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Abstract 
The purpose of this paper is to clarify the concept of “creativity”, its role within capitalism in general, its new role. It stresses the importance for cognitive or creative capitalism of traceability by digital and collaborative platforms in order to capture positive externalities. It tries to develop the implication of the paradigm of human pollination. The consistence of a sustainable model of creative capitalism implies that its predatory or rental characteristics sooner or later should be limited or embedded. Its inner fundamental contradiction between the commonist nature of collaborative work in digital platforms of cooperation on the one hand and market inspired models on the other is leading to a true crisis of wage labour system threatened by precarious conditions, and also to a crisis of funding in the system of Welfare that used to stabilize former modes of production. Taxes do not take into account the full range of human pollination the result is that a lot of productive activities are not recognized as employment neither work deserving wage or income. Unemployment, precarious condition for creative workers, poverty and social insecurity are but products of this fundamental disequilibrium. Only a basic income paying the collective productivity of collective crossed pollination could correct this disequilibrium.  Its feasibility rests on a deep modification of taxes: since wealth is created mainly by human pollination, a flat tax on every form of circulation (of money, of information measured by bits, of interaction measured by clicks, of transactions even without money) will enlarge the resources devoted to finance this basic income. 

Creativity what it is supposed to be? 
Creativity and innovation are used more and more frequently in management and economics. They both mean a renewal in technical devices of production, in applied knowledge and development of processes, products and proceedings. Both tangibles and intangibles assets are concerned. The deposit of tradable patents, copyrighted materials, and marks is generally considered as a signal of creative, inventive and innovative activities.  In a highly competitive economy (the neoclassic hypothesis of a great number of competitors) but also in an economy less competitive (i.e. dominated by monopoles), the position of a firm in terms of profits and competitiveness (as shares of the market) depends on its ability to sequentially produce new goods and services so not to be victim of the downward oriented segment of the life cycle of these production and services that is shorter and shorter: from 40 years old in traditional mechanical manufacturing to 3-4 years for a program in informatics.  Increase in competition means increase in search for a continuous renewal. Apple has been criticized recently for it slowdown in presenting each year a true innovation in iPhones, tablets. 

Since Schumpeter it has been admitted among economists that invention has to become applied to a large scale by firms and/or society to bear the name of innovation. Innovation involves the process of creation of something new as well for its own sake as well for the novelty of a solution it provides. Both invention and innovation describe the objective face of the phenomena whereas creativity grasps the subjective quality of the inventor or of the innovator. 

But if invention and innovation are not controversial, the concept of creativity is much more discussed for its ambiguity. 

Ambiguity of creativity
If we want to avoid a purely psychologist concept for creativity as a gift and the discussion on nature and nurture (acquisition), we should introduce two specifications: a) creativity alludes to imagination of something not given in contrast with imitation as a mere repetition of the past or the present ; b) But imagination does not mean here to program a pre settled procedure to obtain a forecasted result according to a logical and already mastered process. Planning, management, execution and repetition of already learned procedures cannot be defined as manifestation of creativity. Tautological deduction does not explain invention of something new as Kant has pointed out in his first Critique of the Pure Reason. The problem of knowledge and progress in knowledge and learning is the a priori synthetic judgment and the imagination not repeating already perceived affects. Gabriel Tarde on the one hand has shown that imitation is never mere repetition as soon as we are dealing with living beings and society
. Gilles Deleuze on the other has explained in Difference and repetition
, that even repetition should be grasped in its productivity through the lentil of “difference”. 

Three notions allow a better approach of creativity: definition of intelligence in a digital context and the characteristic of invention of discovery of a solution. One can define intelligence as the ability to give an successful answer to question the solution of which has not be already pre-settled in a digital program. Creativity is thus a synonymous of intelligence and smartness. 

 The second notion is the effectuation logic instead of causal logic in the discovery and invention of a solution. Saras D. Sarasvathy
 (2009) has proposed some rules for entrepreneurs:  the Bird in hand principle (starting with resources you have and not with goals), the less affordable loss principle (do not seek hypothetical profits but minimize the possible losses, the Crazy quilt principle (cooperate with parties you can trust), the Lemonade principle (be able to size opportunities when they occur and do not follow a predetermined plan) and The Pilot-in-the-plane principle (do not loose time to predict the future but act on the factors  you can control and that have good chance to shape the future). These principles are very similar to what Nassim Nicholas Taleb has developed in his last book (2012): if you cannot make trustful predictions about the objective state of the world (due to too many variables and non linear processes) try to make yourself less fragile.    

