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It was about the beginning of February 1972, if I remember correctly. I was soon to turn thirteen. A friend with whom I played tennis, Giovanni Musio, gave me a double record, saying: ‘My older brother gave it to me. It’s strange music, not really rock or beat. I don’t like it, if you want to take it. You should like it.’ About a couple of months earlier, wandering as I did every Saturday on my way home from school among the stalls of the Senigallia fair in Milan, which was taking place right under the windows of my house, a long-haired man (a character I was both terrified of and attracted to), at the corner of Via Calatafini and Via San Luca in Milano, stopped me and said: ‘Listen to this record. It’s a bomb!’ ‘But I have no money, only 100 lire.’ ‘Alright, give me those.’ I went home and after lunch, locked in my room, making sure nobody came in, almost as if I were smoking a joint, I put that vinyl on the platter. It was The Doors’ first record. Two tracks blew me away: ‘Light My Fire’ and ‘The End’ – not to mention ‘Break on Through (To the Other Side)’. Another band, other than the Beatles and the Rolling Stones! I began to get interested in the kind of music they called acid rock or psychedelic rock and to talk about it with friends. I was then very interested when Giovanni Musio gave me that record a few months later. So interested that, after listening to it the first time, I listened to it several more times. It was the double live album, Live/Dead, by the Grateful Dead.
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In the course of my life, especially during the 1970s, I was able to delve into the themes and reasons behind rock music. This interest was also a kind of political initiation. Radical transformations in society are often accompanied by new styles of music. Rock music was this and this was its social value, like other musical expressions: moments of political identification and intersubjective communication, necessary conditions for initiating a political process. I therefore have rock music to thank for the fact that I began to take an interest in politics, as early as the 1970s, during high school. To think that back then, lying in bed, you could choose whether to listen to Jimi Hendrix or Pink Floyd or King Crimson, Moby Grape or The Jeffersons or Quicksilver mixed with The Dead, still gives me goosebumps. And yet, at that time, it was completely normal.

It is from this humus that this book was born. The idea, that is, that rock and politics are in any case linked, and from this point of view the music of the Grateful Dead is an excellent exemplification.

This bond, as it happens, has often characterized the friendships and discussions with many friends and comrades with whom I have exchanged political opinions and actions. The list would be endless, but I would like to thank some of them. Giorgio Griziotti and Massimiliano Guareschi read a first draft and helped improve its form. Salvo Leonardi, among the Dead’s most knowledgeable music connoisseurs. Riccardo Bellofiore, with whom even on the musical side of psychedelic rock (he is more a Jefferson Airplane lover) I was able to express differences, and not only on economic theory. Alex Foti, who gave me an invaluable book as a gift: The Deadheads Taping Compendium. Giorgio Bonazzi, aka ‘Mingus’, and Carlo Cuccomarino (recently passed away), with whom I had the opportunity to exchange good music, good food and good vibes, and many others, including Matteo Tassinari, an expert music connoisseur.
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This book is dedicated to our daughter Sole, so that she too may one day be spoilt for choice when faced with musical contributions of high innovative and social value. If that happens, it will mean that ‘the times are a-changin’’ (Bob Dylan).

P.S.: One final note. Every time I listen to Russian composer Pyotr Ilyich Tchaikovsky’s Violin Concerto in D major op. 35 for pleasure, I cannot help but think how this extraordinary concerto anticipates the quintessence of psychedelic music. Listening to it, I can feel the same emotional vibrations as some live versions of the Grateful Dead’s ‘Dark Star’, demonstrating, if proof were needed, that a certain kind of music, the kind that moves from subjectivities in conflict with themselves and the world around them, in a perpetual yearning for subversion and change, free of any commodification but an expression of the autonomy of thought and being, regardless of the modes and forms of execution, is united in the expression of the psyche and the human community in excess. I would like to remind you that the premiere of Tchaikovsky’s concert in Vienna on 4 December 1881 was crushed in the Neue Freie Presse by the famous German critic Eduard Hanslick, whose view of the music was far removed from that of the Russian composer. Hanslick writes: ‘Listening to the Tchaikovsky concerto, it occurred to me that there is such a thing as stinky music (stinkende Musik)’.

Here, this book is also dedicated to all ‘stinky music’, our music.



