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Abstract. Contemporary science finds itself caught in a profound epistemic contradiction: while presenting itself as the primary
engine of knowledge, it increasingly operates within a techno-economic apparatus that reduces inquiry to commodity production,
managerial optimization, and competitive games of prestige. This structural entanglement with capitalist rationality produces a
mode of knowledge that is self-referential, conservative, and fundamentally extractive—one that filters novelty through bureau-
cratic metrics, rewards strategic assimilation over conceptual risk, and neutralizes ideas that do not reinforce existing circuits of
power. The resulting scientific landscape is not merely limited; it is systematically incapable of generating the transformative
frameworks required to address the evolutionary, ecological, and civilizational challenges of our time. This manuscript argues
that such limitations are not correctable from within. They arise from the core architecture of the scientific-academic system
itself, whose epistemic, institutional, and economic foundations preclude the emergence of genuinely alternative thought. In re-
sponse, we propose the construction of a new organizational and conceptual ecology for knowledge: EVOLUTIO. Conceived asa
life-centered research ecosystem, EVOLUTIO advances an epistemic orientation in which inquiry unfolds as a creative, relational,
and ontologically grounded process, rather than as a market-driven production of publishable artifacts. It is organized to protect
conceptual originality, to nurture long-form inquiry, and to cultivate a mode of science that is aligned with the generativity of
life rather than the logics of capital. By articulating the conditions that impede renewal in the current system and proposing the
foundations of a life-centered science, the manuscript outlines a disruptive and necessary reconfiguration of how knowledge can

be produced, sustained, and allowed to evolve.

1 The Current State of Science

1.1 Science under Capitalist Technological
Power

Contemporary science appears deeply entangled with the
technological, economic, and ideological structures of global
capitalism (29). Rather than functioning as an autonomous
search for understanding, it increasingly resembles a marketed
commodity, shaped and constrained by the interests that fi-
nance and govern it. The scientific-academic system, being
subordinated to these forces, no longer provides a hospitable
environment for the development of creative, alternative, or
heterodox thinking. Research lines that deviate from the dis-
course sanctioned by official scientific power are often resisted
or quietly excluded. The result is a monopolization of scientific
discourse, a narrowing of conceptual horizons, and the progres-
sive impoverishment of the scientific agenda through its com-
mercial and mercantile commitments (4, 21).

This dynamic resonates with classic
power/knowledge formations, in which institutions con-

analyses of

trol not only what can be known but who is authorized to
speak (6). Within this structure, dissenting ideas are not
merely debated—they are often rendered znvisible. The
uniformity of contemporary scientific discourse is therefore
not accidental but structurally produced.

1.2 Industrial Organizational Models and
the Factory Logic of Knowledge

The co-optation of science by capitalist organization has led
it to inherit the institutional forms of the First and Second
Industrial Revolutions. Contemporary research institutions

replicate the factory model, a system grounded in mechaniza-
tion, segmentation of tasks, and the relentless pursuit of produc-
tion efficiency. This is the Taylorist logic: workers (and now
researchers) are compelled to alienate themselves in order to
adapt to the machine and its procedures.

As noted in earlier work, this structure emerged only
through substantial capital investment, which rendered it elz-
tist and bierarchical from the start (30). As Jeremy Rifkin de-
scribes:

“The modern rational business bureaucracy is characterized
by a number of essential elements. The structure itself is pyra-
midal, with authority flowing from the top down. There are
preestablished rules that govern all operations and detailed in-
structions for how jobs are defined and how work is to be car-
ried out at every level of the organization. To optimize output,
tasks are broken down by division of labor and the work is or-
ganized in a fixed series of stages” (31, p. 109).

Such a model may produce nuts and bolts with remark-
able efficiency, but it is profoundly ill-suited for generating
new ideas. Yet this is precisely the model that dominates
the contemporary scientific-academic system: rigidly hierar-
chical, centralized, bureancratized, and segmented into byper-
specialized compartments. A small elite at the top of the pyra-
mid defines what counts as science, which problems merit atten-
tion, and who will receive funding. Under these conditions,
genuinely novel ideas pose a structural threat to the existing bi-
erarchical order and are therefore either r¢jected outright or ab-
sorbed through processes of conceptual appropriation and repack-
aging that preserve the status guo while obscuring their original
sources.

