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1. INTRODUCTION
a) Subject of the module 

GROWL partner ANTIGONE, in collaboration with ILIOSPOROI Network and the People’s University of Social and Solidarity Economy organized an international Course on Solidarity and Cooperative Economy, during 1-6 October 2014, in Thessaloniki, Greece.

Participants had the opportunity to get trained as trainers on concepts such as degrowth and solidarity- cooperative economy, through theoretical lectures, participatory workshops, interactive showcases, plenary sessions and open space debates. 

The course addressed theoretical, practical and political aspects of degrowth and solidarity economics. Speakers included university professors, researchers, activists and practitioners from Greece, France, Germany, Czech Republic, Poland and Portugal, including representatives from some of the most prominent solidarity economy initiatives from Greece. 

Topics included: Degrowth theory put into practice; A theoretical framework of solidarity economy; Cooperative economy- legal and institutional frameworks; Cooperative working spaces; Producer- consumer networks and cooperatives; Barter exchange networks, Complementary currencies & Time banks; Ecovillages and self-resilient communities; Growth, austerity and crisis, which way out?
The lectures- workshops were hosted in the collective working space OIKOPOLIS, in Thessaloniki for the first half of the seminar, and at an ArtHouse in Tagarades, Chalkidiki, for the second half. Participants had the chance to undertake field visits in prominent case studies such us the worker self-managed factory VIOME and the collective peri-urban farm PERKA. The complete programme of the Course follows:
GROWL INTERNATIONAL COURSE “SOLIDARITY & COOPERATIVE ECONOMY”

1-6 OCTOBER 2014, THESSALONIKI, GREECE

WEDNESDAY 1 OCTOBER
ARRIVAL OF PARTICIPANTS
17.30 - 19.00: bus tour/ bike/ walk in Thessaloniki (participants should choose in advance)

19.00 – 20.30: Welcoming, personal introductions and Team Building Exercises

20.30: dinner at Hostel.
THURSDAY 2 OCTOBER  at Oikopolis
08.45 – 09.30: Breakfast  

09.40 – 09.55: Ice breaker
10.00 – 11.00: Presentation of GROWL (by Gualter Baptista, GROWL coordinator).

11.00 – 12.30: Lecture: A theoretical framework of alternative economic and political spaces with Giorgos Gritzas (Ass. Professor AUTh) and Karolos Kavoulakos (Lecturer AUTh) members of People’s UnivSSE.
12.30 – 13.30: Simulation game on commons and solidarity economy, by Varvarousis Aggelos (PhD cand. ICTA UAB).

13.30 – 15.00: Lunch and presentation of Oikopolis social center . 

15.00 – 16.30: Discussion: Politics, ecology, local institutions and degrowth with Alekos Georgopoulos (Professor AUTh); Lefteris Ioannidis (Mayor of lignite and energy producing Kozani); Christos Adamidis (representative from Skouries movement against the extraction of gold in Chalkidiki).

16.30 – 18.00: Open debate: Growth, austerity and crisis, which way out? Introduced and moderated by Panos Petridis (Researcher SEC Vienna) and Giorgos Kallis (Professor ICTA UAB).

18.30 – 21.00: Public Event (in Greek with translation), “Degrowth and Solidarity Economy” with Giorgos Kallis, Giorgos Gritzas, Panos Petridis, Alekos Georgopoulos, Kostas Nikolaou, Karolos Kavoulakos. At Aristotelion University of Thessaloniki (10th floor, Pegagogical School, 3 Septemvriou St., room "LOGOU & TECHNIS").

21.00: dinner and Welcoming Party at Steki Metanaston (migrant social center). 
FRIDAY 3 OCTOBER
08.45 – 09.30: Breakfast  

09.30: Departure for PERKA urban farm (in abandoned military camp of Karatasios)  
10.00 – 11.30: presentation of PERKA group (on urban farming).
11.30 – 13.00: bus to VIOME
13.00 – 14.30: Presentation and discussion about VIOME (self-managed factory www.viome.org) and light lunch.
14.30 – 15.30: Bus to Tagarades
17.00 - 19.00: Lecture and Discussion: Degrowth fundamentals (lite module) – with Filika Sekulova (Research and Degrowth). 
19.00 – 20.00: GROWL Partner meeting
20.00: Dinner / screening of documentary “In transition 2.0” (Transition Network, 2012, 67')
SATURDAY 4 OCTOBER at Tagarades
08.30 –  09.30: Breakfast

09.40 – 09.55: stretching exercises 
10.00 – 11.00: Lecture: Dialectical approach and delimitations of the social solidarity economy. Case: the political economy of the water cooperative management, by Kostas Nikolaou (Adj. Professor HOU and member of People's UnivSSE).

11.00 – 12.00: Discussion or Simulation Exercise with Kostas Nikolaou (Adj. Professor HOU and member of People's UnivSSE).
12.00 – 12.15: Break
12.15 – 13.30: Showcase: Producer- consumer networks and cooperatives with Lazaros Aggelou (President of Bios Coop and member of People’s UnivSSE), and Thomas Anemos Papamichos  (Agronaftes CSA initiative) and presentation of selected case studies- best practices from participants' countries. 
13.30 – 15.00: Lunch
15.00 – 16.30: Workshop: Cooperative economy- from theory to practice - how to set up a cooperative with Dimitris Kitsikopoulos (KAPA network on social economy)

16.30 – 17.20: Lecture: Social solidarity economy: Politics of prefiguration and social transformation, by Alexandros Kioupkiolis (Lecturer AUTh and member of People's UnivSS ). 
17.20 – 17.30: Break
17.30 – 18.30: Simulation Exercise by Alexandros Kioupkiolis (Lecturer AUTh and member of People's UnivSSE).

18.30 – 20.00: Showcase: Cooperative working spaces (with representatives from “European Village“ - Akadimia Platona cooperative cafe and “Allos Tropos” social cooperative) and presentation of selected case studies- best practices from participants' countries.
20.30: Dinner / GROWL partner meeting
21.30: Screening of documentary “Another World” (iliosporoi network, 90', 2013)
SUNDAY 5 OCTOBER at Tagarades
08.30 – 09.30: Breakfast  

09.40 – 09.55: Stretching exercises 
10.00 – 11.45: Showcase: Barter exchange networks, Complementary currencies & Time banks (with representatives from Koino exchange of goods and services network, ARSIS Time Bank and ΤΕΜ Magnisias and presentation of selected case studies- best practices from participants' countries.
11.45 – 12.00: Break
12.00 – 13.30: Showcase: Eco-communities and self-resilient initiatives (with representatives from Free and Real, Spithari, Nea Gouinea ) and presentation of selected case studies- best practices from participants' countries.
13.30 – 15.00: Lunch
15.00 – 17.00: Visioning workshop – what kind of degrowth do we want? Facilitated by iliosporoi network 

17.00 – 18.30: TTT module: Training the degrowth trainers (TTT theory, methods and tools (30 minutes presentation of material collected so far in GROWL) and presentation of GROWL future trainer exercises (1 hour). 
18.30 – 18.40: Break 
18.40 – 20.30: TTT module: Training the degrowth trainers (simulation exercise for all participants – preparing the assignments – Francois Gillet) 