Preface to the English Edition


Introduction

Human history is made up of historical phases that follow one another in a way that is linear, by ‘cycles and counter cycles of growth and decay’,1 and also emerges, always different, because each epoch is traversed by its own social and economic dialectics, that is, its own political culture. The phase we are currently experiencing is the one that marks the transition from the third technological revolution to the fourth. Very briefly, according to studies of the evolution of technical progress, which refer to Kondratief’s long-wave theory,2 the first technological (so-called ‘industrial’) revolution took place at the end of the eighteenth century in England and marked the start of the capitalist system with the French Revolution of 1789. This system is still the one we live in today, although it has undergone profound and structural changes from its origins in the early nineteenth century. The second technological leap is the one that marks the transition from craft capitalism to the Taylorist capitalism of the large factory at the beginning of the twentieth century. It is the birth of the figure of the mass worker3 who replaces the craft worker, thanks to the exploitation of static economies of scale, able to foster high growth in industrial-manufacturing productivity (tangible production) and thus a higher rate of economic growth. The Taylorist and Fordist paradigm entered a crisis at the turn of the 1960s and 1970s due to the excessive rigidity of production and technological organization and the saturation of demand for durable goods in the dominant sectors. This was the beginning of the third technological revolution (Information Communication Technology), partially the subject of this book, which for the first time in the history of capitalism saw the accumulation process increasingly focus on intangible production at the expense of industrial-material production. The new paradigm not only disrupts economic organization but also introduces new factors of valorization, such as the virtual space created by the internet, learning and social relations. Work itself changes structurally, requiring new skills both in terms of training and human social cooperation. The relationship between human being and machines begins to change. It still remains a relationship between different and separate inputs, but work performance is no longer a mere appendage of the machine, it increasingly requires the utilization of the workers’ vital skills and faculties. The machine tends to become cognitive and talking, albeit with very crude alphabets, and requires interlocution with the human brain, senses and memory.

The ICT paradigm fosters the process of internationalization of production and sets in motion new techniques for financing accumulation activity (financialization) in a context in which the global financial order is disrupted by the collapse of the Bretton Woods system and money becomes pure digital money, losing all connection with physical matter (gold). Its value is increasingly determined by the speculative conventions acted out from time to time by international financial companies that increasingly centralize the management and control (but not the ownership) of huge virtual liquid sums in a few hands.

Currently, technological evolution seems to be moving towards the definition of a new technological paradigm, which some call the fourth industrial revolution.4 There are several signs that things are moving in this direction. Without wishing to be exhaustive, we can note that in the last decade we have witnessed an increase in moments of economic and social crisis, especially in the aftermath of the severe global financial crisis of 2007–8. Moreover, on the technological front, we are witnessing an acceleration of innovative capacity, now increasingly directed and commanded by large international corporations, both in the West and East of the world.

This innovative capacity moves mainly in three directions.

The first has to do with the technologies of life, bio-technologies. Since the discovery at the beginning of the new millennium that there is an alphabet of life (the decryption of the human genome) and then in 2012 the discovery of how to decipher and alter it (the discovery of the molecular scissors CRISPR/Cas9), we are faced with a swarm of innovations that ultimately open the field to the possibility of creating artificial living material in the laboratory. These are revolutionary discoveries on a par with Russian chemist Mendeleev’s periodic tables of the natural elements, which gave impetus to the development of inorganic chemistry and the possibility of creating artificial materials, without which the Taylorist technological wave would never have taken off.

At the same time, thanks to algorithmic technology and nanotechnology, the last few years have seen an exponential increase in the capacity to calculate, manage, manipulate and organize an increasing amount of data and information in ever smaller spaces, leading to the creation of cloud and big data technologies, thanks to which platform capitalism can flourish. This dynamic has also significantly affected the organization of work and productive and financial governance. In this regard, we can now say that the ‘platform’ model has penetrated as an organizational mode in all strategic sectors of contemporary accumulation. By platform model, we mean the existence of a digital infrastructure that plays an intermediary role in economic and social exchange relations. This technological infrastructure is made possible by new communication tools (e.g. smartphone and iPhone) and algorithms. This model makes it possible to value the everyday acts of life, without necessarily going through the intermediation of a certified work performance.5

The third trend, on the other hand, concerns the development of hybrid human-machine technologies, today increasingly present in the semi-automated learning processes of machine learning and deep-learning technologies, capable of creating the conditions for ‘intelligent’ automation, the short-term perspective of which is mainly represented by artificial intelligence (Internet of Thing, Industry 4.0, etc.).

