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Exocapitalism and Its Contradictions at Index Space


No Free Lunch in Theory

Poliks and Trillo present exocapitalism not as a new stage of capitalism but as a retroactive recognition: capital’s axiomatic kernel, they argue, was always substrate-independent (Poliks and Trillo 2025). On this telling, capital is a germ, an algorithm, a small fissile mechanism organized around buy, hold, sell.

Here that pitch appeared in public this past weekend at Index Space, where Poliks and Trillo applied it to AI infrastructure under the Baudrillard-nodding title “The Data Center Does Not Exist” (Baudrillard 1995).

In their idiom, the claim is presented not just as a theory of capital but as a cosmology: capitalism as wildcode, as “a nam-shub encoded into time and world.” Where Marx diagnosed exploitation and Land diagnosed acceleration, Poliks and Trillo diagnose indifference. Capitalism does not hate us, does not need us, and has no interest in us. It has already departed the sphere of human affairs, “lifting” away from fixed costs, from the soil, leaving behind a “reproduction economy” managed not by capitalist machinery but by feudal sovereignty—the last mile of bones and blood into the earth. The exo- prefix names not a new flow of capital but the stark delineation of that capitalism which does not take the human as its substrate. Capital’s algorithm can act on anything, and buy-hold-sell no longer names a historically specific capitalist logic alone, but a general law of exchange as such.

Labor is only a specific, contingent process producing volatility rather than value, one more differential for the transcendental arbitrageur to close. We are said not to be enslaved by capital but deprecated by it, as algorithms do not enslave. Made legacy. Such, at least, is the horror as Poliks and Trillo stage it: irrelevance, not annihilation.



Index

I have tracked exocapitalism from near at hand since its first announcement on New Models in July 2024: through pre-print drafts, through the Becoming Press/CoreCore milieu around it, and through enough proximity to know both its attraction and its limits. I am extremely reticent about new re-brandings of capitalism, and was initially pleased to discover that Poliks and Trillo explicitly renounce the recursive development of the twenty-first-century post-neoliberal transition problem—vectoralisms, technofeudalisms oh my-although they achieve this by eschewing the idea of mode of production altogether. The problem begins with the exo- itself: it recasts capitalism as a transcendental object of Kantian contemplation, creating an opening for the capitalist sublime to be repositioned and taken up again in the wake of accelerationism’s clear assimilation into neo-fascism and, in its more mundane presentation, “effective accelerationism,” which, although it had already worn out its welcome, allowed for the general recuperation of accelerationism into the Silicon Valley lexicon. What returns here is not Land’s ecstatic image of runaway capital but a colder transcendentalized immanence: the same impersonal process, now stripped of libidinal charge and contemplated under the signs of indifference, deprecation, and abandonment (Land 2011). The accelerationist debt enters where a historically specific monetary logic of capital—catastrophic, spread-seeking, arbitrage-driven—is projected across substrates and scales until it appears cosmic.

The talk, this past weekend at Index Space, the Walker St venue of Garden 3D1, drew a packed crowd, a sign that Poliks and Trillo can present an alternative to leftish theories of capitalism capable of attracting the frontier intersection-of-art-and-technology set. It was a room of post-TPOT residue, art-world trend forecasters, gallerists and scenester cruft, with Dena Yago, founding member of K-Hole, moderating the scheduled softball Q&A.

Exocapitalism’s limits as a concept became visible when applied to a concrete case. The talk forced the thesis into contact with specific financial instruments, contractual structures, and market dynamics. What emerged was instructive: the cosmology dissolved on contact with its own evidence.

