
Can capitalism be defeated? 

Andrea Surbone 
 

A  question that is not even rhetorical in itself – I would go 
so far as to call it futile: capitalism has already been 

defeated by the Revolutions. 
Why, then, pose such a futile question, and even use it as the 
title of this essay? 

Because the subject does not concern the course and ultimate 
outcome of the various Revolutions, but rather the current 
situation, and whether or not it is conducive to a new 
Revolution. 

Model and Revolution 
Revolutions, in fact, like any other social or institutional 

framework, are embedded within the global context and are 
interrelated with it; and, above all, they are interrelated with the 
model within which they arise. 

By ‘model’ I mean that universal framework – or container – 
governed by a single rule (or very few), yet one that is 
insurmountable. 

And the model within which humanity has lived for almost twenty thousand years is that of accumulation. 

We might define it as follows: an anarchic behaviour, as in anomie, within the earliest nomadic communities based on 
mutual aid; with someone who, going beyond immediate and equal exchange, begins to accumulate – that is, when the 
storage of food becomes linked to power and turns into accumulation: together, they set out on a path that extends right 
up to the present day. 
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We can, in fact, summarise humanity’s journey through the following sequence: the discovery of abundance – 
accumulation – debt – writing – money – capital derived from accumulation; and whilst the entire body of economic 
theory arises from and is refined through the latter, it is within the model of accumulation that all human thought 
develops, from poetry to economics – or, at least, that which we are able to know, given that the discovery of writing – 
which is, moreover, linked to the recording of debt – occurred millennia after the emergence of accumulation itself. Let 
us pause for a moment on the transition between the discovery of abundance and accumulation; the former pertains to 
agriculture whilst the latter to stockpiling and power; in other words, this discovery of abundance (assuming it is a 
discovery at all, as it probably arose more from an observation than from a quest) occurs when there is spontaneous 
overproduction, as in the case of agriculture (sow a single grain, reap ears of corn; and deliberately avoiding the term 
‘natural overproduction’, since agriculture is not natural, being a deliberate human action); Agriculture is therefore 
centred on the possibility of storing such overproduction for the long term (as in the case of grain) and, consequently, of 
being able to plan for the future; over time, or perhaps right from the start – it is impossible to know – the storage of food 
becomes linked to power, turning into accumulation. 

And herein lies the rule of the model, the limitation of today’s society – and, more or less, of all time – which is defined 
by the economy: all material goods and virtually all intangible ones require money to be accessed. A rule certainly 
exacerbated by capitalism, which, in its insatiable drive to devour as much as possible, has monetised every aspect of 
life and made it profitable (see, in this regard, What Money Cannot Buy. The Moral Limits of the Market by M.J. Sandel; 
or, the appropriation of data arising from our connected lives, whether this is a deliberate act or one imposed by the 
system itself; and a description of just how pervasive, taken for granted and hidden from view the market is, can be 
found in Kàlos Bonasia’s compelling essay on Stultifera Navis. 

Returning to the Revolutions, they are nonetheless part of this model of accumulation and, therefore, operate within the 
same economic constraint: the need for money.  

A need that is also a constraint and which inevitably conditions their operation; Cuba, besieged and strangled by the 
blockade which almost entirely restricts its access to hard currencies (primarily the dollar and the euro), is a case in 
point: as a result of this and the recent total ban on fuel, it is living (at the turn of April and May, as I write this essay) 
under a war economy, with the concerns and priorities that such a situation imposes. 

Role Models and Humanity 
A striking feature of these models is that they sometimes take hold even in silence, without any prior debate; and 

humanity adapts to them, simply by conforming to them: for example, this is what happened with the shift from 
capitalism to financialisation; anyone of my age – having been a child in Italy in the early 1960s – may recall this shift, 
with the news programmes gradually, almost imperceptibly, beginning to include, amongst the latest news items, the 
occasional mention of the stock market, whereas today financial affairs – whether concerning individuals, businesses, 
states or the global order – constitute virtually the entire narrative. And, with virtually no cultural opposition, the new 
model has taken hold, putting down deep roots. 