These three trends are mutually synergetic and feed off each other, thus fostering the development of an innovative cluster, typical of the emergence of a new technological paradigm.

On the other hand, it is entirely premature to discuss the technological trajectory(s) that may emerge from the new technological paradigm. On the one hand, the whole environmental question arises, on the other hand, the management of life. Zoe (biological life) and Bios (human life) are increasingly closely linked.



The emergence of the commonwealth

The spread of the ICT paradigm has profoundly changed the organization of work. It was after the first Gulf War that innovations in the field of transport and in the field of language and communication (ICTs) began to coalesce around a single new paradigm of accumulation and valorization. The new capitalist configuration tends to identify the commodity ‘knowledge’ and ‘space’ (geographical and virtual) as the new cornerstones on which to base an accumulation capacity. Thus, two new dynamic economies of scale are being determined that underpin productivity growth (and thus a source of valorization): learning economies and network economies. The former is linked to the process of generation and creation of new knowledge (on the basis of new communication and information technologies), the latter is derived from district organizational modes (territorial networks or system-areas), no longer used only for the production and distribution of goods, but increasingly as a vehicle for the dissemination (and control) of knowledge and technological progress.

The centrality of learning and network economies, typical of cognitive capitalism, was called into question with the beginning of the new millennium following the bursting of the ‘Net-Economy’ speculative bubble in March 2000. The new cognitive paradigm alone cannot guarantee the socio-economic system from its structural instability. New liquidity must be injected into the financial markets. In fact, the ability of financial markets to generate ‘value’ is linked to the development of ‘conventions’ (speculative bubbles) capable of creating homogeneous expectations that drive the main financial operators to bet on certain types of financial assets.6 In the 1990s it was the Net Economy, in the 2000s the attraction came from the development of Asian markets (with China joining the WTO in December 2001) and real estate. In the recent period, it has focused on the dismantling of European welfare following the imposition of draconian austerity policies. Regardless of the type of dominant convention, contemporary capitalism is perpetually in search of new social and vital spheres to engulf and commodify, to the point of increasingly affecting the vital faculties of human beings. This is why, in recent years, we have begun to speak of bio-economy and bio-cognitive capitalism.7

With the advent of platforms, the commodification and direct valorization of life find their organizational model.

Network economies increasingly address the sphere of social reproduction, not just the development of learning faculties. Network economies presuppose the existence of social cooperation capable of expressing a general intellect.8 While this social cooperation was initially able to organize itself autonomously and thus could potentially be pitted against capital, the spread of platforms and the strict rules of access and processing of data (also in the name of privacy) have greatly reduced this autonomous capacity for self-determination of life.

Today, platform capitalism, thanks to the new technological paradigm based on cloud computing, nano-technologies, artificial intelligence and living bio-technologies, captures, selects, integrates, analyses and extracts a value from human relationships, thanks to business intelligence9 functions. What is relevant is that this value, in relation to other values, presents itself as exchange value.

Unconsciously, human cooperation becomes an essential productive factor for the current accumulation process. We call this wealth of vital activity the ‘commonwealth’. Today, the ‘commonwealth’ is the transposition of the general intellect on an enlarged scale, it represents the main factor of wealth generation, the expropriation of which by private corporations becomes the most important source of valorization and profit.

We can say, quoting Carlo Vercellone, that the commonwealth becomes a mode of production. It is in this definition that the difference between the commonwealth and the commons is defined and the major difference between the Italian Theory approach and the Anglo-Saxon approach is created.

Carlo Vercellone writes about the commonwealth as a mode of production:


The common [commonwealth10] is thus a product of a social and institutional construction that elects it to this status. It refers not to an essence that precedes it, but to the forms of governance and labour cooperation that insures its production, reproduction and distribution. Since it is so, the common potentially concerns every type of resource, good and service, even if this does not mean overlooking the specific management problems that each of them may present.11


And more:


From this point of view, common thus appears above all to be a social construction founded on the spread of knowledge and self-governance of production and not an intrinsic feature of the nature of particular categories of good.12


The commonwealth is thus understood as the basis of contemporary accumulation and the platform is the instrument of its governance.