P&T tried to give exocapitalism empirical specificity through the contemporary AI-infrastructure stack. The cases they chose all turned on the same mechanism: announcements, special-purpose vehicles, futures contracts, and recursive contractual handoffs allowed anticipated buildout to appear as present creditworthiness, market value, and investable scale. The pattern was clearest in the cases of Stargate and CoreWeave: Stargate’s announcement generated more market capitalization for Oracle in twenty-four hours than the consortium’s total committed equity, while CoreWeave raised billions against GPUs it was still acquiring. In both cases, anticipation itself appeared as present creditworthiness. Meta’s Blue Owl SPV then hid twenty-seven billion in data-center debt, virtual power purchase agreements traded energy futures where no electricity changed hands, and the Nvidia-OpenAI-Microsoft-Oracle loop circulated over a trillion dollars in committed infrastructure spending through recursive contractual layering.

In their own terms, AI had to remain an apocalyptic civilization-scale event: transformative enough to sustain both speculative and critical intensity, but never so fully delivered that the promise would be exhausted. Even the local ecological harms they acknowledged entered this logic as narrative assets: visceral enough to sustain the feeling of apocalypse, limited enough not to constrain expansion. What mattered, then, was not delivery but the maintenance of a promise large enough to keep capital moving through the stack. Hence AI as a permanent transitional phase requiring permanent transition management. But what gives the AI bubble its uncanny force is a double bind. If the projected monetary realizations never arrive, an enormous mass of claims has been written against a future that cannot clear; if they do arrive, they can do so only through a harsh reorganization of the monetary order and social life at large. So a half-assed Baudrillardian bubble diagnosis is insufficient on its own. Historically, such speculative surges have not merely distorted value; they have augured—indeed, accelerated—an exponential expansion of the subsumptive surface of social life, labor above all (Perez 2002). Lacking a precise ontology of money, the talk could not stay with contracts, credit, and recursive financing; it slipped back to the surface, where the announced project seemed to generate value on its own. What they reduced to hype-a suited Altman at a White House podium-was already a sovereignly inflected repricing event, and Poliks’s language repeatedly collapsed price speculation into value’s immanent production.

What the talk named without fully theorizing was a temporal contradiction: capital’s horizon of permanent transition had become structurally incommensurable with the time of human projects, biological reproduction, and political action, even as that transition still had to remain governable within bio-social time in order to persist. What was being strained here was not only the reproduction of social life but the relation between the biototality and a machinic layer whose energetic necessities and potentials no longer took the scale of life as their measure. That contradiction was structural: use-values could obsolesce into waste far faster than claims could disappear, because the latter still had to clear, roll, refinance, or default through the monetary-juridical order. Permanent transition is endocapitalism’s mode of survival: capital keeps itself alive by accelerating the lag between productive and computational potential and the monetary, juridical, and reproductive orders through which that potential still has to clear.

Yago’s scheduled Q&A after P&T’s brief lecture mattered less as clarification than as symptom. Her prompts moved through hype, glazing-as-a-service (?), prediction markets, and jankspace—Maya B. Kronic’s term, after Koolhaas, for the low-grade, makeshift residue-space of technocapitalism (Felstead, n.d.)—but in a vocabulary that already felt pre-digested by the downtown trend apparatus: not analysis so much as scene-language trying to keep pace with an object that no longer requires its mediation. The irony is that Polymarket, Kalshi, and the wider predictive-market discourse are not remote phenomena arriving from some alien technocultural elsewhere; they are part of New York’s own contemporary technical-financial formation. What registered most clearly was anxiety: the downtown trend apparatus no longer seemed able to turn yesterday’s residue into today’s frontier, but only to repeat it in scene-language after more direct quantitative forms had already captured it. The city no longer narrates the transition from above, but suffers it from within; the discussion became most interesting precisely where that anxiety surfaced, because it suggested that the art-theoretical zeitgeist has not mastered the technocultural one, but is being eclipsed by it in its own home.