It embodies a duality that is both powerful and highly threatening: powerful because asserting oneself in silence confers 
immense, pervasive strength; threatening because that strength is also insidious and covert: the very opposite of any 
democratic process, which, by contrast, takes place within the realm of public awareness and debate – which, in turn, is 
the path of social deliberation, sometimes the very foundation of the most advanced democracies. 
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After all, as we have seen, the defining feature of a model is precisely that it acts as a framework: with a few, but precise, 
rules, within which one can move freely; in economic terms, this means that its rule, or rules, must be such as to 
encompass everything from subsistence farming for the nuclear family to large-scale global infrastructure, such as, for 
example, that of communications. This is what has happened and continues to happen worldwide with the model, or 
paradigm, of accumulation, which has seen within its framework the Community of the Apostles come to fruition 
alongside Enlightenment societies, Democratic Confederalism alongside absolutism, and socialism alongside the most 
unbridled neoliberalism. The model requires only that its limit or rule be respected: money is necessary for almost 
everything, and for the few things that remain outside its scope, ways are sought to bring them back into it. 

In a similar scenario, the whole of humanity – apart from a few pockets of resistance (which are, in any case, under 
constant attack – and, to give another example, one’s first thought turns to Rojava and its Democratic Confederalism) – is 
forced to adapt to it. 

I mention this trend because the peak of social victories – which can be roughly dated to the 1970s and was the result of 
centuries-long struggles – lies barely half a century behind us. And here we are, in what I consider to be one of 
humanity’s lowest points: how is it possible that we have gone from the peak to the footnote (to use a typographical 
metaphor) in such a short space of time? 

Without wishing to venture into a field that is not my own, I would like to mention three elements which, in my view, 
are fundamental: atomisation, de-literacy and gamification. 

This atomisation occurred both through the break-up of large-scale concentrations – such as, for example, large factories 
– and through relocations to more socially favourable contexts; and through the shift in political discourse from the 
collective to individuals or communities; examples of this include struggles no longer for equality but for individual 
aspects of it, as has been the case with gender, race or disability; struggles that are entirely legitimate in themselves but 
which have diverted resources away from the struggle for social equality (which means being socially equal yet 
personally distinct: that is, the cohesiveness between the society built by humankind and Nature, to which we all 
belong, each with our own particularities). 

‘De-literacy’ – even though literacy rates are officially on the rise globally – refers to phenomena such as a resurgence of 
ignorance and decisions such as cutting funding for state education. 

‘Gamification’ – that is, withdrawing into oneself whilst glued to one’s mobile phone: we feel as though we are looking 
out onto the world, connected globally, knowing everything and everyone, when in fact our social lives are in decline. 

These three elements (though the list ought to be more precise: a brief mention, as just made, will suffice here) have 
plunged humanity into a downward spiral, increasingly robbing us of our ability to acquire and utilise the cognitive tools 
necessary for a profound understanding of the reality in which we live: to make reasoned choices; to avoid becoming 
easy prey, both to the most diverse forms of populism and to the market, due to naivety; and to enjoy life to the full. 

Humanity and Revolution 
Having established these two premises, let us turn to the opening question: is the current situation conducive to a new 

Revolution, or not? 
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Let us begin by introducing another element: control, which has also shifted from the social to the personal sphere; in 
this regard, the proliferation of Hezbollah’s tracking devices is a cause for concern; or the mandatory online use of 
computers (for example, to search the address book), which serves the interests of control and the market: everything 
passes through servers; or the precision of drones; or the information on individuals gleaned from their social media 
accounts (which we use naively, to return to what was just said); To explore the issue of control and repression in greater 
depth, right up to the point of genocide, I refer you to the No Tech For Apartheid website.  

In light of these considerations, it would seem that the current context is not particularly favourable – quite the contrary. 

