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Introduction

B

inary economics1 is fundamentally different from modern capitalist and socialist economic theories in all of their forms. It may
be properly viewed as classical, free-market economics modified to
reflect the post-industrial age.2 It is also a different system of private
property—distinct from all private and public property in all existing
capitalist and socialist economies. The word “binary” is an all-inclusive term. It views all factors of production as falling under one or
the other of two mutually exclusive categories, “labor” or “capital.”
Binary economics embraces all types of labor input (physical and
mental) and all types of capital input (i.e., things like land, tools, structures, and processes) and describes how to match production and consumption most efficiently and justly under free-market, private
property conditions.
Binary economics was advanced to correct what the Kelsos, Louis
and Patricia, regard as a factual error: “the labor theory of value” in
the assumptions of Adam Smith’s The Wealth of Nations.3 To that
end, binary economics is based on a fundamental mathematical relationship between human beings and nonhuman factors of production
when they are used to produce goods and services—a relationship
which traditional economics ignores or trivializes. This relationship
is captured in the term “productiveness” which is conceptually distinct from “productivity” as that term is employed in traditional eco-
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nomics. A system based on “productiveness,” as distinguished from
“productivity,” provides a paradigm as different from modern capitalist or socialist economics, as heliocentric astronomy is from geocentric. Binary economics provides a new explanation for poverty in an
industrial economy4 and suggests a new strategy for making all people
self-sufficient without taking property from others.5
People are poor because they have not acquired the capital necessary to supplement their labor input, and they can become economically autonomous only with a private property system that enables
them to acquire this capital. Rather than socializing private capital
ownership, a binary system democratizes access to credit as an indispensable social means to enable everyone to acquire private capital.6
To correct discrepancies in income distribution, the logic of binary economics reveals that nations must revamp the traditional strategies of both capitalist and socialist economies. They must eliminate
their virtually exclusive dependence on employment, welfare, and traditional growth strategies, and initiate a program to achieve universal capital ownership according to binary economic principles. Only
through such an approach can the autonomy that families enjoyed in
the preindustrial world be restored in the current industrial era.7
Binary analysis proposes that the most fundamental economic
problem to be solved is how to empower every family and single individual to equip itself with a viable and adequate holding of capital.
Although advancing technology (capital) has become the dominant
means for producing goods and services, a tiny percent of the population owns virtually all nonresidential capital in every nation. This
problem is the direct result of a misguided national economic policy
founded on a defective private property system that effectively enables only those who already own capital to acquire additional capital. Traditional governmental solutions—such as stimulation of
traditional investment through tax, credit, and regulatory incentives,
job creation, minimum wage laws, or transfer payments—are counterproductive in the long run. The effect of such programs is the further concentration of the capital ownership base, thereby increasing
people’s dependence on jobs and welfare for survival, and suppressing the true growth potential of the economy.
Binary economics shares two assumptions with classical economics:
(1) the purpose of production is consumption, and
(2) in a market economy real earnings must compensate only
for real production.8
Thus the Kelsos reason that to maintain a market economy in the
context of industrialization, increased productive power of capital must
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be linked with increased consumer power through ownership. Relegating most people to what they can earn by selling their services in
the labor markets and to what they can appropriate and redistribute
through welfare legislation effectively precludes their right to acquire
capital ownership on market principles. In an industrial context, some
“capital-less”9 people may fare handsomely for a time without substantial capital ownership, but the vast majority’s participation in
the production of society will diminish unless the private property
system provides them with an effective opportunity to participate in
the capital markets to acquire on credit a share of capital wealth.
Other approaches are incomplete because they fail to deal adequately with the problem of concentrated ownership distribution
caused by traditional capital financing.10 Also defective are approaches
which attempt to deal with distributional problems by instituting taxes
and transfer payments that redistribute income after it has been
earned,11 or by government appropriation and ownership of capital.
Such approaches either distort or eliminate the market for capital
and labor. They disassociate production from consumption and suppress growth.
Because the purpose of production is consumption, binary economics holds that to maintain a market economy, the question of appropriate distribution of consumer income must be addressed in the
process of capital formation itself and in all voluntary changes in the
ownership of existing capital. Further, to achieve sustained growth,
productive power represented by capital must be linked through property rights to those whom society expects to purchase what it produces.
Binary economics rejects the strategies provided by traditional
economic theory by which people are to acquire capital. Traditional
capitalist theory suggests a simple solution: people must decrease
consumption (save) and invest wisely. The Kelsos find such a strategy wholly unrealistic because most people have insufficient savings
and earnings to meet their consumption needs. Dependence on current earnings and savings for capital formation ensures that almost
all new capital will be acquired by existing capital owners. Convinced
that the existing private property system limits to the already-wealthy
the right to acquire capital, the Kelsos advocate an alternative binary private property system that democratically extends to all people
the effective right to acquire capital on market principles.12
Therefore, the Kelsos propose a comprehensive, but wholly voluntary, legislative program of economic reform intended to make “capital credit” available to all, enabling them to buy corporate stock in
productive enterprises and pay for it out of the pre-tax income it generates. With borrowed money, stock ownership trusts (or similar capital credit devices) would acquire stock on behalf of constituent
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beneficiaries including employees, consumers, the unemployed and
welfare recipients.13 Investments would be limited to self-financing
capital with projected income sufficient to amortize the acquisition
debt within a reasonable cost recovery period. Through a system of
private “capital diffusion” insurance and government reinsurance,
banks and other qualified lenders would be insured against loss on
acquisition loans to the ownership trusts.14
The stock held by the trusts would be a special “full property rights”
stock, paying its full net return15 as income to the trust. In turn, the
trust would first repay the acquisition loan and then pay all income
to the beneficiaries. Congress would effectively authorize the Federal Reserve Board (“the Fed”) to monetize new capital formation by
discounting capital credit loan paper held by lenders at its administrative cost. Monetized capital credit, low interest rates, loan insurance, and benefits to employee and consumer shareholders would
provide incentives for companies to adopt a binary financing program
to meet their future needs for capital.
The Kelsos have illustrated the institutional infrastructure of a
binary economy (Figure 1).
Although sweeping in their national scope and complicated in their
detail, these proposals all derive from a few premises and principles—
far fewer than those applied today by either socialist or capitalist
economics to explain and predict economic behavior and to formulate
national economic policy. Further, the system would operate only in a
wholly voluntary manner.
The Kelsos maintain that the voluntary operation of a national
binary economy will yield a number of benefits. A national financing
program based on binary economic precepts will broaden the distribution of income and also produce increases in economic growth far
exceeding forecasts based on traditional economic strategies. It will
also tame, if not eliminate, business cycles and inflation; reduce government deficits and taxes; and restore the international competitiveness of American industry.16
The effect of these proposals is not to socialize private capital, but
to democratizes access to the credit needed to acquire private capital.17 By enabling people without capital to acquire capital on credit,
these proposals create a different system of private property—a system that may be seen as limiting the collateralization rights of existing owners, to extend effective acquisition rights to all, whether or not
they have wealth to place at risk. However, if the binary growth predications based on productiveness materializes, there will be no effective limitation on the collateralization rights of existing owners.
Rather, the investment opportunities of all owners will increase.
Yet many economists fear that monetization of productive credit
might produce an inflation that would swamp any real growth. Un-
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FIGURE 1
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der traditional economic theory, monetization, preferential interest rates, and assumption of investment risk by the government do
not result in new capital without savings. Rather the effect is to
form new capital by appropriating or reducing the wealth of those
not benefitting from the program (e.g., other investors and consumers) by reducing their claim on societal output. Many economists would therefore dispute the assertion that the Kelsonian
system promotes real growth, maintaining that it merely provides
an alternate means of redistributing existing wealth. They may
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also argue that the binary system may reduce incentives for efficiency and productivity and thereby promote recession rather than
growth. These concerns will be discussed presently. Significantly,
from a binary perspective, they fail to comprehend the principle of
binary growth.