Only in the impromptu Q&A, after Yago’s scheduled session, did the theory meet direct argumentative pressure. The objection—“these are characteristics of all bubbles everywhere—massive money-losing companies that you’re reframing as the ultimate form of capitalism”—was right in affect but could not penetrate, and was easily batted down, because the existing ontology of capital is itself in a poor state, and exocapitalism rightly attacks that. “Standard speculative finance” is not an answer when the theoretical vocabulary for what finance is doing has not kept pace with the practice. The challenge landed nowhere because it assumed a settled theoretical vocabulary that does not exist. For a moment the impromptu exchange took on the comic social form of an Adornian classroom confrontation: not because the data center protest movement was physically in the room, but because the room wanted to know what, if anything, their theory had to say to it, and whether protest itself was only feeding the thing it opposed. Poliks answered with a placating municipalist anecdote, praising communal power ownership as “very woo woo” but “real as fuck,” while Trillo folded the question back into scale, complexity, and the injunction to step away rather than control. The effect was less principled refusal than a little stage-management: flatter the movement, praise the municipality, and avoid a tiny Adornian ambush.

What the exchange clarified was not a late retreat but the underlying commitment of the ontology. In the book, and still more nakedly in recent seminar materials2, arbitrage is granted the status of the logical germ of exocapitalism. The talk veiled that commitment for the room; the bubble objection merely forced Poliks and Trillo to speak in the transhistorical language that already followed from it.



Money, Not Capital

The problem begins earlier. Once arbitrage and temporal deferral are granted the status of exocapitalism’s logical germ, capital’s historical specificity is already dissolving into a transhistorical theory of money. The bubble exchange did not push Poliks and Trillo into that universalism; it merely made them state it plainly: Persia, Chinese paper money, cowries, “this has always happened.” What this germ actually captures is the strange formal power of money—denomination, fungibility, abstraction, deferral—not capital as a historically specific relation. The exo- ontology depends on that collapse: money’s formal powers are made to stand in for capital’s historical specificity. Their monetary fetishism is what makes exocapitalism both sharp and wrongheaded: money can defer, redistribute, and aestheticize contradiction, but not eliminate the antagonisms through which capital still moves.

This is why the ontology of circulation regresses into a transhistorical hypostasization of merchant capital: money and finance can defer, redistribute, and aestheticize contradiction, but only atop surplus extracted through production and fixed capital. Arbitrage appears dominant because circulation is where the lag becomes legible, not because circulation is ontologically primary.

Put back on its feet, the picture changes: the contracts, VPPAs, SPVs, and recursive investment loops that structured the talk appear not as the structure itself but as partial exposures of a transactional order linking present exchanges to claims on future transactions, all denominated, scheduled, collateralized, and pushed toward settlement or default. What I am calling the obligation graph is the monetary-computational form that order takes once transactions and claims on future transactions are forced into settlement time: which claims can clear, roll, net, refinance, or fail, in what order, and under what priority and collateral conditions. The graph has depth: it terminates in payroll cycles, rent days, debt service, and the fixed schedules of social reproduction. Every contractual layer they described—colocation REITs, cloud provider credit exchanges, GPU futures, renewable energy certificates—bottoms out in bio-social obligations on fixed schedules. They were tracking the phenomenology of the monetary surface while mistaking it for capital’s ontology.

What exocapitalism names as “lift” is a real appearance of the monetary surface under financialization: abstraction encountering its own formal powers as if they were independence. The monetary totality is abstract, is fungible, does defer—these are structural properties of money as such. Under the specific historical pressures of financialization, the monetary system converts its own formal properties into instruments: derivatives of derivatives, VPPAs where no electricity changes hands, announcement-as-production. This generates the appearance of substrate-independence, but it is not capital escaping—it is money proliferating representations of itself, discovering its own formal possibilities and mistaking that discovery for freedom. The obligation graph remains intact beneath the surface. The monetary-financial order is already a crude social computation: it recursively organizes transactions and claims on future transactions, schedules settlement, and renders portions of social life legible in denominated form. Technical computation does not arrive from outside this order so much as exploit its prior discretizations, intensify them, and push them toward their limit.

The monetary surface functions here like Kant’s transcendental aesthetic—the pure forms of intuition through which all economic experience is structured. It is not something we perceive in the economy but the medium through which economic perception occurs at all. Poliks and Trillo treat this surface as if it could be peeled away from the commodity world and left to float free, but for Kant the forms of intuition are nothing without the manifold they organize—the transcendental aesthetic without empirical content is empty (Kant 1781). Their need to eschew production altogether is what keeps the monetary surface clean, contemplable, sublime. The moment you reintroduce production—labor, commodities, the bio-social calendar—the surface gets dirty, entangled, historically mediated, and stops being a transcendental object.