Even in cultural terms, communication in general – and advertising in particular, the driving force behind unbridled 
consumerism – employs hyperbolic language which, by exaggerating every product or concept to the utmost, ends up 
devaluing words; consider, for instance, the overuse of the noun ‘paradigm’ and its adjective ‘paradigmatic’: any slight 
deviation from the norm is elevated to the status of a paradigm, thereby stripping the term of its true meaning. Or take 
the case of ‘Revolution’; here are a couple of examples, limited to the strict sense of the term: the July Revolution in 
Bangladesh, which brought Muhammad Yunus and microcredit to power (presented as ethical finance but which is 
nothing more than the Dr Jekyll of financialisation); or the Orange Revolution in Ukraine, which threw open the doors to 
the turmoil that culminated in the Odessa massacre and subsequently in war. Without going into the details, labelling 
historical events as ‘revolutions’ when their ideological scope is far more limited – that is, when they are not 
underpinned by a substantial ideological framework capable of transcending the event itself to project itself into the 
history of thought – undermines both their meaning and their inspiration. Moreover, even the noun ‘revolution’ and its 
adjective revolutionary belong to the lexicon most overused in the media and advertising. 

The distortion of minds through the distortion of vocabulary, then, constitutes a further element of this unfavourable 
situation. 

Added to this is a tendency to develop existing ideas rather than produce new ones: it is as if we were throwing 
ourselves into the social arena, but with the handbrake on; at least from a planning perspective. It represents the absence 
of an ideal horizon towards which to strive: whilst the 1970s emerged in a different context, preceded and shaped by 
major events – decolonisation, the peace movement in the wake of the Vietnam War, Cuba demonstrating a socialism of 
the people and for the people, and 1968: to mention the most significant – today the Sun of the Future seems obscured, 
if not entirely concealed, by a certain absence of theoretical output as well as by the volcanic ash, just examined, of the 
financial eruption. 

Lastly, we must address the question of the New Man who places the collective before the individual: is it the New Man 
who brings about the Revolution, or is it the Revolution that creates the New Man? 

Personally, as someone concerned with an evolutionary model, I would reply that it is the model itself that fosters the 
evolution of the New Man. We have already examined what is meant by ‘model’; and by ‘evolution’ I mean a calm yet 
unstoppable flow: if Revolution is a torrent, evolution is a river; there are no leaps, jolts or even waterfalls, but rather a 
steady progress towards the goal. The New Man, then, shapes himself thanks to the context—this time a favourable one
—that the model provides. Let us take the example of war; humanity has built itself a channel that has diverted its 
course: scarcity, which becomes a reality through the accumulation of power; we can describe this as the famous cake 
to be shared: the oppressive burden we have been dragging along since the dawn of settled, structured societies, which 
has made us ferocious for millennia, which has pitted us against one another and to the sole advantage of the strongest, 
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as well as of privilege, often hereditary. The division of the cake thus becomes the catalyst for aggression, the personal 
instinct underlying war, which in turn becomes its social expression. 

I am convinced that the cake to be shared and the concept of scarcity are one and the same: no matter how plentiful the 
cake may be, it is the fact that it represents a fixed quantity – and is therefore tangible, just as the cake on the one hand 
and the number of diners on the other are; and controllable – that inevitably leads to aggression and pits us against one 
another. In such a context, the New Man cannot but be created: the inclination towards collectivity clashes with the 
division of the cake, especially if the cake (the stockpile we have been discussing) is managed by an oppressive power, 
as in the case of the model of accumulation in which we have (almost) always lived. 

But if, on the other hand, the model were to propose a context characterised by economic and social serenity, peace 
would be its social expression. And the same cause-and-effect relationship would apply to the New Man: no longer 
constructed, but rather sprung forth. 

Production and Capitalism 
From chlorophyll synthesis onwards, everything is a matter of production; and those who do not produce directly make 

use of the production of others. Procuring food, in fact, is work and is common to the entire animal and plant kingdoms; 
even organised labour is found amongst animals – one need only think of the familiar bees and ants. And beyond that: 
creative labour also belongs to the animal kingdom, such as that of certain birds – the gardeners – who make themselves 
attractive for mating by embellishing their nests (and in doing so, they defy the natural meritocracy of plumage: if you 
are lucky, you are born with striking plumage; otherwise, you are born plain and struggle to find a mate): in other words, 
they use creativity and productive ingenuity. 