The third basic notion for creativity is the notion of serendipity a strange blending of wisdom, chance and intelligence without determined goals. Horace Walpole (in a letter to Horace Mann 1754) has described the Three Princes of Serendip “always making discoveries, by accidents and sagacity, of things which they were not in quest of”. Ikujiro Nonaka points out that the serendipitous quality means “ability to create knowledge not by processing information” but rather by "tapping the tacit and often highly subjective insights". 

All these characteristics are needed to find solution to complex problems when analytical, deductive and causal logic are not sufficient.  Creativity is needed to understand and manage complex situation when prediction relying upon statistical probabilities about the state of the world have failed. 

What becomes evident as soon as we proceed into a deeper examination of creativity is that creativity is contradictory and nonlinear notion. If you admit that creativity is an equivalent of tackling with complexity and finding new solution to complex enigma, the injunction to be creative or to practice creativity (a permanent principle of management of innovation) seems a perfect example of a double bind injunction or constraint (Bateson). This is probably one of the reason why  the notion of creativity has been rapidly criticized for being a mere disguise and deceit of the new forms of exploitation of highly trained manpower. A recent exhibition in Pau (France), Disnovation
 has scorned at the ideology of “disruptive innovation” that fits so well to new forms of programmed obsolescence when the old one (create products vowed to a rapid decay) is more and more jeopardized. The imperative of creativity and innovation pushes the wage earner of the so call creative class to adopt a position of effort at his maximum without receiving a codified and objective reward for his competencies that exceeds his qualifications. Revisiting Harvey Lebeinstein’s famous Xefficiency
 we could say that invoking creativity in a performative way is but a new device to get a better position of effort from the wage earner when old incentive have failed.      

But this contradictory injunction at the root of the well know phenomena of the “burning out” at work, cannot be treated as a mere and rough trick to exploit the invention force of labour 
 equipped by digital means, connected and relying upon big data, following the model of old exploitation of the working force. The recall to creativity and invention is a necessity for cognitive capitalism, a true contradiction that it cannot elude. We shall now examine this point.    
An interpretation for a category that was borrowed from Art
What is creativity in art? Since the Italian Quatrocento and the Renaissance in Europe, it  has drawn a clear distinction between transmission as a mere copy and the work of genius that refers to the Latin word ingenire, to find and discover something new. Romanticism has added the individual character of the artist and authorship. But the important feature of the category of  creation  is the rupture of the work of the artist compared to the past, as a fractal of the creation by God of the world and mankind upon chaos. Thereafter, the injunction of novelty has never ceased even if painting and sculpture of the classical and baroque period has claimed to imitate Antiquity, but this Antiquity was disruptive of the Medieval production in sacred or secular art and since the Quarrel of the Ancient and the Modern between the Perrault brothers and Bernini on the project of the Square Court of the Louvre rupture with the Baroque was praised.  I fact the break of Perrault, the Modern was to introduce a kind of monumentality fitting the absolutism of the King. This imperative of modernity has infused Romanticism, Impressionist school, surrealist revolution and modern art. There is a straight correspondence between the artistic commandment of invention and creativity and the continuously disruptive transformation of production by capitalism, although one must qualify this statement. Art since the Renaissance has been generally in advance if compared to the sphere of economy. Abstract art has preceded dematerialisation of value.  Relational art or relational aesthetics as described by Nicolas Bourriaud
 has shown up five year before the Web 2.0. No surprise one should reply; is this not the role of the “avant-garde” ! 