This mirrors Pierre Bourdieu’s analysis of scientific fields as
arenas of struggle over symbolic capital, in which dominant
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agents maintain control by preserving established norms and
marginalizing beterodox innovations (2, 4).

1.3 Capital, Funding, and the Structuring of
Scientific Agendas

The absorption of science into the capitalist system can be
understood historically: capital funded scientific research, and
scientific agendas aligned accordingly. Aldous Huxley articu-
lated this dynamic clearly:

“In applying the results of disinterested scientific research,
inventors and technicians have paid more attention to the
problem of equipping large concerns with the expensive ma-
chinery of mass production and mass distribution than to that
of providing individuals or cooperating groups with cheap
and simple, but effective, means of production for their own
subsistence and for the needs of a local market. The reason
for this is that there has been more money in working for the
mass producers and mass distributors; and the mass producers
and mass distributors have had more money because financiers
have seen that there was more profit for them, and more power,
in a centralized than in a decentralized system of production”
(12, p. 13).

The point is not merely that disinterested research was ap-
plied in ways that favored capital, but that scientific research it-
self —its orientation, priorities, and conceptual frameworks—
became shaped by capitalist imperatives. Scientists and tech-
nologists were not passive victims of an external influence; zhey
were embedded within an ideological and institutional environ-
ment that conditioned what could be imagined or pursued.

This is consistent with Bruno Latour’s description of scien-
tific production as deeply intertwined with networks of fund-
ing, institutional interests, and material infrastructures (16),
as well as with Mirowski’s analysis of the neoliberal restructur-
ing of scientific research (21).

1.4 From Class-Based Science to Capital-
Centered vs. Life-Centered Science

In this respect, Alexander Bogdanov’s early insight remains
strikingly relevant. Bogdanov argued that the dominant ide-
ological system penetrates deeply into people’s minds and
shapes their subsequent behavior, leading him to posit the
existence of a bourgeois science and a proletarian science, each
aligned with its respective class interests (25, 26).

While his terminology was historically situated, the under-
lying diagnosis endures: scientific activity is never ideologi-
cally neutral. We propose reframing Bogdanov’s dichotomy
in more general and contemporary terms as capital-centered
science and life-centered science.

A capital-centered science serves the priorities of accumu-
lation, technological expansion, and market value. A life-
centered science serves the flourishing of living beings, ecosys-
tems, and communities. As argued elsewhere, one of the cen-
tral challenges of the 21st century is to place life at the center
of our existence, restoring economy to its proper place—at the
service of life, not the other way around (27).

This not only redefines scientific priorities, but opens the
possibility for an entirely different mode of inquiry—one

grounded in a renewed sense of responsibility, relationality,
and ecological belonging.

2 The Health of the Scientific-
Academic System

The dynamics previously described lead naturally to a
broader diagnosis: the scientific-academic system has ceased to
be a space that nurtures thought. Instead, it operates as 2 bu-
reaucratic mechanism that continnously demands compliance,
submission, and alignment with its internal norms. It increas-
ingly resembles what Kafka portrayed as “the castle” (15): an
opaque, inaccessible structure whose power is unquestionable yet
elusive, and where individuals perpetually respond to require-
ments they did not choose.

To clarify this argument, it is useful to distinguish three in-
terconnected dimensions of this system: (1) its psychology of
obedience, (2) its cascading hierarchy and reproduction of dom-
ination, and (3) its self-legitimating ideology of meritocracy.

2.1 A System that Rewards Obedience and
Penalizes Originality

Because the contemporary scientific-academic system is
built on bierarchical-centralized structures derived from indus-
trial and bureaucratic organizational models, it tends to select
for people capable of adapting, pleasing, and obeying. In in-
stitutional terms, this is the expected babitus: a set of disposi-
tions that align individuals with the implicit rules of the field
(3). In psychological terms, it incentivizes personalities predis-
posed to submission or conformity.

This “adaptive intelligence”—efficiency in complying with
expectations—is celebrated as “competence”. The result is
a form of herd bebavior that homogenizes thought and nar-
rows the space for genuine originality. Yet the creation of new
ideas requires precisely the opposite: the ability to guestion
the framework, to withstand periods of isolation, and to toler-
ate forms of exclusion that often accompany original hetero-
dox thinking. The system thus produces two kinds of actors:
the complacent-adaptable, who thrive as “good members of the
herd”, and the creators-pioneers, who inevitably occupy the po-
sition of “black sheep”.