In short, producing is natural. 
Human beings, nevertheless, are indeed animals that are fully part of Nature. Yet, they are also – indeed, above all – 
endowed with a higher structure: I believe, in fact, that the distinction between us and other animals lies in thoughtful 
labour, that inspiration which has led us both to flint tools and to scholarship, leisure, contemplation and, today, to free 
time, but also to contrarian thought and to opposition, to rebellion; with that aspect of thought which is increasingly 
detached from the action expressed in work, to the point of becoming predominant and independent, whilst at the same 
time creating social relations: the human being, then, is a social product, that is to say, an animal structure upon which 
the superstructure generated by thought and social relations has become so deeply ingrained as to be predominant – 
animality, superstructure, social product and so on in an infinite spiral, for it is in a state of becoming. 

As far as production is concerned, this means that it follows the human superstructure step by step, as it is so heavily 
influenced by thought; whilst plant and animal production is a virtually fixed structure, human production changes over 
time, shaped by the particular circumstances of the moment. 

Anyone, therefore, who confuses production with capitalism – and vice versa – is making an error of perspective, both 
historical and anthropological. A venial error, however: whilst the social thought we are familiar with indeed is that 
which has developed within the model of accumulation, it is undeniable that capitalism is the best embodiment of that 
model itself, to the extent that it appears natural, a single trinity. Accumulation, moreover, invented debt from the very 
outset: the multiplication of loaves and fishes – which in this case represent stockpiling – is, in fact, possible only in 
miracles, but the multiplication of capital – which, and not only in this instance, forms part of its accumulation – is a 
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reality thanks in part to debt, which crushes and enslaves states and companies, nations and individuals; this is the 
parthenogenesis of money, brought about by interest: a concept and practice which, moreover, has always been opposed 
by some of the greatest thinkers ever since the birth of currency. This is how capitalism, whose sole purpose is the 
accumulation of capital, is the mode of production most closely aligned with the model of accumulation. 

In any case, it remains merely one of many modes of production. If we compare it to the mutualism of hunter-gatherers, 
collectivisation – which we shall discuss later – constitutes a millennia-old example of this.  

Having cleared up, albeit somewhat hastily, the misunderstanding between production and capitalism, we can now 
address the subject of this essay. 

Can Capitalism be Defeated? 
A seemingly trivial question, yet one that harbours a pitfall: in my view, it is not capitalism, or its offshoot – 

financialisation – but rather the model, or paradigm, of accumulation that must be challenged and defeated. 

Let us start with the internal contradictions of capitalism, which are constantly cited and even welcomed. By exploiting 
these cracks, the movement is convinced that capitalism is not only beatable, but will collapse of its own accord. 

This seems to be the case with the tendency for the rate of profit to fall, the premise underlying virtually all the 
arguments and analyses that present the opportunity to defeat capitalism: however correct this may be from an 
economic/mathematical point of view, are we really certain that this constitutes a contradiction? 

Personally, I believe that capitalism – whose objective, I would remind you, is the accumulation of capital, by any means 
possible – has no contradictions: rather, there are changes in conditions, both internal and external, which it, like any 
human action or doctrine, finds itself having to face. 

Let us simplify the matter here too, just as we have done with the course of human history; bearing in mind that this time 
the course is always and only towards the accumulation of capital. 

First came the rise of industrialisation, with the massive use of labour; then, almost immediately, the introduction of 
machinery, at the expense of labour; finally, and this time not merely at the expense of but actually in direct opposition 
to labour, the gradual yet unstoppable replacement of profit by return. 

It would be pointless and redundant to dwell on the first two stages: let us move straight on to the third, namely return 
supplanting profit. 

We have already seen that the genesis of money is intrinsically linked to money itself – as we understand it today, and 
have always understood it –; indeed, it predates it by several millennia: debt and the interest on it arose well before 
money in the form of currency – and, moreover, before the thinking associated with it. 

