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Juan P. Tagliafico:  This interview is part of a dossier that seeks to critically 

interrogate the nature/culture binary and its multiple reconfigurations. In your intellectual 

trajectory, at what point did the question of the relationship between nature and society 

become cent ral? Or, if you prefer, when did the nature/culture binary first appear as 

something to problematize?  

Jason W. Moore:  I read Marx in my adolescence, while I was active in anti -

imperialist and peace movements. I also grew up in the Pacific Northwest, in Oregon, 

where there was a strong environmental sensibility. It made sense that these elements 

were connected. In fact, as  a very young man, I studied for a time with John Bellamy 

Foster, who insisted that the problem of capitalism was fundamentally a socio -ecological 

one. In my view, however, he did not fully follow through on the logic of that argument.  

In the early 1990s, during my university years, I began to think that an adequately 

revolutionary historical materialism had to take very seriously the labor –metabolic 

contradiction. And that sensibility —I don’t want to call it an intuition, though perhap s it 

was —  has guided me through more than 30 years of research.  

Capitalism organizes the web of life through labor relations, through specific class 

dynamics of surplus extraction, of surplus value extraction. Without that core Marxist 

premise, which Marx and Engels outline in The German Ideology —the irreducibly socio -

ecological character of labor —what we are left with is a bourgeois conception of “man 

versus nature.”  

And the problem with the nature –culture or nature –society binary cannot be 

reduced to epistemic issues. This is the academic fantasy and fallacy: to imagine it as 

merely an epistemic problem. As you know well in Latin America, there is a much longer 

history behind this. The history of imperialism is the history of civilizing projects that 

redefined the lives and labors of the great majority as belonging to “nature,” as belonging 

to the “savages,” while the work of the civilizer was to come in and teach civi lization to 

the savages. The cost for the vast majority of human beings —to say nothing of the rest 

of nature—  was often death.  

 

Sebastián Stavisky:  In your work, the geographical perspective plays a central role. 

What do you think a spatial perspective brings to the analysis of nature –society relations 

that perhaps other disciplines cannot fully capture? And how does this perspective shape 

the way you  think about the scale of ecological problems?  

JWM:  Well, as we know —and please forgive me if I make this point more than 

once —  Marx and Engels state, in the opening paragraphs of The German Ideology, that 

all labor relations are labor relations within webs of life. The history of class society —and, 

if we are fortunate, of the movement toward communism and the abolition of class —  is, 

fundamentally, a history of remaking those webs of life, but not, a s they would later say, 

in geographical situations of their own choosing.  

So, if we understand geography as “geography” with a lowercase “g,” that is, not 

as an academic discipline, then the geographical imagination is fundamental to historical 

materialism, and therefore to world -ecology or to the standpoint of the proletariat i n the 

web of life.  
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The problem with the disciplines is that they are bourgeois creations. Their function 

is to provide instrumental knowledge for capitalist and repressive systems, and to 

manufacture the consent of intellectuals to ensure that they are well disciplined. The 

academic disciplines are spheres of knowledge that are, at their core, fundamentally 

disciplining and coercive. I would say, in a Marxist sense —we don’t need Foucault for 

this; Foucault is fine, but we need Marx —  they are expressions of class struggle und er 

capitalism.  

Bourgeois knowledge is fundamentally fragmented. The disciplines embody that 

fragmentation, and also that fourfold alienation that Marx sets out in the 1844 

manuscripts: alienation from labor, from life, from self, and from others.  

There is no clearer example in recent environmental social sciences than the 

concept of the Anthropocene, a notion that at its core is a right -wing, managerial, and 

oppressive structure of thought. It is very, very closely related to streams of 

environmentalism rooted in demographic determinism and other forms of “blood -and-

soil” ecologism that go back to Ernst Haeckel. And the distance between liberal 

environmentalism —of which the Anthropocene is an expression —  and eco -fascism is, in 

fact, a very small on e. 

