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  1.1 Introduction


  The present volume describes, building upon the theoretical argument of Micocci (2002, 2008/2010), the socialized intellectual structure behind the main economic, political and social actions and theories of our times. Such generalized intellectuality, which it would be imprecise and misleading to call culture, is here rendered as a dichotomy between a “revolutionary” mode of thought, capable of conceiving ruptures with disappearance, and a moderate one, open to diversity but blind to otherness and capable only of conceiving of mediations, even when ruptures with disappearances are taking place. We shall show that the historical development of capitalism from Adam Smith to our days has denatured revolutionary ideas, transforming them into moderate conceptions. The consequences are important in theory and in practice.


  Capitalism as we know it in fact, as Marx made clear, is made of dialectical political, economic and social relationships similar in their nature to the moderate intellectual mode. It follows that economic, political and social activities can be thought of, in general, as forms of mediation that exclude ruptures with disappearance. We shall argue in what follows that this determines some fundamental general characteristics of capitalist reality. Economic policies boil down to the war–trade alternative we all can see and to the management of economic activities made necessary by the imperfection of what is, nonetheless, called “market.” As a consequence there is no alternative whatsoever to the presence of institutionally organized aggregates built around nonliberal concepts of the moderate type.


  The numerous economic and political ideas and practices that we find in the real world, and that appear to be in conflict with each other because of their differences, are instead homogeneous from the general logical point of view. They respond very well to the maieutic of the moderate dominant intellectuality because they are analogous to it in terms of logical structure. It follows that they cannot in any way produce ruptures, nor true novelties. They limit themselves to supplying a cluster of identifiable and usable objects that need not necessarily be tied to truly material entities. We shall see in the next section that this type of operation is a metaphysics that can contemplate neither the abstract nor the concrete.


  The general character of capitalism is thus based on completely intellectual transactions of a moderate kind that take place at the level of metaphysics. Society and the institutions are created and molded right in the metaphysics, just like economic policies and the material transactions of the economy. Everything is observed and practiced through such intellectual lenses.1 This prevents the complete development of the market of free competition as envisaged by Adam Smith and the first liberal thinkers, and of course also of its alternative, the anarchic communism of Marx, Kropotkin, and Bakunin.


  Moderate economic and political positions grounded in the metaphysical rather than in the concrete and in logics (the abstract) replace communism and free market liberalism. They fit much better than revolutionary positions the economic and political transactions of capitalism as we know it nowadays and contribute to the missing development in the direction of free competition, or alternatively the next mode of production.


  Capitalism has thus become, instead of the free market with a minimal or nonexisting state that could be imagined during the industrial revolution, an organic state, with a forced socialization and economic relationships and structures that are very far from free competition. The state is compelled to regulate all this, and whatever the way regulation is pursued, it must be done involving, and thereby forcefully socializing, the individuals that compose the population. Such collective involvement, based on the moderate modes of thought and referred to an approximate ethics (for which ethics, morality and values are spuriously mixed) takes forms of reciprocal organized violence between institutionalized groups.


  The above means that the entailed mediation is expressed as the practice of intolerance. Diversity is continuously compelled to mediate its positions to survive, while otherness (we shall see the importance of this difference in Chapters 2 and 3) goes simply unrecognized. In so doing, capitalism excludes those very two main revolutionary positions (anarchism/communism and free market liberalism) which seemed best to interpret its revolutionary historical momentum. The present is organic, moderate, regulated and bellicose, and based on the reciprocal animosity between institutionalized nuclei. Such animosity must be resolved (mediated) at all costs: hence the conflicts, bellical or otherwise.


  With the present volume we want show that the construction of a world without organized violence and with the widest liberties needs a return to the logic of revolutionary thought.


  1.2 Origins of the Argument


  Micocci (2002, 2008/2010), of which the present volume is a sort of appendix and a caveat, seek to explain the metaphysical nature of the political and economic world we live in. We shall review, and add to, their main argument in this section.


  We can start, following Marx, from the question of the relationship between the practices of capitalism and the dialectics. The dialectics consists in an intellectual process that Hegel attributes, among other things, to the history and institutions of humankind. These progress, to Hegel, through interactions between objects of different nature that operate as contradictions but never as real opposition à la Kant. To such an interaction follows a resolution: the result presents itself, in various guises and forms, as an evolved combination of the two horns of the contradiction. It can even look as just one of the two because it contains in any case the characteristics of the other. Reality exists only as a continuous flux, insecurely.


  History does produce disappearances, but Hegel excludes them from it, for history to him must keep to its dialectical evolutionary mode. We shall develop this theme in a number of places in this volume.


