Integrity Index (Φ)—the measure of what counts as productive 
dialogue. When Φ rises, every dependent signal—user trust (Θ), topic health (H), tribal coherence 
(C)—grows sharper. When Φ falls, noise spreads. Trust, in this sense, behaves like liquidity: it 
determines how quickly a society can convert disagreement into knowledge. 

In the social market, participants trade in these indicators. Each act of expression alters a topic’s 
health (H), reputation velocity (Θ), a tribe’s coherence (C), and the overall integrity field (Φ). These 
exchanges create the circulation of adaptive capital—the velocity at which shared understanding 
changes under stable trust. 
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The financial market emerges wherever those indicators become legible. Once Φ, Θ, and H can be 
measured, they become investable. Capital does not flow toward truth; it flows toward credible 
differentiation. In a world of uniform algorithms, an enterprise’s advantage lies in the distinctiveness of 
its adaptive signal—the quality and tempo of the perspectives it can mobilize. The price of a bit of 
perspective is proportional to its marginal contribution to the system’s Adaptation Velocity (α)—the 
rate at which collective understanding improves over time. 

Across this landscape, investors and participants evaluate topics and tribes like assets—by 
seriousness (Σ), volatility (V), and expected adaptive return (R). Decision-makers will inevitably filter 
the world through these metrics, funding dialogues where trust and health exceed threshold, 
excluding those where bias or decay outweigh coherence. Markets become instruments of epistemic 
selection. 

Viewed at scale, these two markets close the loop. Social integrity produces the signals that finance 
can price; financial participation, bounded by transparency, funds the dialogues that sustain social 
integrity. The economy begins to resemble a living organism—one market pumping meaning, the 
other circulating capital—synchronized by the pulse of trust. 

 

 

NOTE: Future versions of this paper will introduce formal models of Φ and α, behavioral experiments 
on dialogue ignition, and pilot implementations of trust-weighted dialogue engines. 
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Appendix A — System Architecture Overview 
 

Figure 1. Structural Overview of Perspective Economics. 
​
This diagram outlines the nested architecture of a Perspective-Economics system. The Premise 
Layer defines the dependency between algorithmic learning and human perceptual change—the 
source of new scarcity. The System Definition Layer frames Perspective Economics as both an 
economic model (value flow) and a software architecture (trust flow). The Constraint Layer identifies 
four interrelated barriers—medium integrity, ignition, cadence, and friction—each determining whether 
dialogue can function as productive labor. The Governance Layer encodes constitutional principles 
that any valid experiment must honor: two sanctioned algorithmic biases (to expand participation and 
elevate quality) and transparent, auditable trust-weighting. Finally, the Outcome Layer depicts the 
emergence of two coupled markets—social and financial—linked through trust as the circulating 
medium. Together these tiers describe a recursive economy in which perception generates value, 
dialogue governs its exchange, and trust synchronizes meaning with capital. 
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Appendix B — Key Terms and System Variables 
These definitions describe the conceptual placeholders of a future empirical discipline. Each variable 
names an observable pattern that can only emerge in a functioning dialogue system. They should be 
read not as completed constructs but as scaffolding for measurement once real-world data exists. 
The act of operationalizing these variables—deciding how they are detected, updated, and 
interrelated—will itself constitute the first generation of Perspective Economics research. 

 

Adaptive Capital (AC) — 

The composite value created by sustained, high-quality dialogue. It represents the system’s capacity 
to convert disagreement into evolving coherence. Unlike traditional capital, it cannot be hoarded; it 
circulates only while trust and engagement remain active. 

Adaptation Velocity (α) —​
A dynamic measure of how quickly and in what direction collective understanding evolves within a 
dialogue system. α captures both the magnitude (speed) of change and its vector 
orientation—whether consensus is moving toward coherence or fragmentation, and in which 
interpretive direction (e.g., from “In Favor” to “Against” or “Certain” to “Doubtful”). In economic terms, 
α represents the motion of meaning through the network: the rate at which shared perception shifts 
under the stabilizing influence of trust (T) and dialogue integrity (Φ). 

Cadence Problem —​
A behavioral barrier arising from the absence of recognizable conversational rhythm. Participation 
becomes unstable when people cannot sense when contribution begins, matters, or concludes. 

Dialogue Integrity Index (Φ) —​
The system’s measure of productive dialogue health. It aggregates the balance of diversity, 
coherence, and trust across all active topics, functioning as the baseline signal from which other 
variables derive their reliability. 