 

JPT:  Unlike the concept of the Anthropocene, whose geological cut is often placed 

in the early nineteenth century, you develop a historization of the Capitalocene that 

extends back to the mid -fifteenth century. How does the relational perspective you work 

with allow you to advance this new periodization?  

JWM:  The Capitalocene is what some call a geopoetics. But a more 

straightforward way to approach it is in the spirit of what Marx did with Malthus. Malthus 

was the intellectual of empire, of the capitalist class, who wanted to explain the poverty 

and desperation of the vast majority in terms of a lack of vi rtue: the poor simply could not 

stop having children. The problem was not enclosure or exploitation; the problem was 

that the poor had too many children.  

So how did Marx deal with Malthus? He mocked him. And we should mock the 

Anthropocene. The claim that the climate crisis is the work of abstract Man, of humanity 

in general, is the most profoundly and violently ideological claim one can make. 

Sometimes my arguments are characterized as saying: “Well, Moore wants to replace the 

Anthropocene with the Capitalocene.” That’s not exactly correct.  

The Capitalocene is an attempt to mock the Anthropocene and to say: in order to 

understand today’s climate crisis and other biospheric tipping points, we need to 

understand the social relations that created those problems. We need to understand the 

origins  of those social relations. And those relations are, as all social relations, 

fundamentally with and within the webs of life.  

For a Marxist, all theoretical differences are resolved on the real ground of history. 

This is how you distinguish someone who takes Marxism seriously from someone who 

wants to treat it as a kind of debating -society exercise. So my approach, even before th e 

Anthropocene became popular, was to say: if we want to understand the climate crisis 

today, if we want to develop an effective revolutionary strategy to address the weak links 

in the imperialist chain of power today, then we must go back to the origins o f capitalism.  
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And what is striking is that there are many Marxists who deny this, who think that 

the origins of capitalism lie with the steam engine. But as Marx pointed out, the steam 

engine depended upon a new imperialism, a new form of slavery under the regime of 

industrial capital, and the cotton gin to deliver cheap cotton so that steam engines could 

have their effect within British industry. The era of large -scale industry was no doubt a 

significant turning point in the history of capitalism, but it was not its ori gins.  

I have spent the past thirty years arguing that the origins of capitalism are to be 

found in the long sixteenth century —around the year 1492, coinciding, of course, with 

Columbus’s first invasion of the New World. It is very clear what happened after 1492 . In 

the next two or two and a half centuries, for the first time, a mode of production became 

a geological force.  

The invasion, conquest, and imperial subordination of the Americas were about 

turning the geological and biological work of two continents to the support of capitalism 

and its endless accumulation of capital. That is simply a fact, and we see it region aft er 

region: from colonial Peru to Bahia in northeastern Brazil, to the Baltic, to Newfoundland, 

to the Spice Islands of Southeast Asia. These were the most audacious, the most rapid, 

the most large -scale environmental transformations in human history.  

The defenders of the Anthropocene and of petty -bourgeois environmentalism deny 

this and say, “Well, there are many other factors, it’s not just capitalism.” Yes, it is. It is 

the capitalist drive to devour and transform the webs of life —human and extra -human—  

at every turn, in support of the law of value, the law of endless accumulation.  

 

SS:  The notion of the Capitalocene precisely begins from a reconceptualization of 

Marxist value theory, in which you incorporate phenomena traditionally considered part of 

the sphere of reproduction —that is, forms of non -commodified labor. Yet, if we 

understo od correctly, you also advance a reconceptualization that allows you to include 

everything from care work to the appropriation of natural resources. On the one hand, 

what led you to think of nature as a form of unpaid labor power? And on the other, how  

do you think about the link between such heterogeneous elements as, for instance, the 

energetic use of coal and the material reproduction of human labor power?  