But the monetary surface is itself only a view—a projection over a more fundamental order of transactions and claims on future transactions that can never be fully exposed to the market. Price relations, arbitrage, and derivatives are not monetary phenomena at bottom; they are partial projections of a deeper transactional order whose real questions are settlement, priority, default, refinancing, and which projected monetary realizations can or cannot actually clear. Money conditions markets, not the other way around: the monetary form is prior, creating the space in which exchange becomes possible, determining what can be priced and what cannot. Transactions are often linked to material objects, but money is indifferent to the object as such, treating it only as a claim to be satisfied; prices therefore have to be distinguished between objects of production and higher-order objects of circulation, even when the latter remain dependent on real production to make futurity thinkable at all. Money’s contradiction is precisely this: it treats the object only as a satisfiable claim, yet depends on a productive order it cannot itself ground and periodically destabilizes. Derivatives began as hedges against monetary contingencies that could collapse production; their extension into markets on events increasingly detached from production is itself an index of late capitalism, where money’s crude, cynical planning power no longer depends on Hayekian price-discovery myths, but is embedded directly in money’s own transactional apparatus.3 The graph has constitutive opacity—it is never fully legible from the surface—and that opacity is the condition of arbitrage. The arb comes from entities that can gain deeper access to the true graph: clearing houses, prime brokers, sovereign actors, anyone with privileged access to the counterparty chain. What Poliks and Trillo call “lift” is the proliferation of new projections over the same graph—each derivative, SPV, and VPPA exposing a different slice of the underlying obligation structure and its reducibility conditions—not departure from it.

Prices are only ever rough proxies for the obligation graph’s depth, and that depth only partially, briefly reveals itself post-mortem—after crisis. 2008 is the paradigm: only when the system broke did the actual counterparty chain become visible—who owed what to whom, which mortgages backed which tranches backed which pension funds. The crisis was an epistemological event—a moment of forced, partial legibility of a graph that normally operates in constitutive opacity. Which makes “algorithms do not have crises” exactly backwards: crises are precisely when the computational substrate surfaces, when the proxies diverge too far from the graph they approximate and the gap becomes unsustainable.



Two Totalities

What their own examples force into view, once the picture is put back on its feet, are at least two historically produced, immanent orders that capital has subsumed and bound together. On one side is the obligation graph: transactions and claims on future transactions linked through schedules, maturities, debt service, collateral, and settlement. Its form is set by reducibility, as projected monetary realizations are forced toward what can actually clear. On the other is the commodity graph: the recursive order of use-values and means of production, a physical constant-capital network organized by compatibility in production, sequence, throughput, and cost in the stricter sense of time, scarcity, energy, and bottlenecks rather than price. They are coupled but irreducible: labor, language, and history have mediated between them, and software increasingly functions as the control and representation plane translating states of the commodity graph into monetary commands. Capital lives in that mediation rather than in the abolition of one side by the other. That is also why the familiar image of the supply chain is too weak here: it flattens the commodity graph into linear transit and leaves the software-mediated control plane invisible. What Poliks and Trillo observe is the obligation graph straining at its own limit—transactions on transactions, claims on claims, money measuring money—and mistaking that stress behavior for departure from the commodity graph, when it is the violent anticipation of a new subsumptive surface that monetary means still cannot adequately plan or recover.

Every example in the talk turned on articulated dependence: the value chain, the layered contracts of the data center, the Nvidia-OpenAI-Microsoft circuit. These are computational structures in a real sense: abstractions written into contracts, credits, scheduling layers, and vendor loops that can be modeled, optimized, and recursively recombined. But their computational legibility holds most cleanly only at the uppermost hyperscaler layer, where dependence can still appear as elastic interconnection rather than terminal reliance. Lift becomes incoherent at exactly this point, because the abstraction is real but partial: capital does not escape dependence here so much as displace it downward and outward, embedding itself more deeply in labor, infrastructure, sovereignty, and social reproduction while narrating that embedment as autonomy. For capital, dependence, however it may be wrought, not independence, produces power.