We have also already seen how social demands achieved their greatest successes precisely at a time when, on the one 
hand, finance was beginning to creep into our minds; and, on the other hand, automation was continuing its tentative 
toddling before, on the wings of information technology, breaking into a wild and powerful gallop. 
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This contradiction, then, revealed itself as a new context brimming with opportunities. 

Admittedly, the concept of capital accumulation – which until then had been largely linked to production – needed to 
be redefined; but the return derived from possession – be it stockpiling or land ownership – upon which the nobility and 
the Church had built their fortunes was already well understood: the solution lay there, ready and waiting, just to be put 
into practice – so much for a contradiction! –. 

This repositioning, however, could not be entirely painless; undermining profit in favour of return meant – and so it 
proved – sacrificing capitalism as we knew it: producing at cost x and reselling at price x+y, with y also encompassing 
surplus labour. 

The course had to be recalculated, and so be it if a few entrepreneurs had to pay the price: financialisation, through a 
surgical amputation of the now-useless part, simply eliminated what had become a burden; that is, those small and 
medium-sized entrepreneurs who were destined to be swallowed up or made to disappear by the mega-corporation of 
the moment. Let us look at some examples: the many suicides because it is no longer possible to carry on; the grim 
takeovers (secured with the false promise – rarely kept, in fact – of being allowed to stay in their own businesses); the 
closures of businesses, from shops to companies. All entrepreneurs sacrificed on the altar of accumulation; all profits 
undermined by financial acceleration. 

As for the workforce, the real profit today lies in control – in keeping the people in check; in the appropriation of data, 
stolen from the consenting public; in the commodification of even the most intimate aspects of people’s lives, again with 
their tacit consent. Sacrifices (which, incidentally, have always been part and parcel of the capitalist mode of production) 
and adjustments have been necessary for you too: from workers to consumers, from workers to debtors, from workers to 
data creators. It is a pity, however, that the data is then monetised by capital, not by its creators (and the idea of taxing 
data to redistribute the wealth it generates – although considered by many to be a useful move to mitigate social 
inequality, and it certainly is – would, in any case, not take us out of the model of accumulation: it mitigates but does 
not solve the problem). 

Yes, but from within! 
Now the question is this: is financialisation capitalism or not? 

If we analyse the end goal – the accumulation of capital – then absolutely yes; indeed, it is the spin-off that has enabled 
capitalism to definitively overcome the tendency for the rate of profit to fall. 

It is, however, when analysing the means – profit – that one encounters a resounding ‘no’: although not yet fully realised, 
it remains a ‘no’ nonetheless. 

I am convinced that whilst the issue may sometimes be different in ethical terms, from an identity perspective it is the 
end that defines belonging; Socialism, for example, is defined by social equality, which is its end, not by the class 
struggle, which is, on the other hand, merely the means (whilst ethically, in this case, there are no differences). 
Be that as it may, regarding the topic of the rate of profit, this question too is more or less irrelevant, although it is an 
interesting theoretical debate. 
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The fact remains that capitalism has been defeated from within; or, rather, that it has been demonstrated how an action 
aimed at the very same end has shattered the capitalist means, namely profit; perhaps capitalism has not been defeated, 
but profit has, and from within. 

What is certain is that, from the workers’ point of view – and if this had been achieved by their own efforts – it would 
have been a Pyrrhic victory: profit has been defeated, but returns is far less amenable to challenge than profit. The latter, 
in fact, thanks, for example, to wildcat and selective strikes, has been eroded to such an extent as to bring about major 
social advances; and all this because its essence lies in materiality – production. Whereas returns, which are intrinsically 
immaterial, elude the struggle and its traditional tools. 

But if we no longer live in times favourable to a Revolution, and if defeating capitalism from within leads to the victory 
of an even more invincible enemy, does the people still have the tools to confront and defeat capitalism/financialisation? 
And if so, what are they? 