JWM:  That is a fundamental question. As I have argued, the regime of socially 

necessary labor time depends upon a disproportionately greater regime of appropriating 

socially necessary unpaid work. Socially necessary unpaid work is not value. It is, 

however, the  condition for successful competitive struggle under the law of value, through 

which capitalists confront competition as an eternal and external force. Now, that premise 

is being questioned today, given that the centralization of capital has advanced to such a 

degree that it is no longer clear whether the law of value, in a competitive sense, continues 

to operate. That is a larger discussion. For now, however, the central point of anti -

imperialist Marxism across the twentieth century was the significan ce of unpaid work 

drawn from the web of life.  

This was Rosa Luxemburg’s point. She also insisted that imperialism was dynamic, 

and that its development through three phases of primitive accumulation lay at the heart 

of her historical account. Luxemburg highlighted that the transformation of households  

was fundamental to this process. And in petty -bourgeois thinking, this became framed as 
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a gender question. I side with Silvia Federici in insisting that these are questions of 

proletarianization —and that they are fundamental to the proletarian struggle. Because 

the working day, as Marx outlines in Capital, involves not only the labor that is valorized 

— labor power —  but also the labor involved in producing labor power.  

And while it is true that Marx and Engels do not go into great detail about this, they 

do lay it out in The German Ideology, where they say that labor has a twofold character. 

One is production, and the other is socio -ecological reproduction: the production of daily 

bread, but also the creation of new life and procreation, as they put it. And this labor itself 

has another twof old character: it is social and it is natural. That is a theme Marx 

emphasized throughout his life.  

Therefore, there is no such thing as a “labor theory of value” for Marx. Marx is a 

critic of the labor theory of value. He offers a theory of value that indeed sees human labor 

power as central, but the determination of socially necessary labor time within  any given 

commodity is itself a function of unpaid work, of accumulation by appropriation. The 

history of capitalism is the history of how the proletariat, if you will, fits together with the 

biotariat and the femitariat —not as separate categories, but a s dialectical, 

interpenetrating moments. This allows us to begin to understand class dynamics and the 

dynamics of class formation in a way that is, in a Marxist sense, both feminist and anti -

imperialist. 

It was always the anti -imperialists in the imperial West who raised these questions 

—about gender, about race, about the dynamics of labor market formation in the colonies 

and neo -colonies. This is very important if we are to have a radical environmental p olitics. 

A radical environmental politics is fundamentally a politics of labor, understood in these 

dynamically connected, dialectically joined moments of proletariat, femitariat, and 

biotariat. This is the argument I have been developing in recent years, and one that I 

present in my new book of essays, published in Spanish by Traficantes de Sueños: The 

Great Implosion. 

What I am laying out is a critique not only of the false leftism of the new materialists 

and followers of Bruno Latour and Donna Haraway, but also of the narrow formalist 

conception of class advocated today by people like Matt Huber and Andreas Malm. In 

fact, this was Lenin’s approach in The Development of Capitalism in Russia, published in 

1898. He warned —and this was central to his proletarian strategy —  against, I quote, 

“too stereotyped a vision or definition of the rural worker.” I say this because I t hink the 

damage done to class analysis has been profound: on the one hand by the heirs of the 

cultural Cold War (Latour, flat ontologies, critical theory, and the new materialists), and on 

the other by the formalists, the Marxist formalists such as Huber a nd Malm.  

We need a fundamentally dialectical conception of class and of the working class, 

of class formation, that takes seriously —as I have said —  the proletariat, the femitariat, 

and the biotariat as evolving moments in a historically fluid process of class form ation. We 

cannot have a meaningful theory of revolutionary strategy without a theory of how class 

works under capitalism. This is one of the great failures of ecosocialist thought.  
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JPT:  Your political –theoretical commitment to breaking down the Cartesian 

Nature–Society binary leads you to think about the paradox of a capitalism -in-nature and, 

at the same time, a nature -in-capitalism. In that sense, how do you see technology —and 

particularly digital information technologies —  as part of world -ecology rather than an 

external factor? What role does technical innovation play in the production and 

reproduction of ecological crises as well as of “natures”?  