The talk gestured toward a “post-transactional” world—the Polymarket example of betting on whether Chinese food will be delivered rather than ordering it—which was a half-formed appropriation of Suhail Malik’s thesis of the derivative as ontologically prior to the spot price (Malik 2014). Malik’s argument is more exact than the use Poliks and Trillo make of it, but it remains too committed to price-as-primitive: the derivative intensifies the entanglement of price, abstraction, and power without thereby making price primitive to money as such. He draws on Nitzan and Bichler because the proliferation of derivatives makes the constitutive role of social power in price formation more explicit, not less (Nitzan and Bichler 2009). Poliks and Trillo cite Malik but underread him, and the reason is clear: that fixation on price is catnip for an arbitrage-crazed ontology, because it lets the price-and-probability surface—things becoming derivative-like, statistical, post-transactional—stand in for value itself, a slippage the talk repeated whenever speculation, announcement effects, and market-cap moves were casually described as value generation. For Poliks and Trillo, the casino occludes the clearinghouse.

The exocapitalist account collapses two distinct regimes of social computation into one. Classical computation—databases, trading systems, routing algorithms, financial instruments—operates most naturally on the obligation graph, because transactions, future claims, maturities, and settlement events already tend toward ordered compression. This is formal subsumption at the level of monetary mediation: capital takes processes already expressible in transactional form and clears, nets, prices, and accelerates them. Large language models and adjacent systems aim elsewhere: not merely to speed circulation, but to make language itself—and through it more of the social and commodity worlds—computationally tractable. Language is not a mere bridge here but a historically autonomous order through which the world of use-values became partially legible to the world of money. Yet this order did not make itself legible to money on its own; it still required a coordinating relay. Call this the transductive subject: the human coordinating center through which use-values, frictions, and historical knowledge were translated into administrable form. The term is borrowed from Simondon only to break with him at the decisive point: his insistence that the living transducer remains ontologically privileged (Simondon 2017).4 What matters about multi-modal AI is that it attacks this mediating layer directly: the social is the freshest material for computation, and language is the hinge through which capital attempts the real subsumption of that mediation.

The actual trajectory is therefore not “lift” but an attempted closure through computational mediation. Capital is not departing the material substrate but trying to internalize more of the mediations by which that substrate became legible, coordinable, and governable. What is becoming transparent first is not the commodity graph as such but its linguistic and social interface; the graph itself remains the hardest limit, because visibility is not computability.

Meanwhile, the sovereign and legal totality—contracts, jurisdiction, enforcement, property rights—did all the work in the talk’s examples while remaining theoretically invisible. Defense is only the thin edge here. The far larger prize is social reproduction itself. That is why this project cannot remain at the level of consumer capture or enterprise workflow, as with earlier internet platforms, but must pass through the state if it is to reorganize human capital at anything like the scale it projects. Exocapitalism cannot pose this properly because it reduces the state to weak administration while displacing decisive sovereignty into empire and feudal residues. Finance does not leave social reproduction behind; it sits atop the monetary order as its densest recursive layer, binding claims on future cash to labor, production, and reproduction through the juridical machinery of contract, property, jurisdiction, and enforcement. In the talk, Poliks and Trillo dismissed the whole consumer-tech / surveillance / military-collusion cluster as “folk analysis,” even calling the theory of military-industrial collusion a “dangerous, crazy misreading of the situation.” The paranoia is not false so much as miscomposed: it correctly senses the tightening entanglement of Silicon Valley, intelligence, and war-making. What that paranoia pictures, though, is one concentrated Cold War power, rather than a tendency in which Silicon Valley increasingly draws the federal apparatus in as a dependent layer while remaining antagonistic to state constraint. What matters about defense and intelligence contracts is less their marginal contribution to revenue than their role as sovereign cash-flow anchors within a larger funding ecology. Pensions, insurers, utilities, and asset managers require stability, hedgeability, and state-backed legitimacy for the claims they are already carrying.