To begin with, in my view, we must stop confusing production with capitalism; although this entails a painful step back 
from our long-held and familiar convictions and beliefs (including both those opposed to and those in favour of the 
model); all of them have written chapters that are both inspiring and abhorrent, but there is no doubt that they have 
succeeded in shaping the thoughts, consciences and actions of humanity. Is it possible, then, to call for such a step back? 
– will socialism itself, once victorious and therefore no longer in conflict with capitalism, remain unchanged or adapt to 
its new circumstances? – but it is also a challenging prospect: the ever-increasing global dominance of accumulation and 
its entrenchment over millennia imply, above all, a cultural struggle of such magnitude that it can have a profound 
impact on every one of us; in other words, a social project capable of countering and replacing, both culturally and in 
reality, that of accumulation. 

It is also true that production is now coming under attack from an environmental perspective as well: nature is no longer 
able to sustain today’s insatiable consumption; such a project must therefore address both social and environmental 
issues (though the environmental aspect is so vast and significant that it requires a level of attention which would go 
beyond the scope of this essay: let us continue with the main topic, whilst remaining aware that defeating capitalism 
means, for humanity, that we are only halfway there). 

The Cultural Contrast 
The American Dream – that is, the idea that anyone can become rich through hard work and unwavering commitment, 

perhaps by starting a business – is the very essence of the propaganda surrounding the model of accumulation. 

A dream that the media has peddled to us in every possible form, including through Hollywood; just as, in ancient 
Mediterranean times, the social model was disseminated and upheld by Greek mythology and the Roman myth of the 
ancestors. 

What they do not say, however, is that the American Dream is shattered by the lack of access to the capital required for 
investment. 

The American Dream, then, is in itself positive because it relates to the evolutionary drive of production (although it is 
immediately identified with capitalism; and therefore with oppression and exploitation. But let us reiterate that 
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production and capitalism are not the same thing: the latter is merely one form amongst many possible ones. It can, and 
must, be reimagined in ecological terms, distinct from capitalist ones, to form the backbone of the cultural opposition to 
capitalism itself. In other words, a new society no longer based on the paradigm of accumulation and which, therefore, 
can be both egalitarian and free to engage in enterprise (whilst remaining within the limits imposed by Nature). 

This new paradigm, or model, could be achieved by shifting the framework within which all human action takes place 
from the economy to Nature. The consequence is that current thinking is turned on its head: the limit is no longer 
economic resources but natural resources and the resilience of Mother Earth. The new paradigm of self-determination to 
which I refer envisages the use of unlimited economic resources available to everyone, provided this remains within 
Nature’s limits; in this way, it outshines the American dream on its own terms – those of free enterprise and profit – a 
dream which, by contrast, faces a real, often insurmountable barrier in the form of access to the necessary capital. 

It is worth making a brief digression here on the subject of the wall. It is, perhaps, a contradiction inherent in capitalism. 
It lies at the heart of a model which, in fact, promises free access to entrepreneurship, only to renege on that promise 
when it comes to access to the necessary capital: far from free, it is in fact extremely difficult to obtain and, above all, 
reserved for those who can afford it, whether in terms of equity capital (and here we are already in the realm of the 
privileged) or in terms of the guarantees required to secure a loan (a condition that is, too, by no means common or 
widespread). And it is a cultural contradiction or, perhaps, merely a lie, a smokescreen, a way of trying to secure consent 
and control. What is certain is the presence of a crack in the capitalist model; and it is such that it cannot escape the 
struggle, thus making it addressable and likely to be successful. And by successful I mean that promoting free enterprise 
and profit (within the rules of the new model) does not, in this case, refer to combating return– and the system that 
creates it – but to broadening support for the new model across the business sector, including entrepreneurs; and 
decoupling business activity from the rentier’s system. 

On every issue, including this one, there is an urgent need to counter a cultural divide that is also becoming an 
economic one. 

And working towards the creation of a new society is now more important than ever: humanity’s drastic decline 
under the onslaught of the accumulation model makes the situation extremely grave, if not almost fatal; we are 
precisely at the point where it is necessary and our duty to oppose this plunge into the abyss by every possible 
means, without ruling out any option. 

Does this new society exist, or is it merely a heartfelt hope? 