There is also another set of specific reasons that have installed artistic creativity closer to the core of extraction of economic value. Let us say a few words about the definition of cognitive capitalism
. In a first period, cognitive capitalism has turned simple cognitive operations of the brain mechanized, computable and substitutable, as the first industrial revolution had replaced physical force by machine. Only routine tasks were concerned. As Erik Brynjolfsson and Andrew McAfee have pointed out in their book, The Second Machine Age (2014) “During the first machine age, which was triggered by the Industrial Revolution, new technologies automated a lot of the physical work. In contrast, the second machine age is automating and augmenting our cognitive tasks (…) The first wave of automation is hitting routine information processing tasks, for instance tax preparation. Software programs like Turbo Tax can do your taxes cheaper and quicker than most human tax preparers. As a result we have fewer human tax preparers than we used to. But it’s not just the routine information processing tasks that are being affected”
.
With the spill over of machine learning, i.e. of programs of algorithms feed by big data in real time and correcting their decisions, a lot of very complicated tasks performed by a great number of agents can be modelled and performed without the direct intervention of man. Routine procedures are extended to new domains such translation, expertise, driving, parking, writing articles for newspapers. The revolution of big data
 has open a key for cognitive capitalism to penetrate automation of the governance of complexity, what Antoinette Rouvroy and Thomas Berns have called the Algorithmic Government
. Governance means here what capitalism can suck from collective interaction of the multitude when inventing intelligence is connecting and play the real game of life. We have defined cognitive capitalism as the capture through digital platforms of the positive externalities
 resulting for collective and connecting intelligence. The second wave of the second age machines fits perfectly this program. Where and how art comes into this program?   

 Le strategic importance of intangibles 2
Automation of the human brain by digitalization, codification into programs and algorithms has produced the same effect that mechanization of physical activities : it has increased  productivity of labour in huge proportion. But by the same time, it has depreciated menial works tearing away large amount of medium and low skilled tasks. The first effect of the digital revolution has been to de-skill blue collar worker end employees. The second effect has been to extend the process to cognitive jobs (those that have to do with the guidance of a complicate process. The third effect the beginning of which we are experiencing now is a first attempt to replace human decision in complex tasks imitating human behaviour through machine learning, big data and artificial intelligence.  In each of these case, the biggest part of added value is shifting towards the intangibles hardly codified in software, intellectual property rights, serial procedures, that I have called intangibles of level 2, of hallo intangibles: cooperation instead of coordination, singularity instead of general, competence instead of qualification, care instead of mechanical treatment, contextualisation, implicit knowledge. 

If we examine the kind of intelligence and perception that are needed for these intangibles, we find that it reintegrate intuition, expertise in complex matters, synthesis, global perception of forms rather than the analytic brain. What is at stake is complexity, heterogeneity, heterotopia. Creativity is not needed to execute a simple program, in a binomial world black or white.  Descartes sixth rule for the guidance of the Spirit (“divide difficulty into simpler parts and reassemble them after by summing”) cannot help because it holds that the total is but the sum of the elements. Nuances of grey cannot be grasp by black or white neither does the whole spectrum of colours. The good distinction is not between left or right brain (the lateralization of creativity
) but between understanding, feeling and sharing complicated or complex objects,  The direct productivity structure or dynamic systems ; between what can be codified in a binary way  (true/untrue, in/off, black/white) and what cannot.  In the kingdom of complication, the logic of Aristotle and the three components of the principles of contradiction can apply  (specially the third exclude principle) whereas in the kingdom of complexity, one must use the Stoic logic with its famous paradoxes and the fuzzy mathematics
. 

But one must notice that human brain is able to deal with complexity, and knowledge of complex matters. If continuity, infinity, negative quantities requires sophisticated mathematics, the use of spoken or written language, of analogical symbols, of arts (including music) has been able to allow human beings to apprehend complexity, to reproduce it, to perceive it, to share and teach it. Very simple problems like how a child can learn to speak, to read (three hundred operations of the brain at the same time)? How can we share judgement of beauty, of qualitative valuation?  How and why language evolves by mean of its two main tropes, metaphor and metonymy? Why ambiguity of language, its fuzziness makes its superiority to deal with complexity if compared to mathematical precision ? Why images, drawings, architectural forms can grasp more relations and provide a synthesis of what is implicit. Since Herbert Simon we know that substantial rationality cannot be separated form procedural rationality, and that the program for research of artificial intelligence is not to try to make the brain work like computer, but to make the computer imitate the brain to try to catch its principal quality, intelligence, invention of new solutions. 