  To start with, the above leads to the use of dialectics to explain—and thereby to sanction—the status quo. History has a direction, theological for Hegel and human for those who ape him, especially among the Marxists. The succession of the various human institutionalized forms, being dialectical, is intrinsically violent. By violence is meant that the interaction between the two horns is necessary, even inevitable. Forms must lose individuality, diluting themselves through the flowing of history, giving in to the pressure of contradictions. This is supposed to lead to new, ever higher, results of the dialectical interaction.


  Dialectics, Hegelian and non-Hegelian, compels reality to evolve through relationships of continuous exchange, depriving the single forms of their individuality. Generalized dialectics excludes real opposition, that form of reciprocal incompatibility that compels one of the horns of the contradiction to completely and forever disappear: for instance, the way of life characterized by occasional barter is completely eliminated by the appearance of capitalism, like inefficient firms in the theory of perfect competition.


  It was Marx who noticed that capitalism is made of economic and political relationships of the dialectical vulgar Hegelian kind. This is the core of the problem studied in Micocci (2002, 2008/2010), which we will build upon here. Dialectics can only supply mediations without exclusion (these last are what we call rupture with disappearance): it is a moderate mode of thought. A dialectical capitalism is therefore internally incompatible with the logic of perfect competition and with the libertarian aspirations associated with it, and externally incompatible with the need, as a historical mode of production, to qualify itself as a rupture (with disappearance) vis-à-vis the preceding modes of production. Many practical characteristics of capitalism (e.g., the nation-state, the incomplete and/or regulated market, repressive authoritarianism, or organic society) follow from this.


  The consequence of this erroneous intellectual methodology is that economic, political and social relationships constitute a metaphysics. By refusing real oppositions, capitalist intellectuality is the main cause of the insulation of capitalism itself from nature in general. This last can be dialectical and nondialectical, independently from human rationalization. Such insulation leads us to consider everything that happens in society as exclusively human and social. Social discourse is detached both from the abstract (the pursuing of a logical thought, neither limited nor limiting) and from the concrete, nature. This last is no longer directly observed: it is, instead, mediated through human intellectual categories that are dialectical and moderate—the metaphysics.


  In this framework of insulation from the revolutionary and unpredictable character of nature and therefore, necessarily, of history, capitalism presents itself as simultaneously uncertain and deindividualized on the one hand and perfectly homogeneous on the other. The presence of a general insecurity in the features of even human and individual categories causes the continuous iteration of the various actions possible under capitalism, in economics and politics, but also in a cultural sense. The moderate (dialectical) homogeneity of the general intellectuality, being logically flawed as explained above, in this framework can only propose “appropriate values” (Micocci, 2008a, p. 50). That means a moralistic attitude which, corresponding to shared values, can be put forward as an ethics. The whole, it is easy to see, amounts to a dangerous approximation.


  Precisely the presence of such vague, approximate and nonrigorous ethics keeps institutionalized societies together, contributing to the further declension of economic and social thought toward moderation. The nation-state meant as the basic nucleus in the framework of international relationships that limit themselves to conjugate war and trade is the inevitable consequence. The need to adapt theories, ideologies and even utopias to this limited and limiting framework causes a further turn of the moderate screw.


  Micocci (2002, 2008/2010) discusses how this situation poses serious problems to philosophical materialism (which, given the above, is the true alternative to capitalism as we know it). The fact that the generalized intellectuality of capitalism and the exclusively metaphysical environment in which all material and intellectual activities take place has lost touch with the concrete (the material) constitutes, besides a political and economic problem, a philosophical question: the revolutionary positions in the sense of this volume, which are logically in tune with the unfolding of nature and history, are simply incommunicable to the metaphysics of capitalism. Even if they were perfect, capitalism would not be able to recognize them, let alone use them.


  The main question is the schizophrenia between the dominant socialized, moderate and dialectical thought and the individuality that is indispensable to revolutionary thought.2 The flawed limitedness of the dominant moderate thought must then defend its sociality. That means—and implies—that a vast array of heterogeneous things (state, community, culture, political and economic systems, tradition, nationalism and so on) is protected and summarized by the mistaken and vague mixture of moderate thought, ethics and morality explained above. The apparent infinity, corporeity3 and historical profundity of such things, together with their hard-to-challenge ethical nature (because vague and erroneous but rooted in presumed social and historical bases), generate a further tendency of the capitalistic metaphysics4 toward organized violence.


  We are facing a paradoxical economic, social and political situation. Capitalism has precluded to itself the possibility of evolving in the market sense envisaged by Adam Smith and Karl Marx. In so doing it has frozen its own historical evolution, granting for itself a sort of metaphysical suspension within which it can indefinitely operate. This suspension replaces the revolutionary dynamism of the market and of anarchistic communism with the continuous mediations capitalism as we know it amounts to. These mediations are mistakenly perceived, by the social scientists as well as by the lay person, as the uncertainty of the market. They are instead, inevitably, the infinite iterations of an intellectually homogeneous matter that is vague enough, for its lack of individuality, to look variable.