In the book before you, the story is told of an experience of self-production and experimentation in the field of music represented by the Grateful Dead community. Its parable (and its defeat) is emblematic of the process of dispossession that the commonwealth, the outcome of the conflicts of the 1960s and 1970s, has undergone from the liberalist involution of the late 1980s to the new hierarchical order imposed by platform capitalism, an organized form of bio-cognitive capitalism, which governs and subsumes our lives.

The concept of the commonwealth is thus distinct from the concept of the commons. The latter requires governance or the establishment of governance practices through the empowerment of local communities. Such practices are motivated by the presence of a common good that needs collective action to be managed. And this resource is presented as non-excludable and rival. The imposition of private property is thus the outcome of a deliberate act to make rival what does not present itself as such. An example of this is the commodity of knowledge and that of virtual space, not by chance the two ‘commodities’ at the heart of the capitalist accumulation process today. Such commodities present themselves as abundant and are not subject to scarcity: knowledge the more it is exchanged, the more it spreads, and virtual space (that of the internet) is by definition borderless. To make such goods privately appropriable, it becomes necessary to introduce ‘enclosures’, limitations of use. This, not by chance, is precisely the role played by intellectual property rights.

The governance of the commons intersects with the change in the cultural paradigm with which public policies are constructed, which become increasingly ‘contractualized’ (where there is a transition from authority to agreement) and oriented towards a governance approach, increasingly characterized by an inclusive approach. This change is also the outcome of the counter-cultural movements that have animated the Western world since the mid-1960s. In some cases, this approach is institutionalized, as in the case of water, for example, which goes from being an unlimited resource (a public good, not excludable and not subtractable) to being considered as a common (a common good, with high exclusion difficulty and high subtractability) whose use is to be managed and regulated in a different way from what has been done so far.

In this context, the cultural change underway with regard to the management of the commons is intended to rethink the relationship between citizens and public administrations and the conditions for self-government. The underlying question is: how, in contemporary society, can citizens govern their common resources from below in a cooperative manner? Put another way, how can commoning13 practices be developed?

However, the experience of recent years tells us that commoning is operating and diffusing in different fields, as in precariat struggle, climate activism, struggles for Unconditional Basic Income. But the power of co-optation of capital is still very strong. Even when a referendum is won to take the water resource away from private management (as happened in Italy in 2011, after the liberalization of water services in 2008) and keep it public, this outcome is then not respected and we continue as if nothing had happened.

We live in difficult times. But also in times when the human capacity for self-determination is, paradoxically, very high. Precisely because of this, direct (precariousness and debt) and indirect (imaginary, promise, personal empowerment …) devices are more pervasive and subsuming. But we must always remember that human beings can live without capital while capital cannot exist without human labour power. The environmental crisis is there to prove it. It is up to us to create instances of ‘commonism’.

Happy reading!
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Chapter 1Counterculture and Cyberculture: The 1960s vs 1990s

It is well known that the period of the 1960s in the United States represented a cultural and political turning point of considerable importance, a sign of a paradigm shift that has indelibly innervated the following decades to the present day.

The second half of the 1960s brought to maturity what literary and musical avant-gardes had begun to experiment with in the previous decade. The Beat movement, bebop first and then free jazz, played the role of incubator of the social conquests of the years to come and of that mighty movement of liberation of bodies and brains that swept across the US from East to West.


We were told the following: If President Kerr tried to get something more liberal out of the regents in his telephone conversation, why didn’t he make some public statement to that effect? And the answer we received, from a well-meaning liberal, was the following: He said, ‘Would you ever imagine the manager of a firm making a statement publicly in opposition to his board of directors?’ That’s the answer! Well, I ask you to consider: If this is a firm, and if the board of regents is the board of directors; and if President Kerr is the manager; then I’ll tell you something. The faculty are a bunch of employees, and we’re the raw material! But we’re a bunch of raw materials that don’t mean to behave any process upon us. Don’t mean to be made into any product. Don’t mean … Don’t mean to end up being bought by some clients of the University, be they the government, be they industry, be they organized labor, be they anyone! We’re human beings!1


It was 2 December 1964, around noon, sixty-one years ago. So spoke Mario Savio,2 one of the student leaders of the Free Speech Movement (FSM)3 at the University of Berkeley, California, across the bay from Oakland, the place that would see the birth of the Black Panther Party a few years later.