20.30: Dinner / screening of documentary “A new we” (Stefan Wolf, 2010, 116').
22.00: Farewell Party

MONDAY 6 OCTOBER
10.00 – 12.00: GROWL partner meeting
DEPARTURE OF PARTICIPANTS
The structure of the GROWL Module on Solidarity and Cooperative economy will reflect the structure of the GROWL Course in Thessaloniki. In the pages that follow the reader will have the chance to get to know some basic theoretical concepts behind solidarity economy and degrowth, as seen in key literature. This module includes also abstracts and presentations realised during the Course, case studies and methodological elements on how to set up similar initiatives and realize innovative workshops on solidarity economy and degrowth.
b) Connection/ relevance to degrowth 
Consumption, morality and sustainability of the planet. We can broadly summarize in these three issues the challenge that the world society is facing. The economic crisis that started to hit the global economy since 2008 had shown in a very clear way a new break in the Capitalism construction. Not necessary an “head shot” but something that in the next decades will for sure change our lifestyle. 

Zygmund Bauman, in his famous book Liquid Modernity
, makes a very sharp description of  today's society, characterized by a greater uncertainty due to the fact that the protagonists are no longer producers , but consumers . And then, the rampant consumerism , globalization and the neoliberism, would be related to the industry of fear, the bustle , the dismantling of the safety and the liquefaction of solid certainties that characterized the generation previous year. 

This perspective, according to Bauman, is now facing a new problem, namely the scarcity of resources. In this sense, the consumer can no longer be considered a virtuous drive of our way of life, because you will soon come to a point where the main resources are depleted or nearing depletion. 

In this context of a global crisis, Greece has been one of the most impacted countries, and the place of major social and political shifts. Among these shifts, the loss of accountability of both the Greek State and the European Union, an acuter awareness of systemic inequalities, and the break-down of the social contract in favour of the Memorandum politics, constitute as many recurrent patterns of discontent, and contribute to the elaboration of what Theodossopoulos (2014) analyzes as an ‘indignation discourse”. This “indignation discourse” has a transformative, empowering dimension : while producing a wide repertory of resistance actions, it becomes a subversive political weapon, leading towards change in political and social life. Besides, this indignation discourse has become an element of a transnational resistance discourse, where the critic of the national mismanagement of the crisis creates a far wider debate on capitalism and an on the growth neoliberal narrative. 

Following the Psychotherapist Oliver James, the three main characteristics of selfish capitalism are : 

· businesses are evaluated by their quotations on Wall Street rather than their contributions to society and economy. 

· a strong pressure to privatize goods and services belonging to the collectivity 

· government policies strongly favouring company owners and their opportunities to make profits, making it easy for them to exploit workers, employing them at disadvantaged conditions. (oliver James, article). 

Social and solidarity economy goes against this paradigm, and attempts to empty economy from its capitalist roots and to promote solidarity and social profitability as key words for its program. The solidarity (or social) economy combines two terms that are often contradictory: 

· “economy” refers to the concrete production of goods or of services by business or enterprise that contributes to a net increase in collective wealth. 

· “Social” refers to social profitability, as opposed to purely economic profit.

Social profitability is evaluated in terms of contribution to democratic development, of encouragement of an active and empowered citizenship and of projects which promote both individual and collective initiative. 

Social profitability contributes to the improvement of the quality of life, and of the well-being of the population, particularly through the increase of available services. Like the public sector, as well as the traditional private sector, social profitability can also help job creation.
 
Following this different approaches, what we call social and solidarity economy embraces a wide range of initiatives and movements, from occupied factories to cooperatives or urban gardening. 

These initiatives could be subsumed under the appellation of non-market capitals.Non-market capitals is land, finance, workspace or housing, equipment, knowledge, seeds, whose usage is an attempt to avoid the stringent top-down state control and offer the possibility to be democratically controlled by the local people on a non-profit basis. Ideally, this control should be exercised by the local community (Johanisova, Crabtree and Franková, 2013).

This should be managed by institutions such as local communities, municipalities, social enterprise umbrella groups and ethical banks, which take them out of the market and place them under local/member/democratic control, in this way decelerating and weakening the growth process and by-passing the mainstream economic credit model of a usual bank and instead are based on a group of people pooling together their resources with each having the possibility to borrow from this pool.

The nonmarket capital approach can be understood as a modern incarnation and continuation of the commons (Johanisova, 2004) bringing in mind the English Middle Ages “commoners” who use to manage them collectively and extract natural resources for their subsistence. In that way, a regeneration/restoration of a healthy conception of “commons” is attempted juxtaposed to the today’s agencies of “death economies” (ie those producing pollution, wasting resources, employ toxic materials etc) which produce externalities (costs and impacts) and dispose them in their contemporary “commons” which is actually the whole of Biosphere, in that way parasitizing on older subsistence production activities taking place in both the sustainability (air, oceans, forests etc) and civil (public libraries, concert halls, public schools, pension plans, health benefit plans, water facilities etc) commons (Burch, 2012: 6).

c) Aim of the module
As a part of the GROWL project, this module aims to create a space for exchanging practices and experiences, at a time where transnational solidarity constitutes a key factor of the success of creative resistance initiatives to the neoliberal discourse and politics. 

It also aims to create a space for self training, following the idea that far from being a fixed material, knowledge is constructed by practice and experience, where exchanges and mutual training play a crucial role.   

Finally, the setting of the workshop in Greece as focus of the crisis constitutes an important element of the course, as an occasion for the participants to learn more about the Greek movements, as well as, an opportunity for Greek initiatives to gain more visibility and support. 
2. CONTENT
a) Mainstream approach to the topic and the critique
Extract below taken from: Solidarity Economy: Key Concepts and Issues, by Ethan Miller (Published in Kawano, Emily and Tom Masterson and Jonathan Teller-Ellsberg (eds). Solidarity Economy I: Building Alternatives for People and Planet. Amherst, MA: Center for Popular Economics. 2010.) http://base.socioeco.org/docs/miller_solidarity_economy_key_issues_2010-1.pdf 
People across the […] world are experiencing the devastating effects of an economy that places the profit of a few above the well being of everyone else. The political and business leaders who benefit from this arrangement consistently proclaim that there are no real alternatives, yet citizens and grassroots organizations around the world are boldly demonstrating otherwise. A compelling array of grassroots economic initiatives already exist, often hidden or marginalized, in the “nooks and crannies” of the dominant economy: worker, consumer and producer cooperatives; fair trade initiatives; intentional communities; alternative currencies; community-run social centers and resource libraries; community development credit unions; community gardens; open source free software initiatives; community supported agriculture (CSA) programs; community land trusts and more.