2.2 Hierarchy and the Reproduction of Dom-
ination

In any hierarchical-centralized organization, most members
occupy an ambiguous dual position: they are subordinated
in relation to those above them, yet dominant in relation to
those below. This structural fact produces what Alvin Gould-
ner identified as the bureaucratic personality, marked by strict
obedience upward and discretionary authority downward (9).

Within academic life, this becomes a chain of power trans-
mission that is often sadomasochistic in its dynamics: mistreat-
ment, psychological pressures, and abuses of authority flow from
one level to the next. Senior figures, legitimized by institu-
tional hierarchy, often act as if they were entitled not only to
the labor of their subordinates, but to their time, creativity,
and even their future prospects. Such practices—completely
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normalized in many institutions—range from subtle psycholog-
ical manipulation to overt abuses of power.

When subordinates are sufficiently compliant, they are re-
warded: mentorship, recommendations, access to resources, and
opportunities. These rewards appear as evidence of “merit” but
function in practice as instruments of discipline and loyalty.
Here the system reveals its inner logic: obedience is converted
into patronage, and patronage is masked as merit.

2.3 The Ideology of Meritocracy as a Mask
for Political Power

The reward structure of academia makes it appear to be
a meritocracy, but as Robert K. Merton already warned, the
ethos of science is often contradicted by its institutional reali-
ties (20). In practice, funding, recognition, and advancement
depend less on creativity or intellectual independence than on
political positioning within networks of influence. What circu-
lates is not merit but capital—symbolic, social, institutional (2).

In such a context, the competition that emerges is not a
competition of ideas but a competition of alignments. The sys-
tem is ostensibly organized around excellence, but structurally
organized around loyalty. As a result, it is practically impos-
sible for genuinely new ideas—those that challenge the dom-
inant paradigm—to receive institutional sponsorship. Gate-
keepers fund their own agenda or minor variations of it. No
one in a position of power has incentives to support work that
destabilizes the status quo from which they benefit.

This transforms the scientific-academic system into a kind
of organizational assembly line, where career advancement de-
pends on satisfying the expectations of one’s superiors. People
react differently to this arrangement: some deny the problem
and ddentify with the system; many simply endure it; others
suffer trauma to varying degrees; and a small minority refuses
to play by these rules.

For those who refuse, the principles are simple and non-
negotiable: equal opportunities, recognition of talent, and space
for original thought. Without these, the emergence of new
ideas is not merely difficult—it is structurally impossible.

3 Another Science for Another Soci-
ety

The question arises almost inevitably: Is the current model
the only possible way to do science? Must scientific practice
be structurally tied to capital-intensive infrastructures, hyper-
specialization, and bureaucratic institutions? Or is this form
of science—its scale, its organization, its priorities—already
shaped by an ideological framework rather than an intrinsic ne-
cessity?

These questions are not merely academic. They concern
the future of knowledge production and the percentage of hu-
manity that will benefit from the innovations of the current
system. If today’s science is inseparable from capital, then its re-
sults will inevitably serve capital. To imagine a different future,
it 1s necessary to imagine a dz'l%rmt science.

To articulate this shift, we can distinguish three levels: (1)
the ideological dependence of modern science on capital, (2) the

historical origins of hierarchical-centralized knowledge produc-
tion, and (3) the emerging horizon of decentralized and democ-
ratized scientific practice.

3.1 The Ideological Bond Between Science
and Capital

Modern science, as it is usually practiced, grew within the
economic and political frameworks of industrial modernity.
Its institutional architecture—large labs, centralized univer-
sities, competitive grant systems—reﬂects what Lewis Mum-
ford called the “megamachine”: a sociotechnical apparatus that
fuses science, bureancracy, and capital into a single system (22).

As long as scientific research depends structurally on
capital-intensive infrastructures and centralized funding mech-
anisms, its orientation is largely predetermined. It becomes
exceedingly difficult to develop ideas that do not serve existing
economic imperatives. This is why Ivan Illich argued that -
stitutions built around industrial logics inevitably become self-
referential and self-perpetuating (13).