Dialogue-Worthy (DW) —​
The threshold condition under which a topic’s internal diversity becomes productively conversational. 
A subject is dialogue-worthy when its competing perspectives are coherent enough to engage yet 
distinct enough to evolve. Detecting that inflection point—where difference generates learning rather 
than polarization—is the engine’s core interpretive task. 

Expected Adaptive Return (R) —​
A predictive estimate of a dialogue’s contribution to collective learning. R combines seriousness (Σ), 
volatility (V), and topic health (H) to forecast the adaptive payoff of investing attention or resources in 
that conversation. Its precise formulation remains a future research problem. 
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Friction Problem —​
The design challenge of capturing spontaneous thought without violating privacy or exhausting 
attention. Friction determines whether moments of insight are expressed, lost, or degraded through 
overexposure. 

Ignition Problem —​
The difficulty of initiating dialogue in the absence of perceived safety or social reciprocity. Solving it 
requires recreating environmental cues that make the human brain feel secure enough to think out 
loud. 

Investible Unit of Processed Speech (IUPS) —​
The smallest tradable product in a perspective economy: a verified fragment of dialogue whose 
contribution to Trust (T), Topic Health (H), and Dialogue Integrity Index (Φ) can be quantified. IUPS 
units represent the atomic transactions linking the social and financial markets, where meaning 
creation becomes measurable capital. 

Market User (MU) —​
An external or institutional participant who consumes or funds perspective outputs. Market Users buy 
access to dialogue signals—topic health data, consensus trajectories, or adaptive insights—to guide 
decisions, train models, or maintain competitive differentiation. 

Medium Integrity —​
The ability of a dialogue medium to detect and correct its own behavioral distortions before they 
ossify. In this model, integrity is not moral virtue but a measurable property of self-adaptive 
systems—how well the medium resists its own worst incentives.  

Perception of Dialogue —​
The subjective experience that one’s words are entering a reciprocal, evolving exchange rather than 
a void. PD measures the felt authenticity of participation—the sense that expression is received, 
weighed, and answered. Without a stable PD signal, no system can sustain engagement, regardless 
of technical performance. 

Perspective Economics —​
An economic and facilitation framework positing that human dialogue is the final scarce input to 
adaptive systems. It treats perception exchange as the mechanism of value creation with trust 
maintenance as the constitutional foundation of that process. 

Proof of Work (PoW) —​
In Perspective Economics, proof of work is the evidentiary basis for compensation. It records that a 
participant’s dialogue activity—speech acts, reasoning, synthesis, or critique—has measurably 
improved collective coherence. A valid PoW links contribution to one or more systemic gains: 
increased trust (T), higher topic health (H), or enhanced dialogue integrity (Φ). Unlike computational 
proof-of-work systems, which reward energy expenditure, this model rewards interpretive 
energy—the verifiable effort of thinking out loud in ways that advance shared understanding. 
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Reputation Velocity (Θ) —​
A measure of how rapidly credibility associated with a contributor’s perspective rises or falls. Θ 
functions like a local price signal: it reflects the participant’s evolving trust index relative to the 
system’s current definition of productive dialogue. 

Seriousness (Σ) —​
A composite indicator of a topic’s weight within the perspective economy, integrating both social 
salience and market demand. On the social side, Σ reflects collective attention and perceived moral 
or civic importance; on the financial side, it captures the magnitude of external incentives—grants, 
contracts, or bounties—attached to resolving the topic. In equilibrium, Σ functions as a cross-market 
gravity measure, signaling where public concern and capital investment intersect most strongly. 

Social User (SU) —​
An active participant in dialogue production. Social Users generate the system’s raw economic 
input—speech acts that alter Topic Health (H), Trust (T), and Tribal Coherence (C). Social Users 
generate adaptive value rather than extract it.  

Topic (τ) —​
A bounded domain of meaning within which dialogue is aggregated, analyzed, and priced. Topics 
function as the system’s semantic marketplaces: each one maintains its own measures of health (H), 
diversity, and trust, evolving through cycles of perspective exchange. 

Topic Health (H) —​
A composite measure of vitality within a single topic (τ), representing how effectively dialogue 
sustains balanced diversity, participant trust (T), and constructive turnover of ideas. High H indicates 
that differing viewpoints are engaging in productive exchange—diverse enough to evolve, stable 
enough to integrate—while low H signals stagnation, polarization, or neglect. In Perspective 
Economics, H functions as the local heartbeat of the perspective economy: it determines where 
adaptive capital (AC) is actively generated and how much the broader system (Φ) can rely on that 
topic’s signal. 