The Principle of Binary Growth
The most remarkable aspect of binary analysis is the principle of
binary growth. Stated perhaps oversimply, the more broadly capital
ownership is acquired by individual consumers on market principles,
the larger will be the resulting economy. This proposition is either a
grand illusion whose underlying fallacy has eluded me and a growing
number of scholars throughout the world, or it is one of the most important discoveries of the twentieth century. Stated more broadly,
the theory of binary growth holds that economies grow on market
principles, not only with increases in investment and worker productivity and decreases in transactions costs, but also as an independent
(and much more potent) function of the distribution of capital acquisition on market principles. This proposition is exactly the opposite of
the claims of traditional capitalist economic theory. In traditional
capitalist theory, economic growth results from increases in productivity and investment and decreases in transactions costs; but
in terms of economic growth, it makes no difference who owns the
capital (absent gains in productivity resulting from motivational
or other factors). “Redistributing capital,” the traditional argument
goes, “merely spreads around pieces of the same pie; it does not
create a larger pie. And worse yet, it may distort market incentives for productivity and efficient resource allocation, and therefore may result in a smaller pie.”
Yet, intuitively, the binary theory of growth seems to square better with the facts. On the individual level, it makes a big difference
who owns the capital. Generally, it is the difference between being
rich and poor. The more capital you own, the greater your ability to
participate in the economy both as a producer (owner) and as a consumer. Likewise, on the national level, all the world’s large economies are capital-rich economies. Both individually and nationally,
affluence is the product of capital, whereas jobs and welfare rarely
produce more than subsistence. What is true for rich people and nations is true for the poor. The more fully each individual provides
productive input in the economy not only as worker but as owner, the
more fully he or she can participate as a consumer, and the larger the
economy will be. Furthermore, as an economy industrializes, the importance to the individual of participating in a balanced way in pro-
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duction and consumption both as an owner and a worker becomes
increasingly important. Likewise, as an economy industrializes, it
becomes increasingly important to the economic growth of the entire
society that capital is increasingly acquired on market principles by
all people, not merely by existing owners, so that its incremental income may be used to purchase the incremental output.
Thus, in binary terms, it matters greatly whether capital acquired
competitively on market principles is acquired increasingly by the
poor and middle class rather than almost exclusively by a small percentage of the population. If capital is increasingly acquired by the
many poor and middle class people (paid for by its own earnings), and
if capital’s income is thereafter required to be distributed to the poor
and middle classes, they will spend more money on goods and services, and thereby fuel a larger economy than if the capital were acquired by the few rich. Unlike the poor and middle class who have
many unsatisfied needs and wants, the rich will seek to invest their
capital earnings, but in an economy characterized by comparatively
less consumer demand.
In short, sustained economic growth on market principles requires
that incremental productive power provided by capital must be acquired broadly by the masses of people expected to purchase what it
produces. If capital acquisition is restricted by a closed private property system for the benefit of existing owners, the distribution of capital
income will be insufficient to support consumption, and growth will
be suppressed.
Binary economics thus provides a conceptually distinct alternative to traditional capitalism and socialism, worthy of serious consideration in its own terms. As such it should be explored, not ignored,
as a theory of law and economics.

Binary Economics and
Employee Stock Ownership Plans
Although Louis Kelso has gone generally unrecognized by modern economists in influential positions, he had remarkable success
with the United States Congress in fashioning a legislative program
for the Employee Stock Ownership Plan (“ESOP”), the vanguard of
his system of ownership trusts. The essential Kelsonian feature of
the ESOP is its ability to acquire in trust for employees stock in their
companies on nonrecourse credit, and to pay for it with the stock’s
pretax income.18
In response to Congressional encouragement, the number of
ESOPs has increased substantially in the last decade. The General
Accounting Office estimated that there were approximately 4,800
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active ESOPs in 4,700 companies in 1986, covering approximately
7.1 million employees and $13 billion in assets.19 According to the
National Center for Employee Ownership, in 1993 there were between
9,000 and 10,000 active ESOPs covering approximately 11 million
workers with over $60 billion in assets.20
However, studying ESOPs in the present economic environment
is somewhat like studying the first horseless carriages before systems of roads and service were established. Inferences to be drawn
from current studies may not be applicable within the context of a
binary economy. Analyzing the full potential of ESOPs and other
binary financing proposals requires a calculus that adequately reflects the economic infrastructure designed to support them and
the alternative private property rights system on which they are
predicted.