While incredibly diverse, these initiatives share a broad set of values that stand in bold contrast to those of the dominant economy. Instead of enforcing a culture of cutthroat competition, they build cultures and communities of cooperation. Rather than isolating us from one another, they foster relationships of mutual support and solidarity. In place of centralized structures of control, they move us towards shared responsibility and directly democratic decision-making. Instead of imposing a single global monoculture, they strengthen the diversity of local cultures and environments. Instead of prioritizing profit over all else, they encourage commitment to broader work for social, economic, and environmental justice. 

These are the already-planted seeds of what many organizers and activists around the world are calling a "solidarity economy." Our task is not to invent a new economic blueprint from scratch and then convince the world to adopt it, but rather to participate together in ongoing work to strengthen, connect and build upon the many economic practices of cooperation and solidarity that already exist. We do not need to wait for a revolution or for "capitalism to hit the fan." We can begin here and now, in our communities and regions, connected with others around the world, to construct and strengthen institutions and relationships of economic solidarity. 

Solidarity economy is an open process, an invitation. The concept does not arise from a single political tradition or body of ideas. Its very nature and definition are in continual development, discussed and debated among its advocates. Seeking to "make the road by walking" rather than to push a closed or finalized ideology, solidarity economy is a "movement of movements" continually seeking connections and possibilities while holding on to the transformative commitment of shared values. [….]

A Brief History of the Concept 
"Solidarity economy" was used as an economic organizing concept as early as 1937, when Felipe Alaiz advocated for the construction of an economía solidaria between worker collectives in urban and rural areas during the Spanish Civil War.

Contemporary uses of the term appear to have emerged in both France and South America--specifically Colombia and Chile--in the early 1980s. European concepts of économie solidaire emerged from a long tradition of "social economy" activism and policy oriented toward addressing social and economic exclusion through "third sector" alternatives to conventional market and state-centered institutions. While the social economy often sought to supplement or compliment the existing social order , solidarity economy advocated a more transformative approach to economic activism. In Colombia, economia solidária emerged out of the country's cooperative movement and understood as a concept that could place cooperativismo (cooperativism) into a broader, and more political, context of a vision for building a different economy.

In Chile, the concept was developed more broadly and theoretically by economist Luis Razeto as a cross-cutting "sector" of the economy consisting of diverse enterprises that share a common "economic rationality" of cooperation and solidarity. The task of those seeking economic transformation, said Razeto, should be to connect and strengthen these already-existing alternatives.

Building off of these conceptualizations, economia solidária developed by the mid 1990s into a growing social movement with a sharedresearch agenda and a powerful network of economic activity throughout Latin America, Europe and Canada. In Brasil, work on solidarity economy was particularly strong and included the development of university research programs, support "incubators" for cooperatives and other solidarity-based enterprises, and the growth of extensive local, regional and national networks linking solidarity economy initiatives and practitioners. Similar efforts developed in France, Spain, Peru, Argentina, Mexico and Quebec, and in the late 1990s many of these networks began to make connections.

The International Solidarity Economy Group (Grupo Internacional de Economía Solidaria, or GES) convened a meeting in Lima, Peru in 1997 that brought together, for the first time, representatives from solidarity economy efforts around the world. It was the birth of a truly international movement and the beginning of what later became the Intercontinental Network for the Promotion of the Social Solidarity Economy (Red Intercontinental de Promoción de la Economía Social Solidaria, or RIPESS). 

Growth continued on local, national and international levels and by the late 2000s--thanks in large part to RIPESS and to the amplifying role of the World Social Forums--the solidarity economy movement was gathering strength in new regions. The third international conference was held in Dakar, Senegal in 2005. The first Asian Forum on the Solidarity Economy, held in 2007 in Manila, marked the birth of the Asian Alliance for Solidarity Economy. The U.S. Solidarity Economy Network was initiated that same year at the first U.S. Social Forum in Atlanta, Georgia. With a fourth international meeting held by RIPESS in Luxembourg in 2009 and a fifth planned for 2013 in Asia, this much is clear: in the face of a dominant international economy centered on the growth of profits for a small elite, an emerging global network of initiatives around the world is asserting that another economy--an economy for people and planet--is not only possible, but is already being born. "We are building," writes Paul Singer from Brasil, "in the midst of contradictions, in the cracks of capitalism, a new type of society and economy." 

Solidarity Economy as a Process
One of the great strengths and innovations of the solidarity economy movement is its ability to move beyond the factionalism that has so often weakened historical efforts to imagine and build other economies. Indeed, when faced with the question of economic alternatives, many activists have often been tempted to build or to seek a blueprint, a Big Plan, for how "the economy" should operate. While such "blueprints" for alternative economic structures can be very useful as tools for clarifying and motivating our work, they can be problematic as core social change strategies for at least two reasons.

First, blueprints often miss the richness of what might emerge from a collective process of imagination and creation; no one person or group is capable of figuring out an economic structure for millions of others to live in. Second, they can lead to a very unfortunate choice of political paths: blueprint in hand, we either convince everyone that we're right (unlikely) or take over the government and impose our plan on everyone (unethical). Either way, we've failed to build a substantially different kind of economy and society, and we've failed to live our values.

A solidarity economy approach takes a very different path. Beginning from a core belief that people are deeply creative and capable of developing their own solutions to economic problems, and that these solutions will look different in different places and contexts, a solidarity economy approach seeks to make existing and emerging alternatives visible and to link them in mutually-supportive ways. The core idea is simple: alternatives are everywhere and our task is to identify them and connect them in ways that build a coherent and powerful social movement for another economy. In this way, solidarity economy is not so much a model of economic organization as it is a process of economic organizing; it is not a vision, but an active process of collective visioning.

Rethinking Economy and Uncovering Possibilities 

[…] Instead of telling a narrow story about economies as varying combinationsof market and state, a solidarity economy approach suggests that we define economics much more broadly as all of the diverse ways that human communities meet their needs and create livelihoods together.

To aid us in identifying these diverse economic activities and relationships, it is helpful to visualize economies as interconnected flows made up of different "moments," or spheres of activity, and to examine what kinds of cooperative and solidarity-based forms of economic organization already exist in each sphere. Where, in the diverse economy, are people engaging in activities and relationships that embody values of solidarity, cooperation, equity, sustainability, democracy and pluralism? What kinds of economic relationships might open up space for recognizing and deepening these values in our communities and in our societies? Asking such questions through a diverse economy lens allows us to see myriad possibilities in each sphere of economic life: 

· Creation. Where do the basic "raw materials" come from? Here, in the form of what we might call "ecological creation" and "cultural creation," we find a powerful gift economy. Ecological creation involves earth processes―birth, growth, photosynthesis, respiration, geological and chemical transformation, etc.―that are the “original points of production” and sustain and generate all life and culture. The moral responsibility to honor and share these collective “gifts from the world” is a key starting point for a solidarity economy perspective. Likewise, cultural creation offers resources such as language, stories, music, ideas, and skills. Generated and transformed over millions of years by collective creativity, imagination, intuition, observation and experimentation, they are gifts passed down from our ancestors and should be shared and held in common trust.