Thus, the question is no longer merely whether science is
influenced by capital, but whether 7¢ can even conceive of alter-
native goals while remaining tied to capital-intensive structures.
If this bond is not broken—or at least significantly loosened —
science will remain locked into producing more capital, regard-
less of its stated ideals.

3.2 How Hierarchical-Centralized Science
Came to Be

The deeper problem, as I noted in earlier work, lies in the
historical separation between organizational-administrative
Sfunctions and productive functions (30). This split—caused by
the development of intensive production methods, agriculture,
and the technology necessary to carry them out—generated
the structural conditions for hierarchical-centralized organiza-
tions.

Once the producer no longer decides what is produced or
how, the possibility of autonomy is lost. This applies as much
to science as to agriculture or industry. With the rise of large-
scale laboratories in the 20th century, described by Noble as
the managerial revolution in science (23), scientific labor in-
creasingly resembled industrial labor: individuals became spe-
cialists within a chain of command rather than autonomous
creators.

This structure is not natural. It is historical. It emerged un-
der specific technological and economic conditions. And be-
cause it is historical, it is changeable.

3.3 The Horizon of Decentralized-

Distributed Science

The emergence of decentralized-distributed organizational
models offers areal alternative. AsIargue elsewhere, reintegrat-
ing organizational-administrative and productive functions is
the key to scientific autonomy (30). This reintegration be-
comes feasible when technologies enable local production, local
decision-making, and local control of resources.
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Jeremy Rifkin’s prediction that the 21st century will be
shaped by a Third Industrial Revolution is relevant here. In
his words:

“In the coming half century, the conventional, centralized
business operations of the First and Second Industrial Revo-
lutions will increasingly be subsumed by the distributed busi-
ness practices of the Third Industrial Revolution; and the tra-
ditional, hierarchical organization of economic and political
power will give way to lateral power organized nodally across
society” (31, p. 5).

This revolution is characterized by the convergence of In-
ternet communication and renewable energy infrastructures.
For the first time, individuals can generate their own informa-
tion and their own energy—two pillars previously controlled
by centralized structures. This shift is profoundly democratiz-
ing.

1If each person can become the producer of what they need—
energy, information, tools, knowledge—zhen bierarchical or-
ganizations lose their structural monopoly. Science, too, can
be reclaimed from centralized institutions and practiced in
decentralized-distributed networks where autonomy is possi-

ble.

3.4 The Case for Intermediate Technology

However, a deeper transformation may require not more
intensive technologies but Jess intensive ones—precisely what
Ernst Schumacher called zntermediate technology (33). In this
sense, decentralization is not only a technological possibility
but also an ethical and epistemological choice.

Schumacher’s insight aligns with the work of Tllich and later
scholars who argued that zools shape forms of life (13). Tech-
nologies that require large-scale infrastructures inevitably pro-
duce dependency, inequality, and centralization. Technologies
that can be built, repaired, and used locally create autonomy
and community.

Thus, the project is clear: to decentralize is to democratize.
10 decentralize science is to democratize knowledge. This opens
the path toward another science—one not constrained by the
industrial logic of capital, not subordinated to hierarchical
structures, and not dependent on institutions designed to main-
tain their own power. It opens the possibility of 4 sczence rooted
in autonomy, creativity, and care for life.

4 A New Organizational Model
for Original Scientific Research:
Building a Self-Sustaining Re-
search Center

4.1 Reclaiming the Conditions for Indepen-
dent Thought

To develop new ideas, theories, and worldviews, it is essen-
tial to build a research environment unbound from the limi-
tations imposed by the scientific—techno—capitalist conglom-
erate. As analyzed earlier, contemporary scientific production
is structurally dependent on capital-intensive infrastructures,
bureancratic funding mechanisms, and institutional logics ori-
ented toward competition, prestige, and accumulation (2, 21).

This entanglement significantly constrains the emergence of
alternative paradigms.

Freeing research from these constraints requires, first and
foremost, freeing research from capital’s normative and orga-
nizational dominance. Only by reducing this dependence can
science recover its autonomy and its capacity to explore ques-
tions and frameworks that do not reproduce existing power
structures. In this sense, the central challenge is to design an or-
ganizational model capable of sustaining scientific work while
remaining independent of the incentives, metrics, and hierar-
chies of the state-capital apparatus.