Mario Savio continued:


There’s a time when the operation of the machine becomes so odious, makes you so sick at heart, that you can’t take part! You can’t even passively take part! And you’ve got to put your bodies upon the gears and the wheels … upon the levers, upon all the apparatus, and you’ve got to make it stop! And you’ve got to indicate to the people who run it, to the people who own it, that unless you’re free, the machine will be prevented from working at all!4


After this speech, a thousand students poured into Sproul Hall, the building on the Berkeley campus where the administrative offices and the university president, Clark Kerr, were located, effectively occupying it with an unprecedented sit-in for the US university system. Inside, courses were immediately organized, giving rise to the ‘Free University of California’, a mode of action that became a leitmotif in following university occupations, including those in Europe in the following years. The occupation lasted until 3.30 a.m. the following day. At the request of the ‘liberal’ governor of California, Edmund G. Brown,5 more than 500 policemen in riot gear burst onto the campus and arrested almost 800 students, who were passively resisting. The operation ends twelve hours later, leading to the largest mass arrest in American history.

After the Berkeley uprising, in the years that followed, the student movement became increasingly organized both theoretically and politically, starting with the birth of the SDS (Students for a Democratic Society), the Port Huron Declaration of 1965, the Columbia University uprising, the birth of the Weathermen and the large anti-war demonstrations in the spring of 1970, which had their tragic epilogue at Kent State University with the murder of four students by US military forces.

At the same time, the Afro-American and Indian movements also began to organize themselves and become the bearers of processes of liberation and social emancipation, starting with the Black Panther Party up to the Indian Liberation Movement.

* * * * *

The Berkeley uprising marks a watershed in the history of American social movements from the post-war period onwards. It was the mother of the counter-cultural movements of the 1960s that swept through not only the US but also Europe. And in Savio’s discourse, there are already present the germs that would grow and be cultivated later: the denunciation against the disciplining of the university as a military-industrial complex (moreover involved, at that time, in the Cold War and only a little later in the American involvement in Vietnam); the denunciation against the rigid organization of studies that made students become a mere cog in an assembly line of knowledge.6 In other words, the denunciation against the biopower (to quote Foucault) of a disciplinary nature (to quote Deleuze) of the Fordist-Taylorist paradigm.

But Savio’s and the Berkeley FSM’s discourse goes further: in a still confusing way (they were then referring to a pre-digital, highly material production within factories made up of the gears, machinery and bodies of the mass worker), they allude to the term ‘machine’ concerning a context where information and information technology are beginning to play an increasingly important role. The ‘machine’ to which Savio alludes is not yet the computer but prefigures it.7

The struggle against the despotic rationalization of the ‘machine’ in favour of the recognition of the humanity of the individual thus represents the first step towards liberation from the technocracy imposed by Fordist industrial capital. This will be a theme that will be at the core of all subsequent movements and will also underpin the transition from Fordist capitalism to cognitive and bio-cognitive capitalism (platform capitalism).

* * * * *

Thirty-two years later, on 8 February 1996, John Perry Barlow, a computer journalist and digital technology expert, was in Davos to attend the meetings of the World Economic Forum, a summit that brings together the political-industrial establishment of the global oligarchy, from the president of the major capitalist nations to the CEOs of the globe’s most important multinationals and leading financial experts and speculators; it will also be protested against by the post-Seattle no-global movement. Barlow was also known for being one of the main songwriters of the lyrics of the Grateful Dead, the Californian rock band that was the queen of psychedelic music in the San Francisco Sound in the 1960s and 1970s. Watching the CNN news, Barlow learned that the Telecommunication Act had been passed by Congress (with only five votes against), a law aimed at regulating communication on the internet and which contained the Communication Decency Act: under the pretext of restricting access to pornography on the internet, a series of constraints on language was introduced, with the risk of considerably limiting freedom of expression (free speech).


Governments of the Industrial World, you weary giants of flesh and steel, I come from Cyberspace, the new home of Mind. On behalf of the future, I ask you of the past to leave us alone. You are not welcome among us. You have no sovereignty where we gather. We have no elected government, nor are we likely to have one, so I address you with no greater authority than that with which liberty itself always speaks. I declare the global social space we are building to be naturally independent of the tyrannies you seek to impose on us. You have no moral right to rule us nor do you possess any methods of enforcement we have true reason to fear.8


In this statement, the themes of freedom of expression already claimed by the Free Speech Movement in the 1960s are echoed. There is therefore a common thread linking these two moments thirty years apart. On the other hand, it cannot be otherwise, since in these thirty years the United States (and not only the United States) has gone through a period of strong social and economic transformations, characterized by two phases of strong social and cultural revolutions.