· Production. How are goods and services produced in ways that foster cooperation and solidarity Here we can identify structures such as worker cooperatives, democratic nonprofits, grassroots producer cooperatives, forms of household production, self-employment and self-provision (hunting, fishing, gardening, scavenging and "do-it-yourself" projects), and family or community care provision. We might also examine the possibilities for transforming certain "conventional" forms of productive organization such as municipal and state-owned enterprises and values-based "high-road" businesses into more robustly democratic and cooperative institutions.

· Transfer and Exchange. How do goods and services move from production to consumption in ways that enact solidarity values? Forms of solidarity exchange include community currencies, barter networks, fair trade, "solidarity markets," and the use of sliding scale pricing. Transfer also occurs through one-directional movements such as progressive/redistributive taxation and Robin Hood-style re-appropriation (known by those whose excessive resources are being appropriated as "theft"). Gift economies, in which reciprocity is established through giving without expectation of return, are also powerful and widespread means of transferring resources.
· Consumption or Use. Through what kinds of cooperative institutions are people and communities organized as consumers? Examples include consumer cooperatives, housing cooperatives, collective self-provisioning, community supported agriculture initiatives and institutions of participatory, democratic municipal and state citizenship (participatory budgeting, neighborhood councils, etc). How are the demand sides of markets organized socially and institutionally in ways that encourage solidarity? Here we can identify various forms of "ethical consumption" that animate local, ecological and fair trade purchasing practices and institutional "socially responsible" purchasing policies.

· Surplus Allocation. How is surplus, generated in the economic cycle, appropriated and used in ways that foster solidarity values? How does surplus re-enter and re-invigorate the cycle in ways that support other solidarity-based initiatives? Here we have institutions of solidarity savings financing such as credit unions, cooperative loan funds, rotating savings and credit associations, gifting and sharing practices. We also have activities of composting and recycling (also forms of investment) that involve the return of material surplus back into the human productive system and the larger life system.

· Governance. What kinds of institutional policies, rules and procedures shape a supportive context in which solidarity-based initiatives can thrive? These might include elements of organizational and business governance (democratic decision-making, grassroots accountability, cooperative and equitable internal economic structures, etc) or policies and procedures implemented by local, state or federal governments (participatory budgeting, cooperatively-structured service provision, financing support, incentives, favorable legal structures, etc).
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Some Key Questions and Debates Within Solidarity Economy Movements
Solidarity economy is clearly an open and contested world of ideas and practices: in the context of a space of shared values, debate and difference within solidarity economy networks are alive and well. It might, in fact, be the case that the greatest tension for solidarity economy is how to negotiate the complex lines between, on one hand, keeping a robust scope of debate and difference inside the movement and, on the other, recognizing that some differences may, indeed, lead to real and important divisions in terms of tactics, strategy and vision. Inclusiveness may have limits when it comes to the transformation of dominant economic relations; where are these limits? There are no easy answers, nor will I attempt to

suggest any here. I want to conclude this chapter, instead, by raising more questions. 

These are a few--though by far not all--of the key questions that we might raise about solidarity economy networks and organizing efforts:

· Who, really, should be included in "the solidarity economy"? While inclusiveness and openness are priorities, don't lines need to be drawn somewhere? How do we create such exclusions without creating divisions that weaken a potential movement?

· How should solidarity economy efforts relate with initiatives that share similar values but identify with different terms (such as "cooperative economy" or "local living economy," for example)? Can we have a solidarity economy movement with many names that is still connected and strong?

· What is the relationship of solidarity economy movements to "markets"? How do we rethink markets and market dynamics in ways that foster solidarity values? Are certain kinds of markets inherently problematic? How can "solidarity markets" avoid re-creating exclusionary dynamics of currently dominant market structures?

· When might engaging the state prove dangerous to a movement seeking to build real, grassroots power and agency? In what ways can the state be transformed and in what ways might it always carry oppressive potential? How do we avoid an either/or binary – that is, engage the state while also maintaining autonomy and critical distance?
Extract below taken from: Solidarity Economy in Europe: an emerging movement with a common vision, by Jason Nardi (Solidarius Italia / RIPESS Europe coordinating committee) https://www.ideaonline.ie/uploads/files/Solidarity_Economy_in_Europe_-_a_common_framework.pdf 

Differently united: networking the “glocals”
Through the Social Solidarity Economy (SSE) movement, we want to go from protest to building alternatives. We want to do it together with the resistance movements, but we want to show that there are concrete, working alternatives, multiplying everyday, spread all over the Continent and linking up together. Examples of these alternatives include:

• Solidarity consumer groups and community supported agriculture

• Ethical banks, mutualistic and sustainable finance and local currency

• Workers cooperatives, recovered factories, co-working and social enterprises 

• Co-housing, home exchanges and Right to the City initiatives

• Transition towns, De-growth initiatives, Zero Waste citizens' organisations

• Re-publicizing the Commons (water, essential services, etc.)

• Renewable energies, organic farming, slow food, local production chains

• Shared means of transportation, “smarter” cities

• Fair trade - both north/south and “domestic”

The list can go on – and in fact, every day there are new initiatives in this direction. These are not merely alternatives to the capitalist economy. These alternatives are transforming people and communities. Some of the alternatives are historical. Fair trade, for example, has been practiced in Europe for many decades now. Financial alternatives such as ethical banks, community banks and local currency have been developed since many years. A lot of consumer groups recognize themselves as a movement that supports agriculture and solidarity economy. 

There are groups in the Degrowth and Zero Waste movements devoted to educating people on environmental justice and sustainability. There are movements that campaign to re-publicize essential services that have been privatized. A huge campaign on returning water conservation & management from commodification to commons is spreading wide in Europe. We also have renewable energies, organic farming, slow food, and a lot of different emerging initiatives, although their adoption by people is still numerically marginal. 

The difference from the past is that, slowly but surely (though not easily), these myriads of often very localised initiatives and practices are linking and networking together, starting to create a greater picture and common vision. And trying not to repeat the errors of the past.

That is where they differ from apparently similar forms of alternative economic enterprise: from social business to capitalist cooperatives, from “green” for profit economy to various forms of para-State or private welfare and socially responsible enterprises and corporations. All of these might be more careful and less speculative in their practices, but are substantially following the same economic model that Solidarity Economy is trying to change. 

Social economy vs Solidarity Economy
It is very common for the social economy to be conflated with the solidarity economy. They are not the same thing and the implications of equating them are rather profound.

The social economy (Diagram 1) is commonly understood as part of a “third sector” of the

economy, complementing the “first sector” (private/profit-oriented) and the “second sector”

(public/planned). While exact definitions of the social economy vary, a common definition is that it includes cooperatives, mutuals, associations, and foundations (CMAFs), all of which are collectively organized, and oriented around social aims that are prioritized above profits, or return to shareholders. The primary concern of the social economy is not to maximize profits, but to achieve social goals (which does not exclude making a profit, which is necessary for reinvestment).

Some consider the social economy to be the third leg of capitalism, along with the public and the private sector. Thus, advocates of the social economy push for it to be accorded the same legitimacy as the public and private sectors, with a corresponding level of support in public resources and policy. Others, on the more radical end of the spectrum, view the social economy as a stepping stone towards a more fundamental transformation of the economic system.