4.2 The Vision: EVOLUTIO as a Self-
Sustaining Research Space

In response to this challenge, we propose the creation of a
new research space: EVOLUTIO: A Research Center for Evolu-
tion and Development. Its purpose is to function as an institu-
tional ecology in which original scientific research can unfold
free from the bureaucratic, economic, and prestige-driven con-
straints that currently govern knowledge production.

To achieve this, EVOLUTIO must operate as a self-
sustaining organization, supported by two primary sources:

1. Voluntary contributions, memberships, and partnerships
from individuals and organizations aligned with the center’s
mission.

2. The development and ethical commercialization of prod-
ucts and services derived from our research, guided by the prin-
ciples of the Soczal and Solidarity Economy (SSE).

This dual model provides several advantages. First, it al-
lows EVOLUTIO to bypass state and corporate funding agen-
cies whose decisions, as extensively documented, tend to re-
inforce established structures of knowledge and reward institu-
tional conformity over conceptual innovation (7,17). Second, it
enables direct engagement with the broader society—the ulti-
mate recipient and beneficiary of research. This proximity fos-
ters a more grounded understanding of real needs and allows
our work to remain oriented toward life rather than toward
bureaucratic or commercial imperatives.

This vision outlines the conditions required for a /ife-
centered research ecology to emerge.

4.3 Social and Solidarity Economy as a Tran-
sitional Pathway

Our adherence to the Social and Solidarity Economy (SSE)
arises from the broad alignment between its values and our ob-
jectives. SSE offers a transitional organizational framework ca-
pable of supporting research autonomy while embodying prin-
ciples of solidarity, cooperation, and ecological responsibility
(5, 18).

SSE exists as an alternative to both public and private
economic logics, forming what is commonly referred to
as the “third sector”.
cooperatives, mutuals, community associations, ethical
enterprises—that are:

* non-profit,

* democratically governed, and

* oriented toward the reproduction and flourishing of life
rather than profit maximization.

It includes diverse organizations—
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As Coraggio notes, social economy organizations aim to
“contribute to ensuring the reproduction with increasing qual-
ity of life of their members and their communities of belonging
or, by extension, of all humanity” (5, p. 47).

This orientation provides a conceptual bridge between re-
search and societal well-being: an economy whose purpose is to
sustain life aligns with a science whose purpose is to understand
and serve life.

4.4 The Principle of Fair Price and the
Ethics of Research Sustainability

A central concept within SSE is the fair price. This is not
a price designed to extract surplus value but one calibrated to
ensure:
* the self-sustaining operation of the organization, and
* the expansion or diversification of its activities only when this
directly improves the services and benefits offered to society.

This model contrasts sharply with the profiz-driven logic of
capitalist accumulation. It provides a sustainable economic
foundation for independent scientific inquiry while preserv-
ing the ethical integrity of research. Moreover, it resonates
with the broader traditions of krowledge commons and open
scientific cultures (11), in which knowledge is approached not
as a commodity but as a shared resource for collective flourish-

ing.

5 Research Organization: Ideas-and-
Values-Driven Scientific Inquiry

5.1 Research as Service: Placing Life at the
Center

The central objective of EVOLUTIO: A Research Center for
Evolution and Development is twofold. First, we seek to ex-
plore new concepts and worldviews concerning biological evo-
lution and development. Second, we aim to investigate the so-
cial, political, and ecological conditions required for the evo-
lution of a healthy, life-affirming society—one that is harmo-
niously integrated with nature and governed by the principle
that life, rather than the economy, constitutes its true founda-
tion.

All our work is oriented toward promoting just modes of
coexistence and forms of living that are compatible with life in
all its dimensions. Our research is conceived as a mission and
a service to the community, not as a strategy for accumulating
academic prestige, symbolic capital, or institutional status. In
this sense, EVOLUTIO positions itself beyond the dominant
incentive structures of the scientific-academic system, which
often reward prestige-seeking behaviors and competitive hier-
archy more than genuine contributions to knowledge or social

well-being (3).

5.2 Another Science for Another Society

We begin from the conviction that there is no single, uni-
versal way of doing science. Scientific practice is always
shaped by underlying values, implicit ontologies, and cultural
assumptions—even when these are disavowed under narra-
tives of neutrality or objectivity (10, 14, 25, 26, 28).