Say’s Law in an Industrial Economy
Central to the Kelsos’ binary analysis is a highly controversial
law of classical economics known as Say’s Law of Markets (“Say’s
Law”).21 Say’s Law holds that in a private-property, free-market
economy, the production of a given output necessarily generates aggregate income sufficient to purchase that output.22

FIGURE 2
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For the last two centuries, economists have debated whether Say’s
Law establishes a principle on which, on an economy-wide basis, supply will create its own demand,23 and demand its own supply. The
Kelsos acknowledge this controversy:
Economists have been at loggerheads over Say’s Law ever
since its promulgation in 1803. One of its implications is that
the phenomena variously known as depressions, panics, and
recessions cannot occur. But they have occurred, and with ever
deepening severity, from the inception of the Industrial Revolution. Say’s Law has remained a riddle to conventional economists because they approach it with a wrong assumption: that
there is only one way that individuals can make productive input and earn income—through labor.24

Unlike anyone before them, however, the Kelsos apply their concepts of productiveness and private property rights to Say’s Law to
derive several conclusions not found in traditional economic analysis.
“Supply-side” or “trickle down” economists accept Say’s Law and
recommend government policies to stimulate investment, with the
expectation that increased capital investment will create a larger
economy, a greater pool of jobs and a larger tax base for welfare distribution.25 Keynesian economists, on the other hand, reject Say’s
Law,26 claiming that demand is demonstrably insufficient to clear
supplies at market prices.
Contrary to classical and neoclassical theory, Keynesians support
their contention by citing endemic unemployment, unsold inventories, and unutilized production capacity which manifestly would not
persist if supply had created its own demand.27 Many Keynesians
advocate a “trickle-up” policy: one that stimulates demand largely
through jobs and welfare.
In its embrace of Say’s Law, binary economics takes exception to
both approaches, maintaining that questions of consumer supply and
demand must be addressed simultaneously in the very process of capital formation and capital transfers.28
Underlying binary economics, Say’s Law provides the fundamental economic restraint and basic logic in a market economy: production must be financed to generate the consumer income to purchase
the consumer goods produced. Say’s Law also provides the formula
and requirements for a steady-growth, noninflationary economy that
increasingly matches unsatisfied needs and wants with the productive means to satisfy them.29 If mass production is not financed to
generate mass consumer purchasing power, vast inflationary and
redistributionary measures, accompanied by recurrent booms and
busts, must follow, as indeed they have.
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Given binary economic suppositions and logic, a number of propositions follow from Say’s law:
(1) An industrial economy must not limit workers’ participation in the economy to their productive labor input alone;
they must participate through both their labor and ownership of capital.
(2) As technology advances, increased productive input of capital must be linked with increased consumer income from
capital ownership.30
(3) In an industrial economy, only through broadening capital
ownership may consumers “participate in production [on
market principles] to an extent sufficient to provide them
automatically with adequate purchasing power”31 to consume what the economy produces.32
(4) More economic growth will result if capital formation and
transfers are financed on market principles to broaden the
ownership base, so as to generate the consumer income necessary to purchase the consumer goods produced. (This proposition is a restatement of the principle of binary growth.)
Economists ignore these imperatives, which in binary economics
follow inescapably from Say’s Law. Furthermore, whatever they think
of Say’s Law, most economists would contest the idea that alternative
financing designed to produce alternate ownership distribution will,
of itself, create growth. The question of whether broader capital ownership, financed according to binary principles, will promote substantial economic growth, impede growth or leave it unaffected is thus
crucial to an evaluation of binary economics.
Say’s Law is important as one of the few points of common reference between Kelsonian and traditional economics. However, before
understanding the binary application of Say’s Law and the objections
that might be premised on traditional economic theory, one must consider concepts of independent productiveness, ownership, insured
capital credit and other aspects of binary theory in greater detail.

The Concept of Independent Productiveness
Both socialist and traditional capitalist theories make a foundational
error in their analyses of the productive input of capital and labor. In the
last two hundred years, in physical terms, the economies of western nations have grown many hundredfold, vastly outstripping previous per
capita economic growth. The increasing capacity to produce has been
accompanied by an increasing reliance on capital in the productive pro-
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cess. However, when people interact with capital to form an inseparable
product or service, how should its market value—the return on production—be allocated to the capital and the labor inputs?
The neoclassical economic approach looks at what labor and capital earn and conclude that their relative returns are a function of the
marginal value of their inputs. This approach assumes a more or less
competitive market for capital and labor. Yet it is doubtful—given
the multiplicity of worldwide political barriers to, and interferences
with, the free operation of the laws of supply and demand—whether
existing markets are competitive.33 In traditional economics, the generally accepted conditions for competitive markets include:
(1) barrier-free market entry;
(2) a sufficient number of buyers and sellers so that no single
participant can substantially affect the market prices; and
(3) freedom from collusion among market participants.34
Consistent with these conditions, the binary view is that markets for capital and labor cannot be competitive so long as people
without capital are effectively restricted from acquiring capital.35
Traditional economic theory, on the other hand, ignores the consequences of the substantial barrier that stands between most people
and effective participation in the capital markets, and rather frequently assumes (inconsistent with these limitations) that capital
markets are efficient.
Traditional economic theory assumes that the most important
productive relationship between capital and labor is the one described
by the concept of “productivity.” Productivity is output per unit of
input.36 Economists calculate labor productivity by combining production of labor and capital with respect to per-hour or per-dollar input of labor alone.37 Capital productivity, more usually expressed as
the rate of return on investment, may be similarly calculated.38 “Marginal productivity,” the first derivative of productivity, expresses the
marginal increase in output per additional unit of input. According
to neoclassical economic theory, marginal productivity signals to managers how much capital and labor to employ in the productive process
and thereby to optimize output for any level of available inputs.39 In
judging the relationship among capital, labor and production, traditional economists agree that capital increases labor productivity.40
Although productivity stands at the foundation of traditional economics, there are serious “productivity measurement problems”41 which
burden the effectiveness of traditional economic analysis.
In binary terms, the concept of “productivity” as applied in traditional macro-economic analysis is incoherent. It ignores and obscures
a more important relationship among labor, capital and production:

110

Rebuilding Basic Economic Institutions

productiveness. Productiveness can be thought of as the quantification of “independent factor input” of each factor as a percentage of
total output of both factors.
An example will help quantify the conceptual differences between
traditional economic productivity and Kelsonian productiveness: A
person can dig a hole in four hours by hand. After the invention of
the shovel, he can dig the same hole in one hour. In traditional economic terms, labor has four times the productivity because four times
as much work can be performed in the same time period. In binary
economic terms, the productiveness has changed from 100% labor
before the invention of the shovel, to 25% labor and 75% capital input
with the shovel. Thus the Kelso system views the laborer as having
only one fourth the productiveness rather than four times the productivity. Capital has not “amplified labor productivity,” which would
be the view of traditional economics, but has “replaced labor productiveness” per hole, and therefore requires a reduction in labor’s claim
on the income earned from each unit of output.
In traditional economics, productivity is the foundational mathematical concept for organizing, analyzing and explaining growth and
participation in that growth. In binary economics, productiveness is
the fundamental concept, and productivity plays only a second-order
role. The productivity concept in traditional economics induces the
worker—or the government or labor union acting on his behalf—to
compensate for the threatened erosion in his income by demanding
more pay for less productive labor input. The productiveness concept, however, highlights the worker’s need to acquire the capital that
has replaced his labor productiveness, in order to preserve and enhance his earned claim on the increased aggregate output.
Consider now the example of a company that owns a building
with ten manual elevators and employs ten elevator operators to run
them. On a trial basis, the company replaces five of the ten manual
elevators with automatic elevators and all operators are put on halftime to operate the remaining manual elevators. Operators must input only half as many operator labor hours to maintain the same
output of ten elevators available for service. Yet few, if any, economists would conclude, as they might in the shovel example, that the
elevator operators are twice as productive. Rather a traditional economic analysis would consider the elevator operators’ productivity to
be unchanged because the output of each has not changed with respect to the labor input of each.
If half the operators are retained full-time and half are fired, the
theoretical productivity of the remaining operators does not change.
However, the discharged operators, who retain the same potential
productivity as those still on the job, cannot earn a living on this “potential productivity” if they remain unemployed. Their former labor
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productiveness has been replaced by capital productiveness. In binary terms the productiveness of “capital workers” (i.e., capital owners) has replaced the productiveness of labor workers.42
When all the operators are replaced by automatic elevators, labor
input has been reduced to zero, and the productivity of labor, in traditional economic terms, is infinite. (Productivity is measured by dividing output by input; as the denominator approaches zero, the value
of the fraction becomes immeasurably large.) In Kelsonian terms,
the important conclusion is that capital worker input has totally replaced labor worker input. For that task, labor productiveness is zero;
capital productiveness is 100 percent.
As new labor-saving technology is implemented within a
Kelsonian framework, workers’ percentage claim on total output
arising from labor’s productiveness is reduced because the productiveness of the workers’ capital has replaced correspondingly the
productiveness of their labor in aggregate production. Demands
for higher wages based on “increased productivity” do not obviate
the need for workers to participate legitimately in the acquisition
of capital that has replaced and supplemented their labor productiveness in today’s high technology world.
While increased capital productiveness may spawn a larger economy
and create more jobs, the invariable effect of new capital formation is to
replace labor productiveness with capital productiveness. Consequently,
as technology advances, labor workers can legitimately claim from their
aggregate labor only a decreasing percentage of total output.
In terms of independent productiveness, there is no difference in
principle between the shovel and the elevator. Each replaces and supplements labor productiveness in the same way. The only difference is that
automated capital generally replaces and supplements vastly more labor productiveness than manual capital. In binary economics, a shovel,
though physically dependent on human labor to realize its productive
input, is as independent a wealth producer as the person who digs a
hole, with or without the shovel. The shovel is also as economically independent of the human factor as the automatic elevator. The economic
independence of capital productiveness exists without regard to the person-hours needed to maintain or operate the capital.43
To illustrate productiveness over time, the Kelsos use Figures 3A
and 3B.
These charts show increasing capital productiveness and decreasing labor productiveness as a percentage of total output. As a result
of our closed private property system, which limits capital acquisition to existing owners, Say’s Law requires a redistribution of capital
income illustrated in Figure 4.
Thus according to binary economics, capital now accounts for
eighty to ninety percent of the total productiveness of any of today’s
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FIGURE 3A

Changing Participation of Labor and Capital in
Production of U.S. Goods and Services
CAPITAL

LABOR
0%

20%

100%

80%

ACCELERATING ADVANCE OF TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGE

60%

40%

60%

Relative Input of Labor
Into Production of
Goods and Services*

40%
Relative Input of
Capital Into
Production of Goods
and Services*

80%

100%
1800

20%

0%
1850

1900

1950

2000

FIGURE 3B
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FIGURE 4

Distortions in the Property System of the U.S. Economy in
Order to Distribute to Non-Capital-Owners Income Generated
by the Production of Goods and Services Through Capital
INPUT
Relative Value of Goods and Services
Produced By Labor Workers and Capital
Workers (Owners) Estimated on the
Assumption of Competitive Markets

OUTTAKE
Relative Income Shares Received by
Capital Workers (Owners) and Labor
Workers (Non-Capital-Owners)

INCOME
CONTRACTION

OUTTAKE OF CAPITAL WORKERS
— 22% —
Thus, 68% of the value of capital input
(90% input reduced to 22% outtake) is
redistributed by the system*

CAPITAL WORKER
INPUT
— 90% —
OUTTAKE OF LABOR
WORKERS AND UNEMPLOYED
— 78% —

LABOR WORKER INPUT
— 10% —

INCOME
EXPANSION

Thus non-capital-worker income
is increased from 10% (value of
labor input) to 78% of outtake
— a net of 68% coerced
redistribution.

*Transfer payments, mandated increases in minimum wages,
coerced redistribution of progressively more pay for less work input, etc.

modern industrialized economies; but much of that income is necessarily distributed to people through inflated wages or welfare payments to maintain consumer demand, as required by Say’s Law.