Diagram 1
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The solidarity economy (Diagram 2 below) seeks to change the whole social/economic system and puts forth a different paradigm of development that upholds solidarity economy principles. It pursues the transformation of the neoliberal capitalist economic system from one that gives primacy to maximizing private profit and blind growth, to one that puts people and planet at its core. As an alternative economic system, the solidarity economy thus includes all three sectors – private, public and the third sector. The solidarity economy seeks to re-orient and harness the state, policies, trade, production, distribution, consumption, investment, money and finance, and ownership structures towards serving the welfare of people and planet. 

What distinguishes the solidarity economy movement from many other social change and revolutionary movements in the past, is that it is pluralist in its approach - eschewing rigid blueprints and the belief in a single, correct path; the solidarity economy also values and builds on concrete practices, many of which are quite old. The solidarity economy, rather than seeking to create utopia out of thin air and theory, recognizes that there currently exists a concrete utopia, a utopia in action. It is rooted in the practices of participatory democracy and promotes a new vision of the economy, an economy that puts people at the center of the system, an economy that values the links, the relationships rather than the goods. 

Diagram 2
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Thus the solidarity economy explicitly has a systemic, transformative, post-capitalist agenda. The social economy is a sector of the economy that may or may not be part of a transformative, post-capitalist agenda, depending on whom you’re talking to.
Surfing the Financial Crisis
Since the manifestation of the global financial crisis in 2008, there have been huge debt crunches, bank failures and bailouts (with public funds), and State bankruptcies. Unemployment rose from 8.3% in 2007 to >25% in 2013 in Spain, and from less than 10% to >40% in Greece. Similar patterns are happening in many other countries. Poverty has been increasing in Europe: there are more poor, and these are more poor than before.

In the past, people believed the Margaret Thatcher's saying that “that there is no alternative.” But now we have an alternative. It is so obvious, so evident even to the common citizen that we cannot continue to promote and live in an infinite growth model of the economy, which is destructive and raises poverty and inequality levels.

The crisis has taught us that we are all on the same ship. People are now much more aware of what they’re consuming, how it is produced, the costs and impact of delocalisation and “competitive” large scale international trade. They perceive themselves more and more as citizens, not just as consumers, and understand their power in shifting from an unhealthy and unsustainable consumption, to a co-production where they have an active role and a relationship with who makes what they use. They are empowering themselves as they come to realize the possibilities of organizing the economy in a different way. 

Fair trade, organic farming, renewable energy production, consumer groups / cooperatives, are growing - though slower than in the past. True, they are not exempt from the economic crisis and can be overwhelmed by it (especially if they mimic the competitive model), but they’re much more vibrant. And the main lesson learned is that by networking together and cooperating in a more holistic way, the crisis can become a real opportunity to have more people join in and take part of the re-creation of a different economy, which responds to the needs of individuals and communities, and not to the greed of profit makers and exclusive private interest. In this sense, the ship can split in many smaller ships, which are bridged together and are able not just to survive the wreckage of the crisis, but surf and thrive by the active mutual initiative that solidarity economy represents.

Social Solidarity Economy in the EU
Now here it becomes a bit tricky: in fact, we don't have (yet) a clear measure of the diffusion of Social Solidarity Economy. Since it is not a sector of the economy, but a different way of doing economy, it cannot be measured through the official statistics and is therefore still for the most part “invisible”. In many countries, if we take as a basis the numbers related to the non-profit or third sector, we get an average of between 5 and 10% of the working population. Sweden, Belgium, France, Holland and Italy: between 9% and 11.5% of the working population is involved in some SSE enterprise.

Workers in SSE enterprises have increased in the last 10 years from 11 millions in 2002-2003 to 15 millions, or 6.5 % of the working population of the EU. This number does not include all the informal ways and the mixed forms of SSE practices and initiatives (from self-production, co-construction, to barter, social currencies, time banks, etc.). Community- supported Agriculture groups, Solidarity Consumer and Producer Groups are multiplying in many forms: from a few hundred in the end of the 1990s and only in two-three countries, to tens of thousands in 2014. These numbers are still very sketchy and incomplete, and mix social economy (both traditional and innovative, from social business and green economy) with the more radical – and informal – solidarity economy. And they ignore the role of virtuous local public administrations, who promote different forms of social solidarity economic enterprises and initiatives.

Text below taken from: Global Vision for a Social Solidarity Economy: Convergences and Differences in Concepts, Definitions and Frameworks, RIPESS, February 2015
http://www.ripess.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/RIPESS_Global-Vision_EN.pdf
The Social Solidarity Economy is an alternative to capitalism and other authoritarian, state-dominated economic systems. In SSE ordinary people play an active role in shaping all of the

dimensions of human life: economic, social, cultural, political, and environmental. SSE exists in all sectors of the economy—production, finance, distribution, exchange, consumption and

governance (see Diagram 3 below). It also aims to transform the social and economic system that includes public, private and third sectors, which we explore in detail below. SSE is not only about the poor, but strives to overcome inequalities, which includes all classes of society. SSE has the ability to take the best practices that exist in our present system (such as efficiency, use of technology and knowledge) and transform them to serve the welfare of the community based  on different values and goals.

SSE movements must be careful to avoid being coopted in their values by non-SSE

perspectives. SSE seeks systemic transformation that goes beyond superficial change in which the root oppressive structures and fundamental issues remain intact. Examples range from corporate greenwashing to strengthening the welfare state while ignoring underlying structures that maintain or intensify inequality.

The actors of SSE should not romanticize ourselves as "being good". We should actively recreate our aspirations, and learn to prevent the reproduction of sexism, racism, homophobia, classism and other sources of discrimination and oppression.
Diagram 3
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Values
Social solidarity economy is an ethical and values-based approach to economic development

that prioritizes the welfare of people and planet, over profits and blind growth. We re-affirm the values expressed in the RIPESS Charter which includes:

Humanism
We put human beings, and their dignity, culture and full development at the center of our

efforts. We are committed to the construction and promotion of projects aimed at building

capacities for the individual and the collective development and well-being of people. For

this reason, we promote the unrestricted respect, full exercise and interrelatedness of the

civic, political, economic, social, cultural and environmental rights recognized by the

various charters and international human rights instruments.

Democracy
We believe that the world, with its diverse societies, work and living environments, and

organizations, should be built in a participatory manner, based on the respect for the right

of individuals and peoples to decide on their own development. We understand politics as

a framework for horizontal relations between persons and social collectives in their quest

to satisfy their common needs. We promote participatory democracy based on the

participation of citizens in political decision-making at all levels of the public space. We

also advocate an economic democracy based on the capacity of people to make

decisions about subjects which concern them as workers, consumers, producers and

reproducers, as well as on the public character of decisions relating to what is produced,

how it is produced, why it is produced, and how profits are redistributed or invested.