The first is the development of the counterculture of the late 1960s, which accelerated the crisis of the techno-military establishment that had characterized the growth and apogee of the Taylorist disciplinary paradigm and Fordist capitalism.

The second is the development of cyberculture in the 1990s, which accompanied the birth and spread – with all its contradictions – of the new paradigm of cognitive capitalism, based on the use of digital technologies, knowledge, the free circulation of knowledge, social cooperation, the general intellect, learning and network economies.

Two social and, above all, cultural movements that nevertheless present very different motivations, contents and historical contingencies (a technological revolution took place in the middle!), even though they are linked, however, by that yearning for individual (rather than collective, unlike in Europe) freedom that is typical of the mentality and history of the United States, unified by the myth of the frontier.

As Fred Turner writes:


For Barlow, digital technologies have ceased to represent the emblem of bureaucratic alienation and have instead become the tool with which bureaucracy and alienation can be overcome. Echoing the rhetoric of the WSF, Barlow argued that Americans are once again in the midst of a social revolution. But this time, the forces of information were on the side of the people.9


For Mario Savio, computers had the power to transform students’ and people’s bodies into inanimate processors (into ‘drones’) within factories subordinated to the unilateral power of a highly disciplined and militarized society. For Barlow, on the other hand, that same power empowered women and men to be part of a world that could enhance their identity and foster social cooperation. Once freed from the hierarchies imposed by the material world, the individuals of Barlow’s cybernetic space will be able to imagine a society not too dissimilar from the one advocated by the Free Speech Movement, a society free of bureaucracy and hierarchies.

The information technology revolution and the development of the ICT paradigm completely changed the perception of technology, just as the Lysergic revolution of the late 1960s had completely changed the perception of individual freedom, which until then had been enclosed within the cages of the Fordist discipline. If human beings and machines were then antagonists, they now become allies, and the machine, a machine no longer made of levers, wheels, bolts, belts, noise and sweat, but a machine made of languages, relationships, processors, coding, calculation, standardization, memory and cooperation, is seen as a means, indeed as a ‘medium’, for the liberation of man.

For example, Esther Dyson, Silicon Valley journalist and entrepreneur, in her 1997 best-seller Release 2.0: A Design for Living in the Digital Age,10 argued that the internet would soon dissolve the bureaucracy of markets, stripping individuals and businesses of material elements. In a virtual world, where borders are not drawn, both humans and businesses would become merely nodes of information, able to circulate freely and, given their quantity, difficult to control in bureaucratic and hierarchical structures.11

* * * * *

In the intervening thirty years, a Copernican revolution has, therefore, taken place. The paradigm of accumulation and organization of labour and society has structurally changed. Material production, based on the ‘man-machine relationship’, leaves more and more room for immaterial production, based on the ‘man-knowledge’ relationship. Physical capital – the machine – is transformed into human and intangible capital. Hybrids are created between materiality and immateriality, between physical body and intellect, which science fiction literature has already anticipated with the concept of ‘cyborg’ and ‘replicant’.12 The economic and social hierarchy based on ownership of the means of production (hence of the machine) of the post-war years tends to mutate into intellectual property. Money itself changes shape and the modalities of its circulation and issuance are modified. Money dematerializes completely and loses any link with the commodity, albeit a symbolic commodity such as gold might have been, turning into pure ‘sign money’ in the aftermath of the collapse of Bretton Woods agreements (15 August 1971). This is the beginning of the process of financialization that will develop fully in the 1990s, at the height of the digital revolution, which will lead financial markets and their oligarchies to become the heart of the accumulation and valorization of capitalism in the new millennium. Today we can say, even in the light of the economic and financial crisis that has swept the world since 2008, that new forms of hierarchies and despotism have been realized and have grown.

But in the mid-1990s (for the digital revolution), as well as in the mid-1960s (for the libertarian and pacifist movements), hopes and confidence were high with the possibility that a new humanity and a new sociality (could we say, a new ethics?) could become hegemonic and improve the living conditions of humanity.
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