People Are Poor Because
They Do Not Own Enough Capital
Productiveness and its relationship to labor, capital and technological advance provide a different, more fundamentally helpful explanation of why most people are poor in an industrialized economy. People
are poor not because their labor wages are low or nonexistent, but because they cannot acquire the capital that has replaced their labor productiveness and the additional capital necessary to earn an income that
will allow them to consume at a level that amounts to living well.44
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Simple logic tells us that as the production of goods and services changes from labor-intensive to capital-intensive, as it has
been doing since the beginning of the industrial revolution, the
way in which every consumer in a free, democratic society participates in production . . . must synchronously change from
labor-intensive to capital-intensive.45

The Kelsos note, “If under free-market conditions 90 percent of
the goods and services are produced by capital input, then 90 percent
of the earnings of working people must flow to them as wages of their
capital and the remainder as wages of their labor work.”46
If the reader accepts the alternative foundation that productiveness offers for analyzing the productive input of capital and labor,
then to improve the lot of the poor and to provide an alternative to
demanding more pay for less work or welfare payments, society must
afford a practical means of acquiring the capital whose productiveness produces an ever-increasing percentage of total societal output.
Apart from inheritance and gift, traditional economic theory provides one principal means of legitimately acquiring capital: work hard
to earn enough from labor to withhold from current consumption, and
invest wisely. Binary economics posits that this solution is irrational
and ineffective; the solution is simple but impossible for most people.47
Those without capital already have too little consumer income because capital productiveness has overtaken their labor productiveness. Further withholding by the poor from their consumption will
worsen the growth-stifling consumption deficit that results from the
concentration of capital ownership. For sustained growth, Say’s Law
requires a private-property system that enables people lacking appreciable productive capital to acquire it on market principles without reducing their already inadequate consumer income. To solve
this problem, binary economics turns to another discipline: corporate finance.

A Democratic System of Corporate Finance
One cardinal principle of business finance, sometimes referred to
as the “feasibility principle,” is to invest only in capital that pays for
its own acquisition cost in a comparatively short period of time, generally under five years.48 Included within the projected income necessary to meet the feasibility requirement is an amount sufficient to
provide reserves for depreciation, research and development so that
worn or obsolete capital can be replaced with new capital.49 Thus
capital both pays for its acquisition and generates a perpetual, selffinancing return.50
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To acquire new capital, corporate managers retain earnings, issue stock, or borrow money. As traditionally structured, each
technique’s primary effect is to finance new ownership into existing
owners. Of the three techniques, only debt financing has the systemic potential of enabling people to acquire capital without prior
ownership of capital.
To meet their capital needs, large corporations rely most heavily,
if not primarily, on borrowed money. Under traditional financing approaches, however, the growth potential of corporate debt is ultimately
available only to existing stockholders: the people with savings to
place at risk in the event of business failure. In effect, the binary
approach extends the corporate advantages of debt financing to people
who have no savings to place at risk. It creates an open, democratic
system of corporate finance.

Universal Collateralization Requirement
Keeps Most People Poor
To insure against business failure, commercial lenders require
not only that the proposed financing meet the feasibility requirement;
they also require some satisfactory form of collateral or guarantee
with which the loan may be satisfied to protect the lender against the
borrower’s failure to meet the feasibility requirement. This almost
universal collateralization requirement explains why, to confirm the
old adage, it takes money to make money.
Because existing owners of capital already earn more than they consume, the purpose of their incremental production is no longer consumption. Rather, “income in excess of that used for consumption . . . can and
will be used only to acquire additional capital productive power, which in
turn will produce further excess income, which in turn will be used to
acquire further excess capital productive power, etc., ad infinitum,” causing a progressive distributional variance with the balance between producer input and consumer income required by Say’s Law.51 Exclusive
reliance on the financing practices that promote this imbalance thwart
the goals of economic growth and equal opportunity.

Satisfying Collateral Requirements
With Capital Credit Insurance
To satisfy the security requirements that stand as a barrier between most people and the ownership of capital, binary economics
proposes a system of commercially insured, and governmentally
reinsured, capital credit. To initiate the system, the government would
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establish the Capital Diffusion Reinsurance Corporation (CDRC) to
facilitate the provision of private capital insurance and to stand as
the insurer of last resort. In effect, it approaches the problem of business failure as a casualty loss problem and therefore seeks to insure
the business risk at competitive prices. The success of binary proposals depends on the proposition, yet to be fully explored, that the risk
of business failure customarily borne by equity investment can be
competitively priced and included in the cost of borrowed capital. If
this is feasible, then effective acquisition rights need not be essentially restricted to those who already own substantial assets, but can
be extended democratically to all.
Binary economics’ recourse to capital credit is not a facile or naive reliance on a pyramid scheme of easy credit policies associated
with subsidized financing for consumption or for any particular business purpose. On the contrary, credit is available for any capital needs,
as determined by private firms, but only for self-financing investment
that meets standards of market discipline required for all financially
sound capital investment.52 If the investment fails, there is no income for the beneficiaries.
Nor is the binary approach an attempt to undermine incentives
to encourage efficiency, industry, cooperation, competitiveness and
inventiveness. On the contrary, binary economics would extend capital credit to reinforce incentives for all such human input. But even
operating optimally such incentives cannot inspire human input or
yield labor earnings beyond the limits of its economically productive
input. Thus given the import of productiveness, insured capital credit
is simply the only means yet proposed to enable people without capital to acquire capital on market principles so that within a binary
time frame,53 increasing consumer income is distributed to balance
increasing capital productiveness as required by Say’s Law.
Because binary financing does not resort to traditional equity
investment, it cannot require such investment to assume any of
the risk of business failure associated with binary financing. Thus
the practical efficacy of binary financing programs depends on the
proposition that the risk of business failure, customarily borne by
traditional equity investment, can be commercially insured. To
facilitate the provision of private insurance, the specifically established Capital Diffusion Reinsurance Corporation (CDRC) would
stand as a reinsurer and the insurer of last resort. In answer to
objections to such a governmental assumption of responsibility, the
Kelsos have argued that with reference to the financial well-being
of the top two thousand or so United States companies, since the
New Deal, the federal government has already assumed the risk of
their aggregate failure. Witness the governmental response in
bailing out two such “too big to fail” companies”: Chrysler Corpo-
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ration and Continental Bank. The major differences are that the
risk is presently indirectly mediated politically by monetary, taxing and fiscal policies rather than explicitly as a market decision
under the binary approach, while the government promotes the
financing of new productive capacity so that it is owned by people
with few, if any, unsatisfied needs and wants. The binary proposal
does no more than capitalize the risk already assumed by the government, and facilitate its pricing and financing on market principles, for the productive and consumption needs of all.
In 1986, the Kelsos estimated the insurance costs in the range of
two percent. Shortly before his death, by reason of the deteriorating
economic conditions, he increased this estimate to the range of five
percent. Any particular estimate is of course debatable, and the question is worthy of serious study. As a corollary to the binary growth
effect, however, binary logic suggests that much capital formation fails
to proceed on a self-financing basis because of a systemic failure to
distribute to consumers enough earnings from capital. Thus the financial feasibility of capital credit insurance must be judged consistently with the prospects for binary growth.