Solidarity
We emphasize solidarity as an element that allows us to recognize ourselves in relation to

others and to be concerned about their well-being. This implies mobilizing resources and

establishing relations with other social collectives and movements in an effort to form an

extensive network of people and organizations geared toward building a fairer, more

democratic and equalitarian world.

Inclusiveness
We are a network open to the range of practices of solidarity in the economy, which

emerge from different realities and sectors. In this perspective, we aim at establishing

dialogue based on the respect for ideological differences and the quest for consensus.

Subsidiarity
We recognize and value the capacities and knowledge of individuals and groups to solve

their problems and decide on their own projects. In our intervention, we seek to assert the

grass-roots development, promoting organizations and associations to overcome common

problems and openness to ever greater endeavors.

Diversity
We promote respect for ethnical and cultural diversity, and sexual identity. We also

promote and respect the diverse expressions of entrepreneurship in responding as best

as possible to existing reality. We encourage the diversity of social solidarity economy

players of all sectors of society to be represented and able to defend their interests,

particularly women and the social groups marginalized by the current system.

Creativity
We promote innovation and the originality of concepts and discourses with an eye to

encouraging the construction of innovative and critical practices and experiences that

contribute best to social change. We also promote the adoption of appropriate

technologies that respond to the particularity of problems, with the resources available in

different cultures and contexts.

Sustainable development (editors: we would replace that with sustainable degrowth)
We affirm our will to promote sustainable development, while protecting the environment

and biodiversity, and favoring more harmonious man-nature and spirit-body relations, in

which the resources offered us by nature are rationally used to satisfy the needs of

people, while respecting the balance of ecosystems. We therefore question the current

neoliberal model of economic growth that threatens life on the planet.

Equality, equity and justice for all
We take our stand as part of the fight against all forms of discrimination and domination.

Especially, discrimination and oppression against women, children, young people, elderly

people, indigenous peoples, the poor and the disabled, must be eradicated.

Respecting the integration of countries and people
We oppose any type of economic, political and cultural domination of the North over

countries of the South. We push for the alternative proposal of integration based on

cooperation and complementarity among Northern and Southern countries, with an eye to

the globalization of solidarity.

A plural and solidarity-based economy
Faced with a neoliberal economic model that excludes persons and peoples, and reduces

the motivations of economic activity to the quest for profit and self-interest, and so

postulates the uncontrolled market economy as the only creator of wealth and

employment, we propose the validity and action in favor of a plural and solidarity-based

economy. We propose and work for an economy that combines and balances logics of

accumulation, redistribution and reciprocity, expressed in a democratically regulated

market, an equitable reassignment of resources by a participating State, and the

affirmation of practices of mutual benefit in the framework of a society and a culture of

solidarity.

Buen vivir and the Rights of Mother Earth
SSE embraces the concept of the Rights of Mother Earth which is embedded in the buen vivir

(living well) paradigm and draws heavily on indigenous visions of humans living with respect for and in harmony with Mother Earth as opposed to having simply a utilitarian relationship. It must be clear that buen vivir is not a “model” to be generalized. Its expression changes from

community to community, culture to culture, nation to nation. Nonetheless, its different

expressions tend to be firmly related to, and rooted in, key elements (both material and

immaterial, measurable and unmeasurable), such as: community bonds, culture, access to land, access to means of production and infrastructure, high levels of participation and effective involvement of community about their future, food sovereignty, peace, gender equity,

biodiversity, healthy environment, etc.

Growth & Degrowth
SSE questions the assumption that economic growth is always good and states that it depends on the type and goals of the growth. For SSE, the concept of development is more useful than growth. For example, human beings stop growing when they hit adulthood, but never stop developing.

SSE should engage in the advancement of indicators that shift the emphasis away from growth and towards development and buen vivir. SSE needs measures that can lift up the value of not only physical resources (eg. land, water) but also non tangible assets such as happiness, mental, workplace and social wellness, indigenous knowledge, non-monetized work, and so forth.

Development must prioritize the environment, and the redistribution of power and wealth

between rich and poor. SSE seeks to create economic development that is equitable in its own right, as opposed to economic development that generates great inequality even if it is

subsequently lessened through re-distribution.

Rural development is of particular importance for the welfare of these communities, in addition to being critical to reducing forced migration. For example, the state should protect SSE initiatives such as community forest management in Nepal and India from big corporate

domination.

In their concern for an approach and practices that go beyond growth as the dominant

framework, SSE and the degrowth movement share some potential grounds for convergence.

However, degrowth is a concept that warrants further discussion within the SSE movement in

order to develop a clearer shared understanding.

b) Degrowth approach to the topic 
Extract below taken from: D'Alisa, Demaria, Kallis (2015), DEGROWTH, A vocabulary for a new era, Routledge, London, Introduction 
http://vocabulary.degrowth.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Degrowth-vocabulary_Introduction-Degrowth_Kallis-Demaria-Dalisa.pdf
Degrowth signifies, first and foremost, a critique of growth. It calls for the decolonization of public debate from the idiom of economism and for the abolishment of economic growth as a social objective. Beyond that, degrowth signifies also a desired direction, one in which societies will use fewer natural resources and will organize and live differently than today. ‘Sharing’, ‘simplicity’, ‘conviviality’, ‘care’ and the ‘commons’ are primary significations of what this society might look like.

Usually, degrowth is associated with the idea that smaller can be beautiful. Ecological economists define degrowth as an equitable downscaling of production and consumption that will reduce societies’ throughput of energy and raw materials (Schneider et al. 2010). However, our emphasis here is on different, not only less. Degrowth signifies a society with a smaller metabolism, but more importantly, a society with a metabolism which has a different structure and serves new functions.

Degrowth does not call for doing less of the same. The objective is not to make an elephant leaner, but to turn an elephant into a snail. In a degrowth society everything will be different: different activities, different forms and uses of energy, different relations, different gender roles, different allocations of time between paid and non-paid work, different relations with the non-human world.

Degrowth offers a frame that connects diverse ideas, concepts and proposals (Demaria et al. 2013). However, there are some centres of gravity within this frame (Figure 1). The first is the criticism of growth. Next is the criticism of capitalism, a social system that requires and perpetuates growth. Two other strong currents in the degrowth literature are, first, the criticism of GDP, and second, the criticism of commodification, the process of conversion of social products and socioecological services and relations into commodities with a monetary value.

However, degrowth is not limited only to criticism. On the constructive side, the degrowth imaginary centres around the reproductive economy of care, and the reclaiming of old – and the creation of new – commons. Caring in common is embodied in new forms of living and producing, such as eco-communities and cooperatives and can be supported by new government institutions, such as work-sharing or a basic and maximum income, institutions which can liberate time from paid work and make it available for unpaid communal and caring activities. 

Degrowth is not the same as negative GDP growth. Still, a reduction of GDP, as currently counted, is a likely outcome of actions promoted in the name of degrowth. A green, caring and communal economy is likely to secure the good life, but unlikely to increase gross domestic activity two or three per cent per year.