JWM:  I think there are two questions here. One is a more general question about 

the role of technology, which I can get to. But I am especially interested in pausing on the 

rise of information technology and, as you rightly say, digital information technology.  

Before the 1940s and 50s there were variations of what we could call analog 

computing —including, for instance, IBM’s business machines, which were used to 

enable forced labor and death in the Nazi camps. I mention this not simply to take a shot 

at IBM, bu t to underscore the deeper totalitarian character of digital technology and its 

twentieth-century forerunners. And also to refer to the nexus between the deep state and 

Big Tech. Palantir Technologies is the entity of the moment attracting attention: it ca me 

out of nowhere to become, in recent weeks, the 23rd most highly valued corporation in 

the world. Palantir is entirely a creature of the American deep state —which, let me remind 

you, is a left -wing concept —  and was set up by In -Q-Tel, the CIA’s venture capital firm. 

In-Q-Tel has been central to the development of recent Big Tech, which of course 

has a much longer history. What is novel is that the intelligence agencies are now coming 

out of the shadows to finance and support these companies. Fundamentally, these are 

control and management technologies. They are not a technological revolution in the 

same sense that, say, the steam engine and the cotton gin were. Those were technologies 

that dramatically advanced labor productivity.  

And here is the curious thing about the so -called information revolution, the digital 

technology revolution, from its earliest moments in the 1940s. It is visible in the publication 

of Norbert Wiener’s Cybernetics —a work produced under conditions created by the total 

war mobilization in the United States during World War II. As we know, the United States 

never demobilized after the war: it has remained in a state of total war mobilization ever 

since. The cyberneti c–digital computing revolution was one of t he main outcomes of that 

permanent war economy, increasingly enmeshed with the intelligence services of the 

deep state.  

Computing technology was developed in the 1950s around figures such as Jay 

Forrester, Project Whirlwind, and the SAGE program, with the goal of preparing the United 

States to win a first -strike nuclear war against the Soviet Union. The semiconductor 

industry was built to wire the new intercontinental ballistic missiles. The digital surveillance 

apparatus went through an analog –digital transition, crucially in South Vietnam: to run 

assassination programs, to organize the “digital Hamlet” and “strategic Hamle t” 

programs, and to construct the electronic battlefield. This was subsequently carried 

forward across the neoliberal era with so -called low -intensity counterinsurgency —not 

low-intensity for the people of Guatemala, Honduras, El Salvador, and elsewhere, b ut 

deeply bloody conflicts.  

 



 

    

 152 

 

So what is important to understand about the so -called post –World War II digital 

technologies is that they were fundamentally managerial technologies. They were about 

a threefold management problem: how to manage labor, how to manage planetary life, 

and ho w to manage the war machine of a global empire with 900 or more bases 

worldwide, which the United States continues to operate. One major technology after 

another emerged out of this war machine: from semiconductors in the 1950s, to Project 

Keyhole and Goog le Earth, to GPS.  

But what does this tell us? Well, there is an insight offered by Bob Brenner, the 

great historian and Marxist economist: he speaks of political accumulation. Yanis 

Varoufakis also points to this, but he ignores the role of the deep state and the war 

machin e —which is a serious mistake. He is brilliant, but his notion of “techno -feudalism” 

is partial. What we are seeing is that the general dynamic is towards the extreme 

centralization of capital and its entanglement with the state. And this explains, to some  

extent, the collapse of liberal democracy and of civil liberties across the imperial West —

driven largely not by the populist right (they deserve criticism too), but by centrist liberals.  

So much so that, in the United States, for instance, the Democratic Party is now 

running ex -CIA officers for political office —something that would have been unthinkable 

in the 1970s. What I would say is that we are witnessing, under capitalism, the termin ation 

of its competitive dynamic and the assertion of a kind of techno -scientific dictatorship. 

Aldous Huxley, in the early 1960s, called it “scientific dictatorship.” And that is essentially 

—to put it crudely —  what digital technologies do. They aim to su rveil us and to provide 

the mechanisms — in the classic formulation of cybernetics from 1948 —  of command, 

control, and coordination, to discipline life in a future scenario where the imperial West 

wants a Brave New World for the few and a 1984 hellscape for everyone else.  