Binary Growth in Binary Time Frame
To explore the long-term dynamics of binary growth, it is helpful
first to focus on a time horizon of ten years and to assume a competitive capital cost recovery period of five years. The ten-year horizon
may then be bifurcated into a “binary time frame” consisting of two
five-year segments. Because the beneficiaries of binary financing cannot begin to spend their binary income until after the capital has paid
for its acquisition cost, new capital financed in the first year will not
produce spendable capital income for its beneficial owners until the
sixth year; but thereafter, it will produce that income indefinitely.54
The new capital formation of the second year will produce an additional increment to the beneficiaries’ income in the seventh year, and
so forth. By the tenth year, five full years of binary financing will be
providing the full payout of the equity return to the beneficiaries. By
reason of their higher marginal spending rate, more of the additional
income earned by the new owners (who have many unsatisfied consumer needs and wants) will be spent on consumption than if the
income had been earned by existing owners (who have few, if any,
such needs and wants).
This broad-based incremental consumption will fuel a demand
for greater investment, and therefore a larger economy, than would
be financially feasible if capital had been traditionally financed. If
traditionally financed, the capital would have earned its income for
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people with few, if any, unsatisfied consumer needs and wants, who
would thus seek more investment opportunities, but in the context of
weaker consumer demand. Viewed from a ten-year perspective, more
consumer demand and therefore more growth will materialize over
the ten-year period to the extent that new capital formation and capital transfers are financed on binary principles rather than with traditional collateralization requirements. In binary terms, the
incremental consumer demand giving rise to the growth is not inflationary because it is linked through property rights to the production
of goods and services of equal value. Consumer income for the binary
beneficiaries is limited at all points by the antecedent earnings of the
underlying capital.55
If one extends the time horizon to twenty and fifty years, one sees
a basis for sustained, non-cyclical economic growth.56 This basis for
growth continues to increase indefinitely as more capital is financed
on binary principles. This is a growth connection that is not the result of the increased productivity of any particular workers, nor of
increased investment or technological gains, nor of reduced transactions costs, nor of any other traditionally advanced basis for growth.
It is a long-run self-sustaining connection between production, ownership, consumption and growth that exists in a binary time frame. It is
unique to binary financing, and is at the heart of the binary private
property solution for the economic well-being of the poor and middle
class, without taking from the rich.
Viewed in a binary time frame, the effect of the program is to
finance the basis for both increased supply and demand. In this sense,
binary economics offers an economic strategy fundamentally distinct
from both the right-wing, supply-side, trickle-down strategies and the
left-wing, demand-driven, Keynesian governmental approaches of
taxing, fiscal, and monetary policy. Binary economics is neither a rightwing nor a left-wing theory. It rejects both approaches because, in
their long-run analyses, they make the fatal error of disassociating
production and consumption. To achieve sustained economic growth,
the basis for production and consumption must be simultaneously
financed within an appropriate binary time-frame for economic planning.
Thus, in utter conflict with traditional economic thinking, according to binary economics, in the long run, it matters greatly whether
capital bought competitively on market principles is acquired increasingly by the poor and middle class rather than almost exclusively by
a small percentage of the population. Therefore, one important message of binary theory to those concerned with the welfare of all people,
is that it may matter greatly whether our private property system
restricts acquisition rights to the existing owners or extends them
universally to all people.
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Binary Growth Is Not Traditional Redistribution
When exploring the implications of binary growth, one should note
a number of remarkable features regarding binary growth and binary income. First, in an economic sense, if it exists, binary growth is
not redistribution, at least not in any traditional sense. In comprehending the binary long-run approach to growth, one must understand the source of the incremental consumer demand. It only exists
if the underlying capital has paid for its acquisition costs and then
produces additional income. In any year, binary income is paid as
dividends to its beneficiaries only if in that year the underlying capital has produced goods and services equal in value to the income distributed. To the extent of aggregate binary growth in any year, binary
income is not compensation for labor, including human capital; and
it is not income redistributed from the productive input of others (either as workers or owners). Further, to the extent of aggregate binary
growth in any year, it cannot be fairly said that the provision of insured capital credit for binary beneficiaries has crowded out existing
owners of their rightful investment opportunities (which they might
have enjoyed under the present closed property system) because the
binary growth investment opportunities would not have materialized
but for the binary property system. Moreover, all of the transactions
will have occurred voluntarily by principals and agents acting on behalf of private companies and their traditional and binary shareholders. Any binary income is likewise wholly the result of voluntary
transactions in response to market forces. Thus to call the benefits of
binary growth, if any, “redistribution,” as that term is traditionally
conceived, is a fundamental misnomer.
The fact that the long-run capital-based binary income, if any, is
not redistribution in any traditional economic sense has important
economic, political, and jurisprudential implications. Most significantly
it disposes of all the volumes of literature against traditional redistribution on grounds that it is a distortion of the efficiency of market
forces. If valid, binary growth uniquely eliminates the supposed conflict between efficiency and distributive justice. The binary growth
generates market-based capital income that replaces and supplements
command-based traditional redistribution.57 Further, the distributional income benefits derive from lowering the substantial barriers
that now stand between most people and the capital markets in the
name of trickle-down theory. Thus it creates the private property
foundation for even greater market efficiency.
In other words, granted that the theoretical prospect of binary
growth may yet be unproven in practice, and may be yet disputed on
a number of grounds, nevertheless if it exists, binary growth is not
objectionable as redistribution or as an abandonment of market prin-
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ciples. If binary growth materializes, it will do so because Louis Kelso
discovered a more efficient private property system that connects
people more directly with market forces by providing them increasingly with the production-based capital income to purchase what society produces.58