For this reason, our guiding motto is: Another science for an-
other society. We distinguish between:

* life-centered science, oriented toward the flourishing of hu-
man and non-human life, and

* capital-centered science, oriented toward competition, accu-
mulation, and institutional power.

The difference is not solely organizational but ontological:
each mode of science presupposes a different understanding
of what life is, what knowledge is for, and what relationship
science should have with society and nature.

5.3 A Research Model Driven by Ideas and
Values

Because epistemic practices are always value-laden, we ex-
plicitly acknowledge that our research is guided by ideas and
values. Among these are: equality, cooperation, solidarity, in-
clusion, sharing, sensitivity, curiosity, and creativity. These val-
ues are not incidental; they are constitutive of a life-affirming
epistemic culture.

However, such values cannot take root or flourish within
competitive, elitist, and exclusionary structures—/ife organi-
zational forms that characterize the contemporary scientific-
academic-capitalist system. Numerous studies show how
competition-driven environments erode epistemic diversity,
inhibit cooperation, and reproduce hierarchies that marginal-
ize alternative voices and epistemologies (19, 32).

In this context, EVOLUTIO seeks to cultivate a new epis-
temic ecology, one in which values are not hidden or suppressed
but consciously integrated into the research process. This
constitutes our model of ideas-and-values-driven scientific re-
search.

5.4 Relational Ethics: Building a Peer-to-
Peer Research Community

Implementing this model requires not only different re-
search priorities, but also a different relational infrastructure.
Our center will intentionally foster reciprocal, mutual, coopera-
tive, and horizontal relationships. In contemporary terms, this
can be described as a peer-to-peer (P2P) mode of organization—
distributed, participatory, and non-bierarchical (1).

We regard all members and collaborators as equals. We do
not consider ourselves superior or inferior to anyone, and we
expect others to engage on the same footing. We will not seek
to subsume, appropriate, or instrumentalize the work of others,
nor will we allow others to do so to us. This non-appropriative
ethos, which resonates with the already mentioned movements
toward knowledge commons and shared intellectual steward-
ship (11), affirms an understanding of research as 4 collective,
life-oriented endeavor rather than a competitive struggle for
symbolic capital or ownership.

6 Our History So Far
6.1 Origins: An Act of Intellectual Indepen-
dence

EVOLUTIO: A Research Center for Evolution and Develop-
ment was founded on July 9, 2022, coinciding intentionally
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with Argentina’s Independence Day. The date symbolizes our
commitment to epistemic independence: the freedom to think,
inquire, and create scientific ideas without subordination to in-
stitutional norms or the prevailing structures of academic au-
thority.

The center emerged from a concrete necessity. Within the
scientific-academic system, developing original ideas had al-
ways been difficult; in recent years, it had become virtually
impossible. The increasing bureaucratization and gatekeeping
characteristic of contemporary academia—well-documented
in sociological analyses of scientific fields (2, 35)—left little
room for genuinely independent conceptual innovation.

EVOLUTIO was created precisely to counter this: zo build
a space where ideas could unfold without being constantly forced
to adapt to external demands, strategic incentives, or institu-
tional expectations.

6.2 Building a Self-Sustaining Ecology of Re-
search

EVOLUTIO represents the concrete realization of the vi-
sion outlined above. From the outset, the center adopted ase/f*
sustaining model, rooted in the principles of autonomy and
mutual support. This model has been successful thanks to two
main pillars:

1. The contributions of individuals and organizations aligned
with our mission (Evolutio Support).

2. The creation and sale of products derived from our research,
offered through the Evolutio Store, following the principles of
the Social and Solidarity Economy (SSE).

In practice, this dual structure has enabled EVOLUTIO to
bypass the dependency logic of traditional funding agencies—
often guided by political negotiations, institutional interests, or
the reproduction of dominant paradigms—and instead creates
a shared, community-supported space for the production of new
knowledge. Some scholars call this a knowledge commons (11).

Our website has become the central hub of this ecosystem.
There, anyone can explore our ongoing research initiatives
(Evolutio Projects), and freely access all academic publications
produced by the center (Evolutio Publications), reaffirming
our commitment to open intellectual access and the democ-
ratization of knowledge.