Periodizing Obsolescence

The greatest contribution of exocapitalism is aesthetic and historical, even as its authors refuse to recognize it as such. They have named the felt condition of the present—obsolescence, deprecation, becoming-unnecessary—and this naming functions as a periodizing gesture in something like a Jamesonian sense. The experience of being legacy infrastructure while the system migrates elsewhere captures something that neither Jamesonian periodization nor Landian machinic telos quite reaches.

But to periodize is to historicize. A period is a bounded historical configuration with conditions of emergence, internal contradictions, and a horizon of transformation. Jameson’s postmodernism works as periodization because it is the cultural logic of late capitalism—tied to a specific mode of accumulation, a specific set of spatial practices (Jameson 1991). It has a floor and a ceiling.

Poliks and Trillo do the opposite: they take what functions as a periodizing insight and transcendentalize it. Capital was always this, the germ was always there, buy-hold-sell as eternal axiom—“we think of this as something that has always been there.” But if it has always been there, it is not a period; it is a metaphysics. And if it is a metaphysics, the felt novelty they have named—the specific experience of deprecation now—becomes inexplicable within their own account. The novelty is real; what their ontology cannot admit is that it belongs to history.



Leaving Us?

What Poliks and Trillo’s categories and affect imply, without quite naming, is not merely that capital deprecates us but that it may be entering a relation to time in which the human is no longer its measure. At issue, though, is not humanity in the abstract but the historically specific human function that tied the knot for capital. But the human obsolesces first as subject, not as object. What I am calling the transductive subject is that mediating stratum: the human layer through which use-values, technical constraints, scientific knowledge, historical memory, and social relations were rendered exchangeable, financeable, and administrable to capital. Multi-modal AI supersedes this function. The felt sense of becoming-unnecessary is the phenomenological registration of that supersession, but historicizing it would require exactly the theory of two irreducible totalities they refuse. The transcendentalization is a defense against historicity, and therefore against politics. If capital is an eternal algorithm, it cannot be transformed—only survived, escaped, or aesthetically appreciated. Exo- cannot produce political implications because it has removed the historical conditions under which political action becomes legible. The ontology prevents them from recognizing that their own best insight—the periodization of obsolescence—is itself a historical claim, one that demands historical analysis, not transcendental metaphysics.

In the impromptu Q&A, one interlocutor sharpened the political vacuum by invoking Edelman’s No Future—the queer polemic against reproductive futurism—noting that what had been theoretically forsaken as a political organizing principle might, under the conditions Poliks and Trillo describe, become necessity again (Edelman 2004). Poliks took it up without apparent irony, running directly into the reproductive futurism Edelman had dismantled: “I also have a kid—I see hope in that kid every single day.” The exchange drifted to Minneapolis, where Poliks found hope in the neighborhood-scale mutual aid of the George Floyd protests—feeding each other, doing laundry, paying utility bills—but only at the city block, deteriorating above that scale. At that point, political transformation and neighborhood survival were left too close together to be cleanly distinguished. That was not incidental. For P&T, politics keeps shrinking into maintenance: feeding each other, doing laundry, paying the utility bill.

Any hope adequate to such a condition would begin by making the dependency structures of social life legible with ruthless clarity and end, if at all, in the collective power to rewrite them. But that interlocutor’s intuition cut deeper than either of them realized. If history is itself becoming senescent—if the transductive subject is being deprecated and the commodity graph is becoming legible without human mediation—then the life drive (Aster, n.d.) would reawaken not as ideology but as radical necessity. Otherwise reproduction would become what the exocapitalist ontology already implies it to be: a luxury, a feudal remainder, something the algorithm would neither need nor notice.