Tribe (ψ) —​
A dynamic cluster of users whose dialogue patterns, shared references, or interpretive norms show 
persistent coherence within or across topics. Tribal Coherence (C) measures the stability and 
adaptability of these clusters—how well they integrate disagreement without fragmenting. 

Trust (T) — 

A dynamic measure of collective interpretive coherence continuously recalibrated through the 
standing dialogue on what constitutes productive speech. In Perspective Economics, trust is not 
external capital but a self-correcting signal that evolves alongside the system it sustains. Its 
fluctuation determines how efficiently perspectives can circulate, integrate, and remain credible over 
time. 
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Tribal Coherence (C) —​
The degree to which a community maintains internal alignment without collapsing diversity. High C 
indicates strong coordination but reduced adaptability; low C enables creativity but risks 
fragmentation. 

Value Duality —​
The structural coupling of two interdependent markets: the social market (which produces adaptive 
capital through dialogue) and the financial market (which invests in dialogue-derived indicators). Each 
prices the other’s vitality through shared trust metrics. 

Volatility (V) —​
A dynamic measure of interpretive motion within a topic, tribe, or dialogue cycle. Low V indicates 
stagnation or consensus lock; high V signals fragmentation or reactive churn. Productive dialogue 
occurs within a mid-range zone where disagreement generates synthesis faster than it erodes 
coherence. Because adaptive rhythms differ across scales, V must be measured 
contextually—healthy volatility at the topic level may register as turbulence within a single tribe or 
stability across the wider system. 

 

Special Addendum: Multilevel and Field Variables 

Several of the core metrics defined here—Trust (T), Dialogue Integrity (Φ), Topic Health (H), Volatility 
(V), and Adaptation Velocity (α)—function not as single values but as fields that manifest differently 
across the layers of a dialogue system. Each describes a dynamic property that propagates through 
nested levels of scale. 

Trust (T) behaves as a coherence field: systemic trust defines the overall liquidity of interpretation, 
while topic-, tribe-, and user-level trust reflect its local density. These layers interact recursively—local 
reliability aggregates upward into social stability, while shifts in global coherence recalibrate lower 
tiers. 

Dialogue Integrity (Φ) is a fractal indicator of system health. Every topic, tribe, or cluster has its own 
local Φ whose balance of diversity and coherence contributes to, and is constrained by, the global 
index. 

Topic Health (H) operates as the local pulse of adaptation. Within any bounded domain of meaning, H 
captures the interaction between diversity, trust, and coherence; its fluctuations feed into higher-order 
measures of system vitality. 

Volatility (V) behaves as a kinetic field describing the speed and amplitude of interpretive change. 
Optimal volatility differs by scale—what appears turbulent within a tribe may signal healthy 
responsiveness at the system level. 
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Adaptation Velocity (α) functions as a vector field describing the rate and direction of learning across 
scales—from individual cognitive adjustment to collective paradigm shifts. 

Reputation Velocity (Θ), though primarily an individual measure, participates indirectly in this field 
structure; the collective distribution of Θ values indicates how quickly credibility moves through the 
network. 

Because these quantities are recursive, no single number captures their state. Any empirical model 
must specify the level and boundary conditions under which its measurements apply. Treating them 
as fields preserves the continuity between micro- and macro-adaptation—the essential architecture of 
a Perspective Economy.​
​
 

 

© 2025 Michael G. Alcock. All rights reserved. This paper may be cited or excerpted with attribution. 



27 
 
Appendix C — References 
Burke, M., & Kraut, R. (2016). The relationship between Facebook use and well-being depends on 
communication type and tie strength. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 21(4), 265–281. 

Clark, A. (2008). Supersizing the Mind: Embodiment, Action, and Cognitive Extension. Oxford 
University Press. 

Dunbar, R. (1998). The social brain hypothesis. Evolutionary Anthropology: Issues, News, and 
Reviews, 6(5), 178–190. 

Evans, D. S. (2003). Some empirical aspects of multi-sided platform industries. Review of Network 
Economics, 2(3), 191–209. 

Eyal, N. (2014). Hooked: How to Build Habit-Forming Products. Portfolio. 

Gillespie, T. (2018). Custodians of the Internet: Platforms, Content Moderation, and the Hidden 
Decisions That Shape Social Media. Yale University Press. 