Advocates of degrowth ask how the inevitable and desirable decrease of GDP can become socially sustainable, given that under capitalism, economies tend to either grow or collapse. In the minds of most people, growth is still associated with an improvement, or well-being. Because of this some progressive intellectuals take issue with the use of the word degrowth. It is inappropriate, they claim, to use a ‘negative word’ to signify desired changes. However, the use of a negation for a positive project aims precisely to decolonise an imaginary dominated by a one-way future consisting only of growth. It is the automatic association of growth with better that the word ‘degrowth’ wants to dismantle. For degrowthers it is the unquestionable desirability of growth in the common sense that needs to be confronted if a discussion for a different future is to open up (Latouche 2009). Degrowth is a deliberately subversive slogan.

Of course some sectors, such as education medical care, or renewable energy, will need to flourish in the future, while others, such as dirty industries or the financial sector shrink. The aggregate result will be degrowth. We prefer also to use words such as ‘flourishing’ when we talk about health or education, rather than ‘growing’ or ‘developing’. The desired change is qualitative, like in the flourishing of the arts. It is not quantitative, like in the growth of industrial output.

The degrowth transition
A degrowth transition is not a sustained trajectory of descent, but a transition to convivial societies who live simply, in common and with less. There are several ideas about the practices and institutions that can facilitate such a transition and the processes that can bring them together and allow them to flourish. 

Grassroots economic practices
Eco-communities, online communities (see digital commons), communities of back-to-the-landers, cooperatives, urban gardens, community currencies, time banks, barter markets, associations of child or health care. In the context of the crisis and as conventional institutions fail to secure the basic needs of people, there is a spontaneous proliferation of new non-capitalist practices and institutions, in places like Argentina, Greece, or Catalonia (Conill et al 2012).

These grassroots practices share five features. First, there is a shift from production for exchange to production for use. Second, there is a substitution of wage labour with voluntary activity, meaning a decommodification and de-professionalization of labour. Third, they follow a logic whereby the circulation of goods is set in motion, at least partly by an exchange of reciprocal ‘gifts’ rather than in search of profit (see anti-utilitarianism). Fourth, unlike capitalist enterprise, they do not have a built-in dynamic to accumulate and expand. Fifth, they are outcomes of processes of ‘commoning’; connections and relations between participants carry an intrinsic value in and for themselves. These practices are non-capitalist: they diminish the role of private property and wage labour. They are new forms of commons.

They are also examples of degrowth in a more restricted sense. They have less carbon content and material throughput when compared to the State or market systems offering the same services. True, per unit of product they might be more inefficient due to a lower degree of specialization and division of labour. An alternative organic food network, for example, might require more workers per unit of product than an agri-business (though also less fertilizers, pesticides and fossil fuels).

This is not necessarily bad as far as unemployment is concerned. Decentralized cooperative systems of water or energy production might provide less water or energy output per unit of labour and resource input. However, they are likely to be more environmentally benign precisely because their unproductiveness limits their scale (an inverse Jevons’ effect): less efficient per unit, smaller as a whole.

Alternative practices of commoning are a source of innovation for renewing public services, averting their privatization. Cooperative health or school systems need not replace public health or education. The otherwise escalating costs of public education and health can be reduced by involving parents in the education of the children, or by developing neighbourhood networks of doctors and patients offering preventive health checks and basic first aid. Preventative health care based on intimate knowledge of the patient is much cheaper than high-tech diagnoses and treatments (these can be reserved for special cases). User-involvement is generally cheaper and more democratic than the expensive outsourcing of public services to private, for-profit providers. Degrowth therefore can bring an improvement, not a deterioration, of public services.

The future of degrowth
The future of degrowth is open. Research is still necessary to support foundational degrowth claims, claims that are firmly established within the degrowth community, providing its shared premises although they are far from being accepted by academia and society at large. Such claims include: the impossibility of dematerialization through technological advance and the inevitability of disastrous climate change if growth is to continue; the entry of developed economies into a period of systemic stagnation, partly due to resource limits; or the hypothesis that an abandonment of growth will revive politics and nourish democracy, rather than animate catastrophic passions. More research can help us understand how people and nations adapt to the lack of growth, why some grassroots practices succeed while others collapse or get incorporated into the mainstream, or how, and under what conditions, new welfare institutions will produce the outcomes their advocates claim they will.

The political question concerns the social dynamic, the actors, the alliances and the processes that will create a degrowth transition. This question is not just intellectual. Social change is a process of creation, impossible to predict in advance. What academic studies of degrowth can offer are arguments and narratives to animate the politics of transition. The ideas outlined in this entry have already done that. However if degrowth is to remain a concept that is alive and does not stale, there is no reason for these to remain the only narratives. We can use the ‘raw material’ of the degrowth vocabulary, and constantly create new imaginaries and arguments that escape false dilemmas such as ‘austerity versus spending’. This is what we attempt in the last chapter of this book where we frame a new thesis, grounding degrowth in dépense.

Solidarity economy and degrowth 

by iliosporoi network, www.iliosporoi.net 
The crisis is no longer simply a credit one and financial. It is structural, environmental, and social; it is a crisis of values, morals, politics, culture and aesthetics. The recent credit/debt crisis imposed dramatic solutions and rendered the texts of the first political ecology theorists to resemble self-fulfilling prophecies. While the global GDP has quadrupled since the 1970s, social and economic inequalities are greater than ever, environmental problems have swelled up dramatically despite all proclamations about sustainable development, while capitalism continues to rampage and produce structural crises which result into real human casualties, not mere numbers. Economy and the financial system continue to produce debt and to perpetuate the worship of money, aiming to drive us spend more than we have or need and to exist simply for consuming (Graeber 2011). 

The experience of the last 20 years has proven that "sustainable development" cannot be ecologically sustainable, since it continues to deplete resources and has neither improved prosperity nor quality of life, nor has contributed to isonomy and equality. 

The degrowth and solidarity economy movements and practices go hand-by-hand in the European South countries, especially Spain and Greece, since they offer a substantial alternative not only to tackle the severe impacts of the multifaceted crises, but also because they give people the chance to create another world right here, right now. 

The essence of degrowth, which is frugal abundance according to Latouche, is not something new to people and societies. From Diogenis and his clay pot until the pro-industrial communities, people lived within a communal economy of sharing, mutual aid and cooperation. Since the “industrial revolution” and even until the first theoreticians of degrowth and political ecology (Gorz, Illich, Bookchin and Castoriadis) people always found ways to be self-sufficient and live with dignity, even with few possessions. With the emergence of the neoliberal -free market- capitalism that was built upon mass consumption, technocracy, urbanization and surplus production this condition changed. Modern societies seem detached from their humanity and the natural environment, trapped in the fetishism of growth and capital accumulation.   

Degrowth, just like Solidarity Economy, is a new narrative, a vehicle for the radical transformation of society and the economy. They are an ensemble of ideas, practical solutions and policy proposals, a path towards social justice, prosperity and sustainability which has detached the meaning of life and freedom from the notions of consumerism and rampant materialism. This does not simply mean the greening of industry and the economy, green technologies and green jobs, but rather the radical transformation of production and consumption patterns, the radical reform of democratic institutions and social structures, the elimination of social inequalities and the safeguarding of rights, individual freedoms and inter-generational justice. 