Even Dario Amodei’s recent essay “The Adolescence of Technology” registers the same pressure in displaced form from the opposite side: the felt condition of obsolescence and deprecation hardening into historical senescence (Amodei 2026). What one redescribes as a species-level “technological adolescence” and the other as humanity’s deprecation are two aesthetics of the same latent condition: under the future-shock of the final stage of capital, collective life begins to experience itself as historically senescent, weighed down by biology, labor, and inherited institutions. But both still miss what they make visible: Organic structures remain valuable to computation as folded history: bio-social formations that must be reconstructed, subsumed, and transformed rather than simply left behind. What returns here is not merely the persistence of the body, but the necessity of bio-social history for intelligence itself: organic senescence becomes a rich burden, something computation must reconstruct and work through rather than leave behind. Even the young will feel old. Neither discovers this phenomenology; each merely gives it the form his own ideology can bear—Amodei as a managerial test of maturity, Poliks and Trillo as the cold aesthetics of drag, deprecation, and leaving-us-behind.

The talk never touched the book’s most abstract and interesting claim; its closing pages name that horizon only in mystical form. There, capital begins to shrug off its entrapments in social reproduction, thin into higher dimensions, and leave the sphere of human affairs behind until it disappears from sight. Read coldly, though, this is less an accomplished order than the limit tendency of a long reworking of capital’s technical composition: more and more mediations once routed through labor and social reproduction are being drawn inside the technical process itself. Marx’s old name for this tendency was the rising organic composition of capital: the increasing dominance of dead labor within capital’s own composition. That is why endocapitalism is already the more fitting name: the tendency at issue is capital’s recomposition around the growing dominance of dead labor, while circulation captures the spread between emerging productive capability and the lagging social reality that still contains it. But this remains a tendency, not an accomplished order: capital cannot complete the supersession of living labor without ceasing to be capital in the strict sense. Whether some monetary residue persists beyond that threshold, or whether that cruft is swept away in a genuinely planned order, remains open. Beyond capital, machines producing machines necessarily posit a horizon no longer set by biological urgency. Its horizon is the energetic limits of the cosmos, not the spinal harness. At that point, Earth’s spatial non-centrality no longer guarantees the secular image of its cosmic insignificance. This is not another Copernican turn, but the turning of Copernicus: Earth’s spatial non-centrality is demoted by its temporal significance as intelligible origin, and space becomes subordinate to time. Earth remains significant not as permanent center but as origin, where the cosmos finally becomes historical.
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1. Garden 3D describes itself as a worker-owned collective working across design, technology, community, and media: https://garden3d.net/. Its clients include Google, Stripe, ACLU, Pratt, MIT, Mozilla, The Nobel Prize, Black Socialists in America, Gagosian, Etsy, and Hinge, among others.



2. A February 2026 New Centre seminar description places the logical kernel of arbitrage at the core of exocapitalism and collapses tens of thousands of years of human economic activity into that kernel: https://thenewcentre.org/archive/understanding-exocapitalism/



3. Coplan’s Hayekian branding is explicit: a Forbes profile translated at ChainCatcher reports that all Polymarket employees are required to read Hayek’s “The Use of Knowledge in Society” alongside Robin Hanson (https://www.chaincatcher.com/en/article/2136444); CoinDesk also reports that Coplan made continual reference to Hayek in profile interviews (https://www.coindesk.com/tech/2024/12/10/shayne-coplan-he-took-prediction-markets-mainstream). Hanson’s own rhetoric is less explicitly Austrian, but the futarchy program clearly presumes the same market-epistemic wager that speculators should determine which policies raise welfare (https://mason.gmu.edu/~rhanson/futarchy.html).



4. Simondon’s claim is that the living transducer is irreducible because it can generate its own information, reformulate the problem it confronts, and hold virtuality against actuality in a way machines cannot. I am treating that difference as architectural rather than ontological: what he identifies in the living being is better understood as the capacity of a history-bearing system to carry state, bias its own future behavior, and recursively reframe inputs, all of which can in principle be instantiated technically rather than reserved to life as such.
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