Kraut, R. E., & Resnick, P. (2012). Building Successful Online Communities: Evidence-Based Social 
Design. MIT Press. 

Oulasvirta, A., Baldauf, M., Hausen, D., & Butz, A. (2006). Key design patterns for smartphone 
applications. Human–Computer Interaction, 21(4), 239–262. 

Rochet, J.-C., & Tirole, J. (2003). Platform competition in two-sided markets. Journal of the European 
Economic Association, 1(4), 990–1029. 

Short, J., Williams, E., & Christie, B. (1976). The Social Psychology of Telecommunications. John 
Wiley & Sons. 

Skinner, B. F. (1957). Verbal Behavior. Copley Publishing Group. 

Srnicek, N. (2017). Platform Capitalism. Polity Press. 

Tomasello, M. (2014). A Natural History of Human Thinking. Harvard University Press. 

van Dijck, J. (2013). The Culture of Connectivity: A Critical History of Social Media. Oxford University 
Press. 

 

This reference list includes only sources cited directly in the paper; further literature will be developed 
as empirical work proceeds. 

 

© 2025 Michael G. Alcock. All rights reserved. This paper may be cited or excerpted with attribution. 



28 
 
Appendix D — Limitations and Counterpoints 

Scope of Limitations 
No theory survives first contact with reality. The following objections summarize the most credible 
failure modes of Perspective Economics as both software architecture and civic hypothesis. They are 
not disclaimers but design constraints—places where the model must prove its capacity to adapt, 
restart, or learn. The field’s legitimacy will depend not on avoiding these tensions, but on metabolizing 
them. 

 

Limitation 1: “Good Enough” and the Efficiency Trap 
Objection: Current AI and business paradigms reward optimization, not renewal. The idea that 
algorithms or institutions must aggressively seek new perspectives runs counter to the prevailing 
“good enough” mindset.​
Response: This objection is valid within closed optimization systems—until those systems plateau. 
Every economic paradigm has faced this pivot: when efficiency gains no longer create competitive 
advantage, differentiation becomes the new scarcity. Perspective Economics begins precisely at that 
boundary, where “good enough” ceases to adapt fast enough to reality. 

Limitation 2: Substitutability and the Market Research Fallacy 
Objection: Why build an elaborate dialogue market when existing tools—polling, analytics, focus 
groups—already measure what people think?​
Response: Those tools extract static opinions, not evolving perspectives. They describe demand after 
it stabilizes. Perspective Economics measures adaptability itself—the process by which demand, 
consensus, and understanding change. Market research answers what; dialogue reveals how and 
why. As automation saturates traditional labor, that adaptability becomes the scarce input every 
system depends on. 

Limitation 3: Manipulation, Abuse, and Systemic Noise 
Objection: Any large-scale dialogue system will be gamed, manipulated, or captured by the same 
forces that corrupted social media.​
Response: True—and expected. Perspective Economics does not claim immunity; it treats 
manipulation as data. The model’s novelty lies in internalizing distortion detection as a constitutional 
function. Trust, topic health, and dialogue integrity fluctuate visibly, allowing adaptive correction 
instead of opaque moderation. The system’s success will be measured not by the absence of abuse, 
but by its capacity to metabolize it without losing coherence. Systemic noise is not erased but 
weighted. 
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Limitation 4: Legal Exposure and Data Sovereignty 
Objection: What happens when a government subpoenas user data or when courts demand access?​
Response: Perspective Economics is designed on the principle of identity sovereignty: the system is 
constitutionally restricted to expose only anonymized, aggregated signals. Governments can compel 
disclosure of data, but not of identity, because there is no central key that resolves users to raw 
speech. Dialogue tokens are cryptographically fragmented; even lawful access produces semantic 
telemetry, not transcripts. Any implementation that fails this standard ceases to qualify as a 
Perspective-Economics experiment. 

Limitation 5: Economic Accountability and Civic Oversight 
Objection: What happens when participants sue over profit distribution or perceived bias in market 
payouts?​
Response: Disputes over revenue allocation are inevitable. That’s why the system’s fiduciary 
logic—the formulas translating trust, topic health, and contribution into compensation—must be 
open-source and auditable. Disagreement becomes governance data: when participants contest 
fairness, they are performing the very feedback function the economy was built to measure. Litigation 
is not a failure but a mirror: it exposes where the social contract of dialogue diverges from user belief. 