Capital Formation Without “ Financial Savings”
Perhaps the most difficult aspect of binary growth theory from a
traditional economic perspective is the explicit relationship assumed
by binary economics among savings, consumption, and growth. “Sustained economic prosperity in a market economy requires that earners and their dependents devote currently earned income to current
consumption.”59 Under a binary economic system, economic growth
will be great enough to allow simultaneous increases in both personal
consumption and capital investment, without forcing people to choose
between savings and consumption.60
From a traditional economic perspective, these binary growth predictions are problematic because they seemingly ignore the necessity
for savings to provide the capital investment deemed necessary for
growth. The idea that a higher marginal spending rate for consumerowners will provide the basis for sustained economic growth contradicts the very definition of savings. In traditional economics, savings
requires a reduction in consumption. Expressed society-wide as an
equation, savings (S) equals total output (O) minus consumption (C):

S

=

O

-

C

Furthermore, according to traditional economic theory, the way
to promote economic growth is to increase productivity. Increases in
productivity require investment, which requires savings. Growth requires incentives to save more, not spend more. Thus new capital
owners’ increased marginal spending will reduce rather than increase
investment and stifle rather than promote long-term growth.
In an important sense, however, this traditional analysis is static,
not dynamic. It assumes the “O” is a quantity that does not grow
with a broader distribution of wealth. Given the time horizon of business managers, however, “O” depends not primarily on consumer demand at the time of investment (t - 1) but on anticipated consumer
demand at the projected time the investment will begin producing
goods and services (t - 2).
The Kelsos do not deny that increased capital investment has historically accompanied economic growth that would not have materialized without the new capital formation. Indeed, the concept of
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productiveness is an expression of that relationship. Productive capital
at t - 1, however, is not feasible without correlative consumer demand
at t - 2. Because binary financing produces more real consumer income at t - 2 than traditional financing for any given amount of capital formation, it provides greater incentives for investment than
traditional “savings-based” financing.
To understand the “savings controversy,” it is important to recognize that there is in part a definitional difference, and a difference in
the analysis of growth ultimately traceable to the difference between
productiveness and productivity, and to their relationship to growth.
Louis Kelso and Mortimer Adler distinguish between two meanings
of the word “savings”: “physical savings” and “financial savings.” “In
a physical sense, ‘saving’ is simply the use of goods or services to produce capital goods rather than for immediate consumption.”61 In contrast, Kelso and Adler define “financial savings” as “money or credit
diverted from immediate use for consumption.”62
In law, the distinction between financial and physical savings rests
on the difference between “property” and “things.” Property is not
things, physical or intangible, but rights with respect to those things.
Financial savings are claims on physical savings. The individual allocations of financial claims on physical savings depend on the rules
of the prevailing property system. A private property system with
unlimited collateralization rights will produce one allocation of financial claims, whereas one based on binary financing with commercially
insured capital credit will produce another.
In traditional economic terms, however, viewing the binary system as an appropriation or dilution of the property of non-benefiting
investors and consumers (and therefore as a reliance on savings in
the physical sense) does not negate the potential growth that binary
economic theory has predicted. To the contrary, the validity of those
growth predictions does not depend upon whether or not binary financing is viewed as an appropriation or dilution of existing savings
of persons not commensurately benefiting from the extension of credit.
Although it has received little attention in recent times, an examination of the savings-investment-growth question by economist
Harold G. Moulton corroborates the binary economic premises and
supports binary growth predictions.63 Moulton, then president of The
Brookings Institution, published his analysis in 1935, when the United
States was struggling to understand the causes of the Great Depression and discover the way to economic recovery.
The relevant portion of Moulton’s analysis is set forth below:
According to the traditional viewpoint, an expansion in
the rate of capital accumulation can be accomplished only by
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a reduction in the rate of output of consumption goods—because labor and materials have to be transferred from one
type of activity to the other. Evidence shows conclusively,
however, that consumption and capital formation do expand
and contract together.64

In considering whether consumption or investment leads the recovery-growth process, Moulton presented the conflicting theories of
those who advocate stimulation of consumer demand and those who
stress capital investment as the necessary starting point for growth.65
Moulton found that rise and fall in economic growth “appear to have
originated in forces affecting the output of goods destined for consumption. . . .”66
The motivating force in all economic activity, under a system of private initiative, is the wants and demands of people.
The base of the economic pyramid is the production of consumption goods—primary necessities, first and comforts and
luxuries later. In the ascending scale of goods that are relatively indispensable we find new plant and equipment at the
top. This is simply because the demand for plant and equipment is derived from the demand for the consumption goods
which such plant and equipment can produce.67

Foreshadowing binary financing theory, Moulton later concluded:
. . . the best hope of success in stimulating a strong recovery movement through concerted action would be to operate
on both the consumption side and the capital side simultaneously, for each might be expected to reinforce the other.68

To operate on both the consumption and capital sides, Moulton
would resort to the banking system to expand credit, but, unlike Kelso,
he did not focus on the concept of productiveness or the need for restructuring private property rights. Nevertheless, his defense of the
use of such credit is instructive:
. . . it is possible to increase the supply of capital goods
without an antecedent or concurrent restriction of consumption. The truth is that the accelerated capital expansion and
increased productivity result in an increased output of both
capital goods and consumer goods. Thus real wages are increased. The history of capital expansion and wage and price
trends in the United States affords no support for the theory
that bank credit expansion merely means involuntary sav-
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ings. Nor do the facts support the thesis that savings in the
sense of positively reducing consumption is essential to the
formation of capital.69