  The mass of iterations that take place has an enormous advantage visà-vis the capitalist dynamism that never was. Having lost the individuality that comes with the market and all the other abstract political and economic categories it can—and must—refer itself to present structures and things, which appear endowed with presumed historical origins. Such structures and things are perfectly metaphysical, mere transcensions of material objects and abstract concepts. The same holds for the historical origins of everything: history, when produced in a metaphysical way, is isolated from nature and reduced to a human socialized narrative deprived of individuality. Everything is perfectly intellectual, in the moderate sense.5


  In other words, the intellectual metaphysics creates a world that is perfectly metaphysical in all its aspects as well as in its understanding of itself. The perverted connection between a wrong and vague ethics and the appeal to what you already know of the world can only beget conservative ideas even when, as in the cases of socialists and fascists, revolution is being talked about. The idea of revolution itself is disfigured into a moderate transformation, violent and proselytistic, in which a nucleus, with the masses it attracts, opposes itself to another, like in the war–trade conception of economic policies and international relations. We shall see that such a general mentality perfectly corresponds to the fascist point of view.


  In any case, in such framework the role of economic and political ideas is neither general nor structural. Economic and political ideas only serve as occasional and interchangeable cover-ups for the decisions taken by the collectivity or by its representatives, or for the lack of decisions, or just to support the very idea that this or that community exists. The iterativeness of the economic and political debate—even, as seen above, when it claims revolutionary, subversive and catastrophic goals—is fed by the very apparent variety of ideal positions available. The compatibility, that is, the amenability to dialectical contradictions typical of the moderate mode of thought, is granted by the intellectual homogeneity such positions inevitably come from.


  We have come back to the main question, that is, the incompatibility between ideas which only can allow the practice of tolerance. We have not said recognition of incompatibility because this is simply inevitable. The main aim of the whole activity of capitalism as we have just described it is the indefinite postponement of the meeting with the incompatible. This is the cause of the intrinsic organized violence of the capitalist system, which continuously undermines the capitalist structure but simultaneously, in so doing, grants its survival. The loss of individuality of humans, objects and ideas is the price to pay. Such a price, we shall see in the following pages, is always merrily paid. This general lighthearted attitude is what we shall call in this volume perfidy.


  Two important consequences follow: the first is that the main political and economic ideologies, which we shall visit in the central chapters of the text, become the more empty the more they are powerful in practice. They have an evocative rather than analytical and/or positive power. This is simply frightening, and fundamental in molding in practice the dominant capitalist intellectuality.


  The second consequence is that in order to return their typical variability6 to history and nature in general we must cultivate the revolutionary approach. I tend to call such an approach, which should be necessarily based on the concrete, materialistic; but this is secondary here. We have to emancipate ourselves from this intellectual monster that holds us in its embrace governing, considering what so far has been said, also our emotions.


  Micocci (2002, 2008a) and the present volume are written from a Western perspective and discuss a system that, despite being a worldwide system, is Western. The basic references to identify revolutions are therefore the only two forms of such activity in the West: anarchist Marxism and free market liberalism (this last, we must admit without hypocrisy, also presents anarchist tendencies). There could be others, but I do not see them. Desiring them is not sufficient to write about them, though it helps to bear life.


  1.3 Method and Subject Matter


  The first thing we notice concerning the metaphysics is that it depends upon discourses articulated in words. This could look wonderful to many, and a source of creativity, and—why not—poetry. But the very opposite is true. Words are no longer, in our days, Cicero’s illusion cultivated until the times of Vico and beyond:


  
    ut signa quaedam sic verba rebus inpressit hominesque antea dissociatos iucundissimo inter se sermonis vinclo coligavit. (Cicero, 1994, Book III, II, p. 124)

  


  They rather are, within the metaphysics, what Epicurus feared as the enemy of man, philosophy and nature. Diogene Laerzio reminds us that the Epicureans


  
    refuse dialectics as superfluous, for those who study nature should limit themselves to adopt the natural terms of things. (2002, 31, p. 411)

  


  In fact,


  
    There are two types of investigation, one relative to things, the other relative to pure and simple words. (ibid., 34, p. 412)

  


  As argued in Micocci (2008/2010), capitalism as we know it organizes its own intellectuality not on what Epicurus would call prolepsis and catalepsis (anticipations and immediate apprehension of the real, Diogene Laerzio, 33, p. 412), that is, on sensations, the anticipations, the feelings, cold and non-cold rationality, but on the continuous practice of hypolepsis.