Cognitive capitalism is seeking endlessly to codify and appropriate intangibles of this meta-level. 

Why? Because what is rare now, is not information but intelligence. But when trying to do so, it faces two obstacles. First, codification through procedures, algorithms, intellectual property rights depreciate rapidly their value inasmuch as the execution of IPR is threatened by digitalization. Second, as soon as they are codified intangibles 2 are losing great part of their efficiency. Unlike industrial production, there is no way to produce a best seller, a masterpiece. Too much un certainty, to many variables. 

The attempts during the 1970-2005 to capture intangibles 2 reducing them to the traditional and codified intangibles 1 have failed. In its first valorisation device, cognitive capitalism has used systematically interactivity (blogs, tags, forum, search engines) and mobile  phone platforms, GPS, beyond the traditional use of cookies for dedicated publicity and the branding of the audience has been creative as far as  he could capture positive externalities  resulting from increased interaction of the multitude in networks, be they platforms, or search engines. But it was only with the generalisation of production of a huge amount of data in a another network of interconnected objects that has appeared a conception of algorithmic intelligence that resembles closely to the validation of aesthetic judgement by a mimicry of the connected collective brain of multitudes in city, in life and the appropriation of the new digital commons.  

The critical point was a shift from an individualistic exploitation of each wage earner or contributor (the clicker) towards a commons, global exploitation of the social productivity of interactivity. At this point we should ask: in the cognitive and creative capitalism extracting intelligence, what exploitation looks like?  

 Exploitation of second level, production of value from pollination
Exploitation of the creative force or invention-force means that labour stays alive in the process of labour and is not reduced to mere dead labour
. In both qualitative and quantitative perspectives, the correct metaphor or paradigm is what we can observe with the pollination of the biosphere : the economic value of the service of pollination is worth between a hundred  to five thousand times the value of the output of the bees in term of marketable goods. We can notice that what Marx called the extraction of surplus work by the individual capitalist fits perfectly the case of the beekeeper and the bees. But what about the social exploitation of the human equivalent for bee’s pollination:  linguistic, cultural, relational, living, activities (including what stays outside of market and salary waged work, hence the positive externalities)? Marx was well aware of the social productivity of the collective labour of workers gathered under the commandment of the capitalists and its exclusive control of the means of production. But outside the factory, there was no production of capital but the conditions of its reproduction, including the reproduction of the working class. 

What is happening today under the regime of cognitive capitalism is exactly what was described in the fragment of the Grundrisse (1857-58) on the machine. Life, population, interaction of man with its biosphere and noosphere are producing the greatest part of wealth. It is this continent, that is still mostly made of positive externalities, that cognitive capitalism has started to colonize in a new primitive accumulation. But extracting social surplus value from pollinating multitude is but a gentle walk. It faces new forms of antagonism. 

Living labour being exalted in platforms of the cloud, brain and cognitive, learning activities, emotions becoming the basis for extraction of Big Data, the old proletarianization (deprivation from the control over the means of production is not given as a natural situation in society) cannot support the acceptance of exploitation as previously.  Creative classes (not the mythic class of R. T. Florida) but the concrete composition of learning and knowing classes, is starting to claim for the ownership and free disposition of its creativity. Inasmuch as the destruction of the planet (the equivalent of the death of the bees) is raising an active and intelligent rebellion that bees have not shown. Another factor of a radical critic of cognitive capitalism, is the superfluous character of the exploitation that does not makes the dictatorship of the law of value measured by the wage system and the time of labour a condition to the development of wealth. 

When what is at stake is not only production, quality or quantity of surplus value, but both juridical means of appropriation, definition of what classes, means of production, nature of exploitation consist of in nowadays capitalism we are discussing of relations of production and mode of production. This is the reason why we do not agree with those who consider cognitive only a simple continuation and an improvement of the industrial capitalism. Under cognitive or creative capitalism the organization of a long duration cycle of exploitation is as hazardous as long term employment. Proletarianization like the measure of what is intellectual capital is becoming itself precarious. This goes with the monstrous importance of finance capital and the resilience of financial bubble and crisis. This instability has nothing to do with a crisis of realization and disproportion between demand and supply of the goods as recently Gordon and Brenner have hold.  