The problem they face is a profound working -class outrage, as in the United 

States, and of course, most notably, the rise of China and the BRICS, and the end of 

American unipolar hegemony.  

 

SS:  Moving to what we might call the other side of the coin, we would like to ask 

you about environmental movements, which you directly address in several of your texts. 

What are the political implications of thinking that capitalism and nature are intrinsical ly 

connected? And how might their strategies of struggle change if they were to adopt this 

perspective?  

JWM:  They would have to reorient to labor. What distinguishes Marxism is 

precisely the centrality of labor, and Marx’s communist vision of the emancipation of labor 

through the emancipation of the rest of life. On this point, Marx quotes the communist 

cleric Th omas Müntzer, from the German Peasants’ War, who said that the creatures too 

must go free. Because Marx understood that an injury to one is an injury to all. That’s an 

old slogan of the Industrial Workers of the World, and every liberation movement ha s 

some version of it. As Martin Luther King said: “Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice 

everywhere.” 

Here’s the problem when we talk about environmentalism. There are grassroots, 

local groups organizing against corporations, against policies that poison the water, the 

land, the air. That’s great, but it’s a kind of environmentalism that doesn’t problemati ze 
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labor. That environmentalism emerged in the 1960s and 70s, incubated by the American 

professional class, financed by billionaire foundations, and supported by universities. It’s 

the classic example of what Martín Arboleda has called “the environmentalism o f the rich.” 

What we saw with the revolts of the 1960s was a cultural counter -revolution of the 

bourgeoisie. And a big part of that turned around environmentalism, which suddenly 

became a mass phenomenon —but a mass phenomenon not among working people, 

but among profes sionals. The anti –working -class politics of environmentalism have been 

with us ever since.  

That eco –industrial complex was then globalized. For instance, through the 1972 

Stockholm Conference on the Human Environment —a decisive moment in the formation 

of a global eco –industrial elite of billionaire foundations, international NGOs, government 

ministries, and university programs. The real goal of this project was to suppress Third 

World revolts, to put an end to national liberation movements. That was quite clear at the 

time and everybody debated it.  

And it’s these projects that, every so often, launch a new environmental “super -

concept.” In the 1970s it was “Spaceship Earth”; in the 1980s and 90s, “sustainable 

development,” which still lingers. Now we have the Anthropocene, and we have Johan 

Rockström ’s planetary boundaries. He is the chief scientist of Conservation International 

—one of the richest and most vile international environmental NGOs. It’s been widely 

reported that Conservation International has greenwashed Shell and Monsanto. And 

Rockström  is also connected with the Earth League, which nobody has ever heard of, but 

which presents itself as an environmentalist organization of former intelligence officers. I 

kid you not —you can look it up. Those are the politics associated with Johan Rockstr öm 

and planetary boundaries.  

This doesn’t mean that there aren’t real planetary boundaries that need to be 

addressed. There are. But they are tied to these elite climate politics, which are about 

imposing austerity on the poorest 80% of the world.  

 

JPT:  In your more recent work, you argue that capitalism not only produces 

commodities, but also “sacrifice zones,” and that every commodity frontier implies a waste 

frontier in a process you call the Wasteocene. If we think about contemporary urban waste 

management —and, in particular, the collection and recycling work carried out by 

cooperatives and popular sectors in cities like those of Latin America — , how does this 

activity fit into your reading of the diale ctic between producing and “making waste”? Ca n 

we consider these practices as forms of resistance and re -appropriation in the face of 

capitalist logic, or do they run the risk of being absorbed by it?  