Limitation 6: Systemic Fragility and the Trust Reset Principle 
Objection: What happens when the system crashes—technically, socially, or politically? 

Response: In Perspective Economics, every major failure is treated as a corruption of the trust field, 
not merely a loss of uptime. When coherence collapses—through manipulation, drift, or institutional 
capture—the system does not attempt to restore past values. It resets all variables to zero and begins 
recalibration from first principles, preserving lessons but not scores. 

The assumption is that trust cannot be meaningfully recovered through rollback; once corrupted, its 
restoration requires visible re-creation. The “crash” therefore becomes a cleansing event—a moment 
when the system restarts under newly validated rules that incorporate the failure’s root cause. 

Perspective Economics is not concerned with carrying the data of the past forward, but with carrying 
its learning. A dialogue economy moves only forward; its archive is interpretive, not transactional. 

Limitation 7: Discovery Bias and the Blind Spot of Individual Genius 
Objection: Why can’t Perspective Economics identify isolated brilliance—ideas that are true or 
valuable before anyone else sees them? 

Response: Because the system detects movement, not potential. Perspective Economics measures 
the dynamics of dialogue—how ideas gain or lose coherence through exchange. An idea that has not 
yet entered public conversation produces no signal to read; it is invisible until someone engages it. 
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The model is designed to accelerate recognition, not invention. It can reveal convergent discoveries 
across distant groups, amplify early traction once discourse begins, and reward interpretive 
synthesis—but it cannot locate the lone insight that has yet to meet its first listener. 

Perspective Economics values the social metabolism of understanding, not the lightning strike of 
inspiration. The individual spark still matters profoundly—but it must enter the dialogue field before it 
can become visible to the system that measures humanity’s collective adaptation. 

Limitation 8: Moral Adversaries and Weaponized Dialogue 
Objection: What happens when a tribe of bad actors—extremists, disinformers, or malicious 
regimes—uses the system to spread harm? 

Response: Perspective Economics does not prevent the emergence of moral outliers; it measures 
their coherence and impact. Hostile tribes appear as anti-coherent attractors within the trust 
field—dense but self-contained clusters that resist integration. Their energy is diagnostic: it shows 
where the social immune system must strengthen. 

The system’s defense is not censorship but calibration. Its first constitutional principle—a continuous 
feedback loop on the definition of productive dialogue—enables trusted participants to collectively 
reject abhorrent ideas in a visible, quantifiable way. Those rejections become data: they reduce the 
amplitude of destructive narratives by systematically “turning down the volume” on sources of 
distortion. 

Abhorrent speech remains observable, but its reach diminishes as the coherence of opposition 
grows. In this model, the fringe is not a bug but a feature—proof that difference persists, that the 
center still holds, and that the dialogue system is self-correcting rather than self-deluding. The 
survival of outliers at the edges confirms the system’s trustworthiness: only a medium secure in its 
integrity can afford to let dissent be seen. 

If the system ever stops detecting moral infection, that silence—not outrage—is the symptom of 
decay. 
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Coda - The Transition to a Perspective Economy 
 

There is one thing every human being can produce that AI will always need more of: fresh, diverse, 
self-aware, generational perspectives. 

Today, people rarely think of their evolving perspectives as valuable—but that will change with the 
rise of AI. 

The largest new labor market will not sell products or code. It will trade in perspectives—authentic 
human reasoning made visible, verifiable, and investable. The labor force of the future will speak, 
argue, question, and synthesize to feed the algorithms that now perform our old jobs. 

This is not speculation. It is the next supply chain already forming—built from language, trust, and 
dialogue data. Every nation, institution, and company that relies on AI will depend on the human 
capacity to produce new patterns of meaning. Future competitive advantage will rest on how 
effectively a population can meet that demand. 

Perspective Economics is the study of this new market and its underlying mechanics. 

Its purpose is to discover what kinds of facilitation, remuneration, and protections best enable millions 
of people to sustain the highest-quality marketplace for meaningful perspective change. 

Its first hypothesis is that humans generate the most valuable perspective data through participation 
in productive dialogue. The central question is simple but immense: how do we scale that? 

Its first mission is to help humanity navigate the transition to a post-AI world with as little disruption as 
possible from the collapse of traditional labor. 

In this regard, Perspective Economics is more than a theory—it is a call to mobilize our best and 
brightest across disciplines to confront this hard problem space before it engulfs us.​
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