Creative capitalism has to overcome the following vital contradiction. The most valuable part of profit has to be extracted form the collective productivity of the multitudes digitally equipped. This means that the strategy of dispossession, reproletarianization of the General by reducing intangibles 2 to intangibles1 by generalization of IPR (the IPRization of the world) meets insuperable limits. The powerful threat of get rid of human intelligence by algorithmation lead by big data and a constant espionage of the inventions of flight(leak), bypassing of the control,   

What we attend from now on it is the resumption of techniques created by the multitude (digital Quilombos, collaborative places, digital canteens, workshops of Fablabs) to turn them against the new digital common spaces and fold them in the financial normalization of model of business(affairs) and production of cash.`

Every time he invests in the format, the technical equipment or the data storage, their legal owner gets back about twenty years of exclusive exploitation of the data, that is more or less what patent would have given to him although invention and creativity was not on his side . Whereas the authors of these same data, do not practically have a say. Through Apple, Google, Facebook and Amazon on the one hand and multiple data banks on the other, there is a rapid transformation into marketable goods of the continent of the positive externalities. The  new creative digital commons are experiencing a serious offensive of colonization.   

Indeed, initiatives as the development of the encryption of data by their producers and authors, the multiplication of personal cloud decentralized begin to raise the question of the relationships of property of platforms and of their contents (personal data, open science, knowledge produced by public financing). Movements like the Tiers Lieux (Third places)
 in France in France, the Peer 2 Peer Foundation
 or the Open Knowledge Foundation
  are all stressing the importance of new codification of intangibles property. The crucial idea, is to make a clear separation between a generic open source movement and the creative commons movement of Lawrence Lessig or the Free software Foundation of R. Stallman.  

The open source movement does not claim precise modalities of appropriation of the new digital commons. It offers the new commons to the market sphere positives externalities without claiming rewards or limits like the free software of keeping open the code source. I have shown elsewhere
 that the open source in this new period of primitive accumulation of cognitive capitalism was very similar to the terra nullius principle the European colonists had set forth against the aboriginal people of America, Australia or New Zealand so to appropriate their lands and resources. Their denial of any property rights (usus, fructus, access) on the basis that abusus (definitive transfer of property) was neither designed neither written, allowed the dispossession and the proletarianization of the Amerindians. Nowadays when private firms or public agencies are standing aggressively in favour of a gratuitous access to data, information, knowledge, combined with the settlement of new intellectual property rights on data banks, we should not praise their generosity but pay attention to what they are acting in a very smart way : a depriving the new commoners of tools for defending digital Quilombos. 
The battle on the new digital enclosures is very entrenched with technological issues, and the impressive rhythm of progress in memory, computational power, the flows in the broad band, the appropriation by the multitude of digital culture. Creativity of cognitive capitalism depends deeply of the intensity of struggles among hackers, crackers, pirates, “leakers” against re-enclosed of spaces of liberty in the New Found Lands. 

Even among the main stream of economics some recognition of the relevance of Elenor Ostrom’s analysis of what property rights consists of has occurred
. A lot of invention and creativity in law is need to face the challenge of a sustainable cognitive capitalism, that is to say for a new embedding of the “ wealth of networks” (Y. Benkler) . 

But it would be very naïve to wait for a neutral and fair trial and error method to create good conditions for increasing human pollination. The trend within capitalism for dealing with intangibles 2 is already to try to reduce them to codified and sizable intellectual property rights, because persistence of control over living collective labour will be a priority whatever the economic cost may be
. When you are dealing with surplus value mostly extracted from the general interaction of the multitude, captured by its traceability upon digital platforms, when exploitation has reached life in society and not in factory, when activity in life overcomes working hours in factories or office, the bargaining of the creative force can only be measured at a global level.   