6.3 Institutional Milestones: Growing an In-
dependent Infrastructure

The development of EVOLUTIO has been marked by the
creation of several key institutional branches, each reflecting a
dimension of our broader mission:

* 2023 — Evolutio Academia
Conceived as a new transformational educational space, Evo-
Iutio Academia cultivates shared inquiry into evolution, devel-
opment, science, and philosophy. It is grounded in a concep-
tion of education as a formative, collaborative, and creative pro-
cess—critical, inquiry-driven, intellectually free, life-centered,
and rooted in Earth and nature.

* 2023 — Evolutio Journal
A transdisciplinary research journal and integrative knowledge
ecosystem devoted to the development of original theoretical,

philosophical, and empirical work on life, evolution, develop-
ment, and the conditions of knowledge itself. The journal pro-
vides a space for rigorous inquiry that does not reduce scien-
tific value to formal metrics, disciplinary boundaries, or perfor-
mative compliance. Instead, it cultivates contributions guided
by conceptual depth, internal coherence, and relevance to life-
centered questions. By operating beyond the incentive struc-
tures that dominate contemporary academic publishing, the
Evolutio Journal enables forms of thought and research that
require time, intellectual risk, and epistemic independence to
unfold.

* 2024 — Evolutio Press
An independent publishing imprint dedicated to the cultiva-
tion of long-form intellectual work that requires conceptual
depth, temporal continuity, and editorial care to fully unfold.
Evolutio Press supports books that develop original theoretical
frameworks, philosophical syntheses, and transdisciplinary in-
quiries oriented toward life-centered questions. Rather than
organizing publication around market trends or short-term
visibility, the imprint prioritizes coherence, intellectual in-
tegrity, and lasting relevance. In doing so, it contributes to the
emergence of editorial ecosystems capable of sustaining forms
of thought increasingly marginalized within accelerated and
commercialized publishing environments (34).

* 2025 — Evolutio Concepts: The Evolutio Semantic Web
This initiative establishes a structured conceptual architecture
designed to clarify the genealogy, definitions, and interrela-
tions of EVOLUTIO’s core ideas. It functions simultaneously
as a conceptual map and as a timestamped record of intellectual
development.

Its purpose is threefold:

— to maintain a precise lineage of concepts;

— to avoid distortions, assimilations, and erasures in a landscape
where conceptual misappropriation has become common;

— to safeguard the originality and coberence of Evolutio’s theoret-
ical framework.

By grounding conceptual legitimacy in internal rigor, ex-
plicit genealogy, and transparent semantic relations—rather
than institutional validation—Evolutio Concepts affirms epis-
temic sovereignty and protects the integrity of long-term intellec-
tual work.

* 2025 — The Unfolding: The EVOLUTIO Magazine

The Unfolding is a publication dedicated to accessible, agile,
and philosophically grounded essays aimed at a broad audi-
ence. Unlike the Evolutio Journal, which is oriented toward
sustained theoretical development and transdisciplinary re-
search, the magazine serves as a rapid channel for reflection,
outreach, and public conversation.
Its purpose is to bridge the gap between rigorous conceptual
work and cultural transformation by oftering readable, inspir-
ing, and intellectually substantial pieces. It forms part of
EVOLUTIO’s commitment to cultivating a public-facing dis-
course that remains coherent, meaningful, and grounded be-
yond the noise of digital networks.

Together, these initiatives form an zntegrated epistemic ar-
chitecture—a self-governed constellation of research, education,
and publication, fully aligned with the center’s values and com-
mitments.



https://www.evolutio.ar/support
https://www.evolutio.ar/store
https://www.evolutio.ar/projects
https://www.evolutio.ar/publications
https://www.evolutio.ar/academia
https://www.evolutio.ar/journal
https://www.evolutio.ar/press
https://www.evolutio.ar/concepts
https://www.evolutio.ar/the-unfolding-magazine

EvoLuTio JoURNAL | VoL.2025 | ARTICLE EJ82584529

6.4 Our Community: The Foundation of Ev-
erything

At present, our primary focus is on strengthening and con-
solidating our community, which is the living foundation
of the entire project. We nurture this community through
monthly newsletters and ongoing dialogue across social net-
works, seeking to cultivate a relationship grounded in trans-
parency, accessibility, and trust.