Several points deserve emphasis. First, when the Kelsos and
Adler maintain that individuals and society need not choose between consumption and investment, they do not claim that the same
item of resource or human service may simultaneously be expended
in providing a consumer and a producer good or service. Their
growth theory does hold, however, that an alternative property
system based on binary economics would produce a broader distribution of ownership, which will in turn create noninflationary real
market demand for more resources and services that would not be
feasible for investment without the broader distribution of capital
ownership. Second, the fact that the institution of the binary alternative system may be viewed in traditional economic terms as
an appropriation or dilution of the property of non-benefiting investors and consumers (and therefore a reliance on a redistribution of their savings for the investment benefit of the new binary
owners) does not negate the predicted binary economic growth potential resulting from a broader distribution of ownership. To the
contrary, nothing in the savings-investment-growth controversy
undermines the prospect of binary growth or, therefore, the reality
of the economic choice offered by the Kelsonian economic and private property system, which up to now has been virtually ignored
by traditional economic scholarship.70

Choosing Among Paradigms
The Kelsonian conception of economics and property rights provides a foundational challenge to the traditional paradigm for the
analysis of economic behavior.71 The organizing vision of productiveness-based economic analysis is not congruent with traditional productivity-based economics. There are important differences between
the two in terms of the meanings of important variables and the mathematical relationships among those variables.72
Beyond the formal discipline of economics, the conception of what
is theoretically possible and the expectation of what is reasonably
achievable are both bounded by the limitations and experiences of
the traditional approach to economics. To evaluate binary economics
fairly, one must consider it in a context that neither excludes it theoretically from the realm of the possible, nor dismisses its predictions
because they far exceed the boundaries set by predictions based on
traditional theory or on experience in an economy structured on pre-
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vailing private property rights.
Pursuing an inquiry consistent with traditional economic theory,
however enhanced it may be by other disciplines, may not prove anything to a Kelsonian. Conversely, such an inquiry, if it is consistent
with binary theory, may be equally fruitless to a traditional economist. Because proof is itself paradigm-specific, the preference for one
paradigm over another may result from judging a newly presented
paradigm against one generally accepted as true, rather than evaluating both from neutral principles. The shift in preference from one
paradigm to another may be more likely the result of an inductive
leap than a proof.
Over time, however, society does make foundation-altering choices
regarding paradigms as dramatic as the one characterized by the shift
from geocentricism to heliocentricism, known as the “Copernican Revolution.”73 Thus the history of ideas may inform an exploration of binary proposals from competing frames of reference.74
In retrospect, replacing one paradigm with another may be explained in part by the operation of three principles of preference that
may be capable of prospective application in a paradigm-neutral, albeit subjective, way:
(1) Utility: Which paradigm accomplishes more of what is desired by description, prediction, and control of the environment?
(2) Facility: Though the same events might be described or
predicted—and the same results achieved—with the application of different paradigms, which one is easier to apply
to achieve the desired ends?
(3) Simplicity: To achieve description, prediction, and control,
which paradigm requires fewer foundational assumptions
and corrective exceptions not implicit in the assumptions?75
Although these principles of preference may not be susceptible to
easy application, they may provide helpful guidance in evaluating
supposedly objective information that alternative models offer to describe and shape our perception of reality. The principles may also
have the virtue of being paradigm-neutral, as well as the vice of being
ill-defined within the terms of competing paradigms. For these qualities to be embraced and advanced as comparative advantages of any
particular paradigm, their necessary definition for the purposes of
argument will serve to highlight any paradigmatic bias.
Values beyond the theoretical and empirical operation of the paradigms may be decisive for different evaluators as they apply these
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principles, particularly the “utility” standard, to paradigms for describing economic behavior.76 Moreover, when paradigms conflict,
empirical measurements designed to “verify” one or another approach
may require adjustment for paradigm bias to the extent they are
grounded in a methodology favoring one paradigm over another.
For example, Keynesian Paul Samuelson offers as proof that binary theory is an “amateur and cranky fad,” the discrepancy between
“productiveness” and “productivity” generally reflected in the divergent percentages of productive input assigned to capital and labor.77
Notwithstanding its “empirical content,” this “scientific evidence” of
Kelso’s so-called “error” merely begs the question because it is premised entirely on the validity of the productivity paradigm that binary economics has drawn into question, and on the present closed
private property system rather than the open, democratic private
property system that a binary economy would establish.
The relative utility of competing paradigms, particularly new ones
offered to challenge existing ones, is not always immediately discernible. The superiority of the Copernican system78 to the geocentric
alternative, in terms of utility, could not have been fully understood
for at least 140 years after it was advanced. It set the stage for the
work of Johannes Kepler,79 and, ultimately, to the formulation by Sir
Isaac Newton of his general laws of motion for both celestial and
earthly bodies.80 These laws could not have been inferred from the
“reality” of an earth-centered solar system.
Thus in evaluating competing paradigms with regard to their social utility, one must counteract the inherent prejudice of accepted
paradigms. One must suspend adherence to preconceptions and “avoid
mistaking an organizing construct for a structural reality that, by
defining the possible, limits vision and deadens will.”81

Conclusion
The Kelsos thus maintain that a democratic private property system structured to achieve universal capital ownership on free market
principles should be our national goal. The Kelsos’ binary vision offers the prospect of general affluence, leisure, and individual economic
independence in an increasingly democratic, privatized, and capitalrich economy. All of the old seemingly insolvable problems that have
pitted left against right are swept away. Dedicated scholars should
not dismiss binary theory without giving it a careful, rigorous consideration.
For a fair consideration, it is necessary to understand binary theory
in its own terms, in a paradigm-neutral context, before judging it,
and to evaluate binary proposals not only with respect to traditional
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economic suppositions based on productivity, but also with respect to
binary suppositions based on productiveness.
For years, binary economics has been shut out of an economics
discipline that has proven unable to solve persistent problems of poverty and cycles of depression and unwilling to examine an alternative
promise to do so. But given a binary property rights system, an alternate theory of economic production and distribution, and the altered
institutional and decisional environment, there is much in the proposals and theory of binary economics to be explored by people of good
will from all disciplines and callings.
Notes:
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4
People are poor because they have not acquired the capital needed to supplement their
labor productiveness.
5
Whether the proposals based on binary economics involve the taking of existing property
is subject to controversy and depends upon one’s analysis of growth and upon the definition of private property.
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Hetter, Two-Factor Theory [1967] 31). Such a goal elevates work to an end in itself, rather
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