This is the reason why the objective of an unconditional basic income for all beside subordinated labour has acquired a strategic importance
. Reducing the creativity of the multitudes on human pollination platforms is operated when social exploitation of the General Intellect is measured by the salary of the individual waged labour employed in firms and offices and when productivity and wealth of the human bees are measured by their marketable output. This mutilation was feasible in an economy of full employment. But it becomes more and more unsustainable with 30 % of unemployment. This big problem has not escaped Erik Brynjolfsson and Andrew McAfee
 the authors of the Second Age Machine. What are their propositions? Precisely a basic income granted to every member of society. But how do they solve the problem in incentive to work, the old problem that already the Poor Laws had to confront with. There answer is extremely suggestive: the hold for an additional measure. Not only people should received a guaranteed income and develop a free activity and creativity but wage work, subordinated labour, should be subsided by the State. The funding of such transformation of the Welfare State supposes a revolution in tax policies. We have argued elsewhere
 that taxation has to shift from the stocks between fluxes of revenue and that it should rely upon a flat tax on flows of money, information, clicks, data
. They proposed that for each dollar paid by private employers, the State should add one dollar reducing the real cost for private capitalist to hire some employees. This proposal apparently did not frighten Martin Wolf, the columnist of the Financial Times when he discussed the argument in February 11th of 2014. 

One should notice that French President François Hollande announced that in 2017 for all the employees paid to the minimum wage, the employer would please no more welfare costs that would be taken care by the State. Other symptom, the British Green Party has announced that in the next race for PM elections, it will claim for a basic income.  Cognitive capitalism confronted to a huge, continuous unemployment is entering in curious new regulation: wage salary will not be the real core of extraction of surplus value. It will remain only a way to control creative classes. And one must wonder if this is not volens nolens a crucial step in direction of a transition to post capitalism. In a way, Jeremy Rivkin in his two last books, The Third Industrial Revolution (2012) and the Zero Marginal Cost society (2014) was not far from the conclusion of an extinction of the political engine of accumulation, except may be on one point: he never deals with the redistribution issue neither with the struggles that goes with it and with the power that rarely commit suicide unless it is obliged to do so. Revenue of pollination and social or commoner guidance of entrepreneurship for real creativity is but a gala or a charity dinner.  

 Reference
1. Sarasvathy, Saras D. (2009) Effectuation: Elements of Entrepreneurial Expertise. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing

2. Taleb Nassim Nicholas, (2012) Antifragile. Things that gain from Disorder, Random, USA and Penguin (UK) 

3. Moulier Boutang, Y. (2003) « O territorio e as politicas de contrôle do trabalho no capitalismo cognitivo » in A. Patez  Galvaô, G. Silva & G. Cocco (Eds.), (2003), Capitalismo cognitivo, trabalho, redes e inovaçaô, DP & A, Rio de Janeiro, pp. 33-60
4. Lazzarato, Maurizio,(2002), Puissances de l'invention. La psychologie économique de Gabriel Tarde contre l'économie politique, Les empêcheurs de penser en rond, Paris, 2002 
5. Moulier Boutang Yann (2007),  « Die Hochzeitsnacht des kognitiven Kapitalismus und der Kunst. Lunst in der Ökonomie der Innovation », in Gerald Raunig & Ulf Wuhhenig (Hg), Kritik der Kreativität,  Wien, Verlag Turia + Kant, pp. 207-218
6. Harvey Lebeinstein Harvey  (1966) “Allocative efficiency vs." X-efficiency"” The American Economic Review, vol. 56, 3, June, 392-415. 

7. Bourriaud, Nicolas, (2002) Relational Aesthetics. Dijon: Les presses du réel, 2002; in French 1996) 

8. Moulier Boutang, Y. (2012) Cognitive Capitalism, Polity Press, Cambridge, UK, 240 p. 

9. Mayer-Schöneberger Viktor & Kenneth Cukier Kenneth, (2013) Big data, a Revolution that will Transform How we Live, Work and Think, New York, Houghton Mifflin Harcourt Publishing Company. 