Our contributors are not passive donors; they are the true
sponsors and co-sustainers of EVOLUTIO. Their support al-
lows us to remain independent, and their engagement helps
shape the direction of our work. Consistent with models of
participatory knowledge production (8, 24), we aim to develop
new strategies for deeper interaction with our community—
giving them closer access to our research, answering their ques-
tions, and allowing them to accompany the evolution of our
ideas in real time.

In this sense, EVOLUTIO is not simply a research center.
It is a collective project, rooted in shared values and sustained
by a community that believes in the possibility of a different
way of doing science.

7 Conclusion: What Comes Next?

The path traced throughout this manuscript reflects a
movement both personal and collective: a transition from
dependency on inberited structures of thought toward a self-
determined, life-centered practice of knowledge. What began
as a lucid recognition of the structural limits, distortions, and
epistemic vulnerabilities embedded in contemporary knowl-
edge institutions has matured into a coherent ecology of re-
search, education, and publication grounded in sovereignty,
integrity, and unfolding. EVOLUTIO emerged not as a
refuge from the academic system, but as an epistemic sanctu-
ary—an ecosystem designed to protect the conditions of gen-
uine thinking, where ideas can grow according to their own
logic, and where intellectual work is not constrained by the im-
peratives of visibility, networks, or institutional gatekeeping.

At the heart of this trajectory is a simple but demanding
principle: /life must be the center of thought. Not economy,
not prestige, not institutional allegiance—life in its dynamic,
evolving, unfolding character. This manuscript has attempted
to show how a life-centered orientation reshapes both the con-
tent of knowledge and the conditions under which knowledge
can be generated. It calls for a practice of inquiry that is rooted,
attentive, and open to emergence. Sovereignty is not a gesture
of isolation, but the capacity to remain faithful to this princi-
ple even when dominant systems reward its abandonment.

The institutional developments described here—Evolutio
Academia, Evolutio Journal, Evolutio Press, Evolutio Concepts,
and The Unfolding—represent concrete expressions of this
principle. They are not separate ventures, but interconnected
components of a broader ecosystem that allows ideas to unfold
in their own time, with their proper density, tone, and orien-
tation. Each branch contributes to a shared architecture: the
Academia cultivates spaces for transformational learning free
from academic standardization; the Journal supports demand-
ing theoretical and empirical work; the Press curates and pub-

lishes books whose depth, scope, and rhythm require an edito-
rial environment guided by intellectual integrity rather than
market optimization; the Concepts project creates a semantic
web that preserves lineage, coherence, and clarity; and The Un-
folding opens a bridge to a wider public yearning for depth
without dogma. Together, they embody a new mode of intel-
lectual life—one that grows from within rather than reacting
against the outside.

Yet EVOLUTIO is not a solitary endeavor. Even in its com-
mitment to independence, it affirms the essential role of com-
munity: not as a crowd, but as a constellation of people will-
ing to think, create, and question with integrity. 4 commu-
nity grounded in mutual recognition rather than competition;
in shared purpose rather than opportunism; in the slow, patient
unfolding of ideas rather than the accelerated rbythms of digital
discourse. The future of this project depends on those who feel
called to inhabit this mode of life and knowledge, who resonate
with its ezhos of rootedness and its refusal to trade originality for
acceptance.

‘What comes next is nota mechanically executable blueprint.
The future of EVOLUTIO—like the evolution and develop-
ment it studies—is formally prefigured, yet cannot be imposed
or accelerated by force. Its unfolding depends on sustained
agency, discernment, and fidelity to the conditions that allow
form to actualize in time. The task ahead is therefore not to
dictate outcomes, but to continue cultivating the conditions
in which new ideas can emerge without distortion: spaces of
quiet rigor, fertile collaboration, and conceptual clarity. The
work remains grounded in the same commitment that gave rise
to EVOLUTIO in the first place: to think in fidelity to life,
to act in coherence with what secks to come into being, and
to build structures capable of supporting that unfolding over
decades rather than news cycles.

This manuscript closes, but the unfolding does not. The
door remains open to all who sense that another way of know-
ing is possible—one rooted in freedom, coherence, and a re-
newed relationship with the living world. The invitation is not
to follow, but to join in the work of cultivating an antonomous

ecology of thought. The future will grow from there.
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