  
    They call opinion also supposition (υποληψις) and distinguish true from false opinions. (ibid., 34)

  


  Truth is what senses confirm or do not contradict, falsity the opposite.7


  Hypolepsis is the basis of metaphysics for us.


  
    False and error depend always on the juxtaposition of a mere opinion upon what is waiting to be critically confirmed. (ibid., 50, p. 418, Letter of Epicurus to Erodoto)

  


  In sum, due to the capitalist metaphysics and its typical way of thinking, the dominant intellectuality practices hypolepsis. This last needs transcending goals (gods, ethics and similar) and leads to an “investigation relative to words” rather than “relative to things.” The only alternative is materialistic thought, what we have called revolutionary thought, for it starts from the concrete and practices logic without fears, as far as its most radical consequences. We are talking about what happens in the framework of institutionalized economic and political relationships. The more general philosophical problem must be put aside for the time being.


  In capitalism in practice we witness a continuous intersecting of useless (for they are homogeneous, alternative and interchangeable) discourses. The objects of such discourses are no longer material, nor are they abstract: they are metaphysical. As such they can be understood, misunderstood, perfectly rendered or deformed, and above all they can be approximated at leisure, without fear of being caught in the wrong.


  A typical example is the use of economic categories made even by many economists, especially those oriented toward practical activity. Instead of using their concepts, which are mathematical in order to enhance their simplicity and brevity (hence the need, for practical use, to fill them with empirical data), as useful stylizations, they operate on the real armed with the pure economic concept. This happened often in the history of capitalism. Nevertheless, the last 30 years have given us the plague of Neoliberalism (see Chapter 17) that has transformed this idiotic behavior into a true work method.


  It is a common problem. Just consider how economists and politicians, and unfortunately anybody else, talk about “market” in order to intend the most diverse things. Despite such astonishing approximation, everybody seems to understand what is being meant, not just in general but down to the subtlest shades of meaning, even those depending on circumstances. All this is possible precisely because the metaphysics—the dominant moderate intellectuality—deprives men, things and concepts of a secure individuality. Nobody and nothing is, but only evokes images that are not of the self but of what the self is supposed to be for the hypolepsis that iteratively come to be concerned with it.


  We can now identify as revolutionary any rigorous thought that can distinguish the concrete, the abstract and the metaphysical. We can also infer from it—but this is secondary here, and we do it for clarity’s sake only—that the practice of such thought—philosophy—becomes a practice of individual emancipation and coincides with revolution. That would mean a true revolution, individual, neither proselytistic nor violent. Emancipation and logic must go hand in hand, detached from the dominant intellectuality.


  The above inevitably leads to facing the alternative between operating within and without society. Such a very serious predicament explains, and partly justifies, the moderate tendency that intellectually revolutionary positions have taken. We unfortunately must choose between remaining within capitalism as we know it or getting out of it.8 The risk is that of isolating oneself from the communication point of view, enhancing one’s individual impotence. The only way to pursue this analysis without incommunicability is therefore to drive it back to the social sciences, and to the dichotomy between moderate and revolutionary thought, hoping by this move to establish a connection.


  The most banal outcome of the type of research here pursued is the apparent inversion (relative to the common usage) of meaning when defining what radical means in terms of ideas. Positions that are usually defined as radical and even revolutionary are here taken as ideal types of intellectual moderation: socialism and fascism are two evident cases. Instead ideas about which the moderates of politics, and sometimes even free marketeers and conservatives, exert their minds, such as free market liberalism, here are revolutionary. Also, that very revolutionary characteristic that everybody, friends and foes, would like capitalism to have, that is, innovation capacity, is here firmly denied, following the logic of Micocci (2002, 2008/2010).


  In fact, if the above holds true, the dynamism and innovation everybody believes to see, and which even enter the very definition of capitalism, are only illusions. They are in reality continuous and boring iterations that keep reproposing, in guises only apparently different, an intellectually homogeneous material molded by circumstances into something different but never “other.” Being “different” here means having much that is evocative but little that is individual. This has important consequences for the method of the social sciences.


  In fact the concepts that are used necessarily present the characteristic of being reciprocally alternative, but at the same time perfectly interchangeable. The only way to render them individual—if only vaguely and formally—is the application of the maximum subtlety and precision to their use and to the entities they refer to. Economic efficiency, for instance, acquires a degree of technicality which makes its criteria more rigid, and economic welfare becomes the application of a precision criterion compatible with the dominant (or market) economics, starting from the so-called Pareto Optimum (which we shall discuss at several points). In this case the evocative feature is sublimated: to understand it, technicalities must be understood. This also facilitates the opposite operation.


  We therefore need, in what follows, to stick to the accepted classification of the social sciences, and of the ideas within each of them. While presenting those positions that have proved more relevant in determining the shape of capitalism as we know it we will often find ourselves struggling
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