10. Zalila Zyed (1993) Contribution à une théorie des relations floues d'ordre N = Contribution to a theory of order N fuzzy relations, PhD , UTC ; and Complexity made simple with xtractis. Now.  @ http://www.xtractis.fr/News.html
11. Moulier Boutang, Yann, (1997), “La revanche des externalités, Globalisationdes économies, externalités, mobilité, transformation de l’économie et de l’intervention publique ”, in Futur Antérieur, n° 39-40, septembre 1996, pp. 39-70, Syllepse, Paris. . @ http://multitudes.samizdat.net   
12. Moulier Boutang Yann (2001) “Marx in Kalifornien: Der dritte Kapitalismus und die alte politische Ökonomie”, in Bundeszentrale für Politische Bildung Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte (B 52-53/2001) @  http://www.bpb.de/publikationen/98BOPR,0,0,Marx_in_Kalifornien:_Der_dritte_Kapitalismus_und_die_alte_politische_%D6konomie.html-index
13. Moulier Boutang Yann (2011) « What defines an externality, today », ParisTech Review on line, 11 mars 2011 @ http://www.paristechreview.com/2011/.../what-definesexternality-today
14. Bollier David &Helfrich Silk  (Eds.) (2012) The Wealth of the Commons,A World beyond Market & State,  The Commons Strategies Group, Amherst, MA Levellers Press;  specially the contribution of Michael Heller, “The Tragedy of the Anticommons”, pp. 68-81.    
15. Moulier Boutang, Yann (2006) « Transformation de la valeur économique, de son appropriation et de l’impôt », in  Thomas Berns, Jean-Claude K. Dupont & Mikhaïl Xifaras, (Direct. De) , Philosophie de l’Impôt, Collection Penser le Droit, Bruxelles, Bruylant, pp. 199-226.
16. ___________________ (2011) « Wikipolitics and the Economy of the Bees, information, power and Politics in a Digital Society », in Sarita Albagli & Maria Lucia Maciel, (Eds.) Information, power and Politics, Technological and Institutional Mediations, LexingtomBooks, Lanham, USA,chap. 3, pp. 47-77. 

17. Moulier Boutang, Y. (2003) « Le modèle productif du logiciel libre : Une institution intermédiaire entre le marché et l’Etat «  in Actes du Colloque Construction d’identités, construction de sociétés, en l’honneur de Renaud Sainsaulieu, Royaumont, 4 juin 2002, CNRS, LSCI-IRESCO, Paris pp. 111- 130.
18. Moulier Boutang, Yann (2006) « Transformation de la valeur économique, de son appropriation et de l’impôt », in  Thomas Berns, Jean-Claude K. Dupont & Mikhaïl Xifaras, (Direct. De), Philosophie de l’Impôt, Collection Penser le Droit, Bruxelles, Bruylant, pp. 199-226.
19. Moulier Boutang Y.(2009) Editions, pp. 188-189 “Pour une taxation de tous  les flux financiers et monétaires », in Multitudes, n° 39, Hivers, pp. 14-21
20. Moulier Boutang, Y. (2012) Revoluçâo 2.0, comun e polinizaçâo “, in Giuseppe Cocco & Sarita Albagli, Revoluâo 2.0  e a crise do capitalismo global, Sao Paulo, Garamond, pp. 73-93.  
21. Moulier Boutang, Y. (2008) "Cognitive Capitalism and new modes of authorship : problems and perspectives” Symposium Acta Media 6: Creative Authorship Through Digital LanguagesSponsored by the Graduate Program on Aesthetics and Art History, University of Sao Paulo, Brazil, 6 June 2008 (Unpublished) 

22. Rivkin Jeremy, (2014) The Zero Marginal Cost Society, New York, Palgrave Macmillan , St Martin’s Press .
� Professor of economics, University of Technology of Compiègne (France) and Associated Professor of Humanities et digital culture at Superior School of Art and Design of Saint-Etienne (France), codirector of the Quarterly Multitudes  


� Gabriel Tarde, Les lois de l'imitation (1890) @ � HYPERLINK "http://classiques.uqac.ca/classiques/tarde_gabriel/lois_imitation/lois_imitation.html" ��http://classiques.uqac.ca/classiques/tarde_gabriel/lois_imitation/lois_imitation.html� 


� Gilles Deleuze, Différence et répétition, Presses Universitaires de France, Paris, 1968 ; English by P. Patton translation  Difference and repetition, Athlone Press, Columbia University Press, New York, 1994. 