JWM:  I think it’s both. And dialectically, that’s how life is: you move in one direction, 

but there are counter -tendencies that push in another. The history of recycling —which is 

very different from what you’re referring to —  is a great example of a complete ca pitalist 

con job from the early 1970s. It was a way to reduce the environmental problem to 

individual responsibility. As we know, most waste —most toxic production —  comes out 

of the structure of production itself; it’s not consumer -driven. 
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I say this with great respect: there are toxic neighborhoods and unhealthy 

neighborhoods that need to be addressed in the here and now. And I don’t want to cast 

judgment on anyone doing good and positive work there. However, if it is not linked to a 

political strategy of seizing state power —and I don’t mean necessarily in a revolutionary 

way, even a reformist one — , a political strategy of gaining power within a municipality that 

then allows the state to implement fundamental reforms to minimize toxicity, t o safeguard 

health and well -being…  

Lenin is often mocked when he wrote, “Communism is soviets plus electrification.” 

But the fact is that bringing electricity to people matters. That’s a big deal. Implementing 

effective water treatment systems is important. Of course, it has to be linked to  a broader 

political imagination.  

I think one of the problems, not only in Latin America but across the world, is that 

after the destruction of socialism, people somehow got the idea that horizontal protest 

and resistance movements would never need to take political power. And yet most of the 

big problems we face require political power to be addressed. That’s where I think my 

critical edge comes in.  

 

SS:  We’d like to ask you about the new right. In a context where these forces are 

growing, so too is climate denialism within them. How do you explain the link between 

the far right and the refusal to acknowledge the ecological crisis? Can this be understood 

as a contemporary form of ecological fascism?  

JWM:  Well, I think the contemporary form of ecological fascism comes from 

centrist liberalism, not from eco -fascists. I think those, as a political force, are fairly 

marginal. Let me ask a clarifying question: where is climate denialism actually coming 

back? In  the United States, it’s not. It’s about 15%, according to Pew Research and many 

other recent reports.  

Climate denialism returned after Occupy Wall Street because Obama bailed out 

the bankers and pushed some six million families out onto the streets. That set the stage 

for the rise of the Tea Party, which I would characterize as a very mainstream right 

movement, and then for Trumpism, which I would not characterize as a far -right 

movement. Make America Great Again (MAGA) is not Alternative für Deutschland. That’s 

not to say it isn’t right -wing, but if you look at its social base, MAGA has occupied territory 

historically articulated by the political left. It’s anti -war, anti –deep state intelligence 

services, and largely anti -monopoly.  

I want to be clear here. Trump is now doing exactly what he did in his first term —

which is talk like a populist and then come in and execute the same old oligarch playbook. 

Not only by giving massive tax breaks to his billionaire friends, but also, as we’ ve seen, 

by completely abandoning MAGA around the bombing of Iran, supporting the U.S. -Israeli 

genocide, and handing over Americans’ personal information to Palantir to build a 

dystopian techno -state. MAGA is in open revolt at this moment over all this.  
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So I think we have to be careful. When Naomi Klein wrote This Changes Everything 

more than a decade ago, she said climate denialism was coming back. But what she 

refused to recognize —she acknowledged it in part, but really didn’t want to get into it —  

is that climate denialism returned because centrist liberals had screwed the America n 

working class after the Great Recession and the near collapse of the financial system in 

2008.  

We’ve seen similar dynamics around the officially declared pandemic and the 

lockdowns in 2020 and 2021, when we witnessed the greatest suspension of civil liberties 

ever during peacetime in the United States and many other countries. So the rise of what 

is sometimes called the far right —and some of it is far right —  but more often called the 

populist right, is directly a response to what Tariq Ali calls the “extreme center”: the social 

democratic –center-right alliance to administer endless austerity to the working classes.  

Now, there are real dangers, because, as I was saying to a comrade the other day, 

in the United States we are not short of working -class outrage —we are short of working -

class consciousness. What has happened is that this outrage has been pushed toward 

revanchist and reactionary politics, but it’s not working very well. Even key sectors of 

MAGA recoiled at the Gestapo -like tactics of Trump’s immigration police.  