Conclusions 
On Jus Semper’s portal, I have already presented and advocated for Filoponìa, the innovative, coherent and practical 

model for a social order in which – at last! – the environment, the market and equality – the three elements that have 
always been in conflict – coexist peacefully; its motto is a society free from the economy and an economy free from 
debt; it has been reviewed from eight different perspectives (economic, sociological, biological, ecological, 
philosophical, socialist, managerial and popular), and an initial version was published by Meltemi in 2019 (*Work and 
Value in the Age of Robots – Artificial Intelligence and Non-Employment* by D. Astrologo, A. Surbone, P. Terna); some 
basic information, in addition to that contained in the essays published here, can be found at www.surbone.it/info.pdf. 
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In Filoponìa, everything described so far is present, including the abolition of rentiers and the system that creates it; 
however, this is not its specific objective – as it was in Zapata’s *Tierra y libertad* – but rather the natural emergence, as 
with the Alps millions of years ago, of its proactive topography. 

Filoponìa, in fact, arises and evolves in a positive, rather than oppositional, manner; that is to say, by taking that painful 
but necessary step backwards, it addresses the whole of humanity and not just a single part of it: one of the neologisms 
featured in the text is ehumanity (whose derivatives are ehumanism, the movement dedicated to it, and ehumanist, the 
adjective), a portmanteau of eu- and humanity to denote a new humanity shaped by goodness. 

This is not the place to dwell on technical details: I shall rely one last time on an example, returning to the discussion of 
the collective. 
  
Filoponìa maintains private ownership of the means of production and, by breaking the chains of the money/power 
dichotomy, nevertheless manages to be both an egalitarian society and a genuine innovation compared to the current 
dualism between private and state ownership of the means of production. What if ownership of the means of production 
were not state-owned but collective? Well, widespread Filoponic diffused capital, by virtue of its characteristics as a 
Common Good on a par with air, constitutes a variant of collective ownership of the means of production and embodies 
fraternity – according to the beautiful definition given by Pope Francis during the plenary session of the Pontifical 
Academy of Social Sciences on 24 April 2017 – within the economy: available to anyone and exercised through free 
will. This is a necessary variant because it temporarily transfers management to the individual whilst humanity acquires 
the full range of cognitive tools and attains that universal epistocracy which is the indispensable basis for a 
collectivisation of the means of production, the management of which does not generate hierarchical or class differences 
either within production itself or in society at large; to which is added the mitigation, and ultimately the elimination, of 
alienation: an elimination which lies at the heart of collectivism. 

There is therefore an urgent need to move beyond not the dualism that has governed the world since the Industrial 
Revolution, but rather the framework that encompasses both – accumulation: to demonstrate – by promoting profit that 
no longer stems from exploitation and subjugation but from a way of doing business that finally respects both people 
and the environment – that Filoponìa outshines it on its own ground, and to show that today’s bellicose escalation is not 
only wrong from every point of view but, above all, obsolete from the perspective of business. The blockade of Cuba, in 
fact, demonstrates – and makes abundantly clear – that within the current paradigm, self-determination, whether internal 
or in relations with other countries, is at the discretion of others: accumulation and genuine, complete self-determination 
are an oxymoron. 

Defeating capitalism from within, or rather, the empire that encompasses both capitalism and financialisation and places 
a strong emphasis on the concept of subjugation. It is an issue that goes far beyond the mere economic and political 
spheres. It entails, amongst its many consequences, both new, inclusive social relationships and absolute respect for the 
environment through Degrowth; the environmental aspect that forms part of the Philoponic proposal, but is also 
endowed within it – so that it may finally be realised as a model – with the necessary economic and social 
compensation provided by a peaceful society such as the Philoponic one. 

I shall conclude by quoting André Gorz, a great thinker who spanned the entire twentieth century, who in Farewell to the 
Proletariat: Beyond Socialism (1980) wrote: ‘If the working class is what it is, if its class-being is positive, it cannot cease 
to be what capital has made of it except through a rupture within the very structure of capital itself: although from a 
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partisan point of view, Gorz perfectly anticipates the essence of diffuse ehumanist diffused capital and, in an ideal sense, 
opens the door to this innovative perspective for culturally defeating capital from within, by insinuating itself into the 
crack in the American dream. 
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