� Saras D. Sarasvathy, Effectuation: Elements of Entrepreneurial Expertise. Edward Elgar Publishing, 2009. 


� http://next.liberation.fr/arts/2014/11/21/l-effet-boomerang-de-la-high-tech_1147973,


� H. Leibenstein, (1966) 


� It is not by chance that Maurizio Lazzarato has developed this relevant concept in a book about Gabriel Tarde Puissances de l'invention. La psychologie économique de Gabriel Tarde contre l'économie politique, Les empêcheurs de penser en rond, Paris, (2002), Puissances de l'invention. La psychologie économique de Gabriel Tarde contre l'économie politique, Les empêcheurs de penser en rond, Paris, 2002  


� Nicolas Bourriaud, (2002) p. 113


� See my Cognitive capitalism, (2012) 


�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.smartplanet.com/blog/pure-genius/qa-andrew-mcafee-erik-brynjolfsson-co-authors-of-the-second-machine-age/" ��http://www.smartplanet.com/blog/pure-genius/qa-andrew-mcafee-erik-brynjolfsson-co-authors-of-the-second-machine-age/�


� See Viktor Mayer-Schöneberger and Kenneth Cukier’s controversial but illuminating book on Big Data, (2013) 


�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.franceculture.fr/emission-place-de-la-toile/09-10-la-gouvernementalite-algorithmique-breaking-2010-05-21" ��http://www.franceculture.fr/emission-place-de-la-toile/09-10-la-gouvernementalite-algorithmique-breaking-2010-05-21�. 


� For the return of the externalities,  see Y. Moulier Boutang (1997) ; for a definition of externalities see Y. Moulier Boutang (2011) 


� The thesis of lateralization of creativity in the right brain (following the experimentation of Roger Sperry (Nobel Prize 1981), the books of Betty Edwards (Drawing on the right side of the brain, 1979), is rather simplistic. Lucien Israël (Cerveau droit, cerveau gauche, Plon 1996) although sharing the main thesis of the previous authors, i-e promoting a revaluation of the role of right hemisphere, is aware of the complexity of the brain: each cognitive operation mobilize both part of the brain but he holds that in Western civilization too much space has been devoted to analytical mind. A large experimentation conducted in the University of Utah has not found any evidence of a clear lateralisation of cognitive functions even if some asymmetry is evident. Kahneman, D. & al. (2011). Thinking, Fast and Slow, Allen Lane. Coll: « AL TPB » has proposed a distinction between the slow way to think (analytical) and the fast way (intuition, synthesis). 


� For modelling complexity using non statistical prediction and specially for events possible but not plausible see Zyed Zalila  and Intellitech program Xtractis and also N.N. Taleb ‘s Black Swan (compléter date? ) and Antifragile (2013)  


� See my article « Marx in California.. «  (2001) 


� For example Yoann Duriaux (Openscop) and the POC foundation-Movilab @ � HYPERLINK "http://movilab.org/index.php?title=La_POC_Foundation" ��http://movilab.org/index.php?title=La_POC_Foundation� and @ � HYPERLINK "https://yoannduriaux.wordpress.com" ��https://yoannduriaux.wordpress.com� 


� For the Peer 2 Peer Foundation see  @ � HYPERLINK "http://p2pfoundation.net" ��http://p2pfoundation.net�       ; also Michel Bauwens,  Capitalism, Post-Capitalism and Transition Strategies towards a Sustainable and Socially Just P2P Society @ � HYPERLINK "http://blog.p2pfoundation.net/michel-bauwens-on-p2p-society-at-university-of-wisconsin-madison-february-2015/2015/02/04" ��http://blog.p2pfoundation.net/michel-bauwens-on-p2p-society-at-university-of-wisconsin-madison-february-2015/2015/02/04� 


� Open Knowledge Foundation @ � HYPERLINK "https://okfn.org" ��https://okfn.org� 


� See Y. Moulier Boutang (2008) 


� For some interesting insights into these arguments, see David Bollier and Silk Helfrich (Eds.) (2012) 


� Y. Moulier Boutang (2011) 


� Y. Moulier Boutang (2012)


� See reference note 1


�  Y. Moulier Boutang (2006) 


� Y. Moulier Boutang (2009) 