So we have to look very closely at specific social formations and distinguish what 

is fascist from what is a kind of populist outrage against centrist liberals —the “extreme 

center” that has utterly destroyed the economic and social conditions of well -being in the 

imperial West. In the United States this is very advanced —it’s essentially a dystopian 

austerity hellscape. And I think the appreciation of that reality from outside the U.S. is very, 

very low.  

The assessment of Trump is one -sided. He should be criticized, as I’ve just done, 

but the base he represents is very different from the politics he has now pursued. So I 

don’t think the danger is the far right. Look at what just happened: I don’t know if e ither 

of you caught this, but I recently read in the German press about a Hamburg court’s 

decision to declare that a Marxist reading group —a reading group of Capital—  was 

contrary to the democratic values of German society. In Latin America, you know this  well: 

under the dictatorships, you had to read Marx in secret. And this is what is happening 

now in the imperial West. It is the “extreme center” that is prosecuting an effectively 

totalitarian politics. 

 

JPT:  In several of your works you refer to the closing of the Great Frontier and the 

exhaustion of Cheap Natures. In this context, in recent years we’ve seen a renewed push 

for the space race, this time led by billionaires like Elon Musk. How do you interpret t his 

phenomenon? Could it be a kind of response to that closing of the Great Frontier, or 

perhaps a new displacement of it?  

JWM : Neither. It’s not a new frontier, and it’s not that capital can somehow avoid 

frontiers. Capitalism has survived its crises and become bigger, more aggressive, and 

stronger over the centuries thanks to the power of empires to go to new places in the 

world and secure Cheap Nature —especially the four cheaps: labor, food, energy, and 

raw materials. To put it simply: the more Cheap Nature, the higher the rate of profit and 

the more robust the accumulation process.  
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What we’ve seen since the 1970s, however, is the end of Cheap Nature —not 

simply the exhaustion of, say, an oil field, but also as a result of monopoly and nationalist 

politics. When the new nationalist leader of Burkina Faso says, “We’re going to make you , 

the French, pay more for your uranium,” that too marks an end -of–Cheap Nature moment. 

Over the past fifty years, as Paul Baran and Paul Sweezy predicted in the mid -1960s, 

capitalism has entered ever deeper stagnation. And as Baran and Sweezy also predict ed, 

it has become increasingly centralized —to the point that in the imperial West we should 

really speak of ultra -monopoly capitalism.  

Satellite infrastructure is, in fact, a military–intelligence project that brings economic 

benefits to people like Bezos and Musk. That’s how it needs to be understood: as a 

fundamentally political project with economic benefits. And it’s part of a broader  project 

emanating both from Beijing and from Washington toward a post -capitalist transition. 

Don’t get me wrong: Beijing has a very different approach, one that harkens back to a 

much older tribute –trade system of pre –20th century China. It’s not the hist orical 

imperialism we’ve known in the West.  

Then there’s the imperial political –accumulation project in the West. And we’ll see 

whether this leads to war —or rather, to a broader and deeper war beyond the U.S. -Israeli 

war with Iran or the war in Ukraine. Both are wars against China’s Belt and Road I nitiative, 

and both are likely to widen. In fact, we are seeing the Germans embark on the largest 

rearmament program since 1936. What’s unfolding today brings together all the worst 

elements of the post –World War II era: the permanent war economy, the inte gration of 

Big Tech with military and intelligence surveillance capacities, and the hyper -centralization 

of capital.  

Nowhere is this clearer than in Big Tech. The six largest corporations by market 

valuation are all tech companies. What Musk is doing is not trying to open a new frontier, 

but rather building out that Skynet -style surveillance apparatus from Terminator, for a 

Brave New World/1984 kind of future. Innovation here is not driven by competition —it’s 

driven by politics. Of course, there’s innovation in China too, and they have their own form 

of competition —but again, it’s a very different dynamic from what we s ee in the imperial 

West.  

In short: the new technology, to the extent that it is new, is the technology of a 

post -capitalist techno -scientific dictatorship. It marks a shift from a competitive dynamic 

—where politics and geopolitics revolved around the rate of profit —  to a politica l model 

where politics and geopolitics revolve around the mass of profit. A clear sign of what I’ve 

called zombie capitalism, and what Varoufakis calls techno -feudalism. There are many 

different names for this. But it’s clear that the predictions of monopo ly capital — from Marx 

to Lenin, to Baran and Sweezy, and many others —  have absolutely come true. At a 

certain point, the centralization of capital reaches such a degree that the laws of 

competition no longer obtain.  
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In the United States, Europe, and much of the world, working -class wages have 

been frozen for the past fifty years, while the costs of living have continued to rise. Workers 

are outraged; there is profound anger. And so a dystopian techno -scientific survei llance 

state is required to keep them under control. Big Tech is very useful for this. And, by the 

way, all this Big Tech apparatus, from the cybernetics revolution onwards, is also about 

managing environments. This is where the post –World War II conceptio n of the 

ecosystem comes from: out of the cybernetics revolution. It didn’t come from Tansley’s 

pre–World War II ecosystem thinking. No —it’s this hyper -mathematized, hyper -quantified 

approach to managing, once again, life, war, and labor.  

 

SS:  Finally, we’d like to return to the relationship between the so -called ecological 

crisis and current geopolitical conflicts. How do you see the link between struggles over 

resources, the militarization of territories, and specific situations such as the ge nocide in 

Gaza?  

JWM:  I think these are the morbid symptoms of the end of Cheap Nature and, 

therefore, of the terminal crisis of capitalism. More and more, in part because of the 

closing of frontiers, we see world geopolitics moving into a zero -sum situation. The U.S. -

Israeli g enocide in Gaza is explained much better by others. But I think what we are 

witnessing is a dynamic of what Lenin called the wars of redivision. This is a classic 

example of such wars.  

During World War II, the Germans sought Lebensraum (living space). And today 

there are journalists and commentators in Israel who also speak of the need for 

Lebensraum. The idea of Lebensraum was formulated in the late 19th century by Ernst 

Haeckel who, incidentally, coined the term “ecology.” There comes a moment when 

economic stagnation —partly political, but also shaped world -ecologically —  begins to 

take its toll. Then, as Giovanni Arrighi observed, the territorialist logic takes over. And 

capitalists tr y to recoup their losses on the economic terrain by shifting to the battlefield. 

That was the case of Germany in the 1930s, when it was hemmed in, lacked oil, and had 

a balance of payments crisis to resolve. Its strategy was to conquer the Soviets —

something the West wanted them to do.  

In the case of Israel, essentially the same dynamic applies. The history of capitalism 

is a history of recurring genocides. And against those critical academics who claim it is 

about settler colonialism, I would say that is wrong. It’s not about land. It’s  about labor 

and capital. Land is a condition for certain configurations of labor and capital. That is how 

capitalism works. In a post -capitalist order, perhaps it would be different, but for now, we 

can only speculate.  

Then there is the climate crisis. It is a very real crisis, but not an existential threat. 

Some of the most famous and influential climate scientists who once made such 

arguments — like James Hansen, who in his book Storms of My Grandchildren wrote a 

terrifying chapter called “The Venus Syndrome” about the greenhouse effect —  later 

walked it back, saying: “look, an existential threat would require extracting and burning all 

fossil fuels within a very, very short period of time, which is clearly  not happening” . 
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As we know, today C hina has reached peak fossil fuel production and will likely 

move to end CO ₂ emissions. China ’s exports of CO ₂-minimizing green technologies 

already seem to have a measurable impact on emissions, which do involve risks like 

aridification, changes in the Gu lf Stream, and many other dynamics that could be 

extremely worrying. However, they do not constitute an existential threat. So we should 

ask: why the existential threat rhetoric? Basically, it’s to keep the masses in line, to ensure 

they don’t demand more democracy and a better standard of living —which they could 

have within the so -called planetary boundaries if we expropriated the billionaires’ bank 

accounts. And that is well within our power to do.  

 

 

 

  