It means to achieve progress without growth, to focus on qualitative indicators of prosperity and not on factitious growth rates, while at the same time pursuing a deep and wide application of democracy in our societies. It means to strive for variety and to respect diversity, to apply solidarity and cooperation in order to deconstruct the structural immorality of neo-liberal capitalism, individualism and competitiveness and the dominating relations they impose, so that we can find again the path to harmony with our natural world and ourselves. 

Degrowth and Solidarity Economy by definition can only function critically and detached from neo-liberal capitalism, "free markets" and "free trade", the unequal distribution of resources and the abuse of rights and freedoms. They can only be opposed to violence, war, poverty, racism and nationalism. Solidarity economy practices are a daily revolution, the creation of another world here and now, a realistic utopia based on the principles of sustainable degrowth that places up-front concepts such as cooperation, solidarity, need reconstruction, symbiosis, offering and sharing. It is the creation of a new anthropological type (Kolempas and Billas, 2012) who will again give importance to small, inherent human values such as joy, vision, dignity, quality and meaning of life. That is, a redefinition of well-being.  

Degrowth is a concrete utopia according to Latouche (2010), an ensemble of applied utopias (nowtopias), and solidarity economy is degrowth in practice. In that framework, degrowth offers the political framework so that solidarity economy is not implemented merely as a painkiller for the impacts of the capitalist crisis, within the same system, but rather as a foundation for the transition to another socioeconomic system, socially fair, ecologically sustainable, resilient and self-sufficient. 

Localization of production and consumption; cooperative economy; mutual aid, autonomy and self-sufficiency; direct democracy; multiculturalism and respect for diversity; the protection of individual rights and freedoms; conservation and preservation of natural resources; the protection and safeguarding of public goods (eg water, coasts, forests); decentralization; agro-ecology; non-dependence on nuclear energy, oil and mineral resources; the use of cycling and the depreciation of private cars; energy autonomy based on renewable sources both at home and community levels; self-management of health and alternative therapies; opposition to mining and large infrastructure projects, (i.e: nuclear power plants, waste incineration plants, dams, highways); reuse, recycling and local-decentralized waste management; minimization of the production and consumption of meat; protection of the rights of animals and those of Mother Earth; are concrete degrowth transition proposals discussed and applied within the ecological movement for decades. 

The political proposals of degrowth, including those of Solidarity Economy offer a realistic yet revolutionary alternative for exiting the multifaceted crisis, in response to the TINA (There Is No Alternative) austerity doctrine, which the neo-liberal ideology is spreading. Proposals such as: less working hours but work for everyone, guaranteed minimum income, local currencies and local non-profit micro-finance institutions, small self-managed cooperatives and banks, barter exchange systems, taxation on advertising and ad restrictions from public spaces, transformation of road infrastructure into cycling, walking and open spaces, regulatory and tax incentives to discourage over-consumption of disposable products and under-consumption of multipurpose products, re-distributional and ecological taxation, de-commercialization of politics and strengthening of the active and direct involvement of citizens in decision-making (International Conference on Economic Degrowth for Ecological Sustainability and Social Equity, 2010), might seem radical to some but are more than feasible for many as they are widely applied all over the world.      

At a practical level, the movement of degrowth gave a new impetus to the ecological movement, and was expressed radically through the development of many bottom up initiatives including those that consist solidarity economy. Initiatives which are offering everyday alternatives against the growth imaginary, which go beyond the crisis and the market economy: Eco-communities and eco-villages, reclaiming of agricultural land, occupation of inhabited buildings, co-housing, producer-consumer cooperatives, communal self-managed farms and orchards, permaculture and organic biodynamic cultivation, seed banks and seed exchanges, labor collectives, ethical banks, self-managed social centers, local exchange networks of products and services without money, time banks, alternative educational and cultural structures, public assemblies and participatory budgets at community level, are tested proposals which compose a multiform and diverse puzzle of alternatives in response to the multiple crises we are experiencing. 

All of the above constitute everyday cracks upon the imaginary of capitalism (Holloway 2010) which we must multiply if we wish to change the world without taking Power (Holloway 2002), according to the imperatives of degrowth, autonomy and ecology. We must think about bottom up democracy, collectively, like in the struggles against the privatization of water or against gold mining, or simply as a daily struggle in order to live with dignity. The world is full of these cracks, as well as, full of important challenges ahead such as climate change, reduction of biodiversity, nuclear pollution and the depletion of natural resources. 

With Degrowth and Solidarity Economy practices we can overcome the crisis, which is a result of unsustainable growth that signals the failure of “economism” (Kallis et al. 2009) and to seek a radical transformation at the individual and collective levels in order to reduce the pressures upon human societies and ecosystems. We have to overcome the imaginary of growth, passing from the macro-economics of markets and surplus trading to the solidarity- cooperative economy of natural resources, from the debt crisis and the neo-feudal memorandums, to a self-organized, egalitarian society, a re-distributional, decentralized economy, and self-managed local structures, aiming to self-sufficiency, well-being, ecological balance and freedom. As it has been nicely said, degrowth and ecology does not mean a return to the past and primitivism, but a return to a utopian future which we envision and anticipate, a society of equality, isonomy, ecological wisdom and sharing.

Degrowth and Solidarity Economy are not a panacea, nor they are an easy and quick procedure. Yet, this is a different, creative way to change our lives for the better, to experience the reasons why one deserves to live freely and hope for a better future with dignity. We have a historic opportunity to plant the seeds so that the utopia of today will become the reality of tomorrow. 

In Greece during the crisis
In Greece unemployment and poverty have mowed down the population, reaching unprecedented levels, while the environment in the mercy of the fiscal crisis and the austerity memorandum, has been sacrificed on the altar of privatization and development with “fast-track” procedures. Even the concepts of "sustainable development" and "green economy" have been tactically removed from the vocabulary of politicians, apart from very few exceptions.

Already since 2010 and as a response to the economic, social and environmental crisis and the neo-liberal shock doctrine (Klein 2007) being tested in Greece, all around the Greek territory hundreds of movements and citizens' initiatives have been sprouting up like mushrooms, aiming at reclaiming life, common goods, free and creative time, as well as, the productive processes. These movements offer valuable inspiration and optimism, while demonstrating clearly that another world already exists and is not just feasible (Iliosporoi, 2013). 

Beyond the dictatorship of capitalism, private banks and neo-liberal markets, local communities and affinity groups are taking matters into their own hands and get self-organized within the framework of an economy that does not depend upon money and profit. They redefine their needs, reduce consumption, exchange and share, self-manage their subsistence and energy needs, localize production and are becoming more self-sufficient and autonomous. They learn how to be better off by consuming and owning less, working less and having more free time for a simpler and more enjoyable life, emphasizing on interpersonal relations and civic participation. 

In modern Greece and Europe what we need is a catholic “change of narrative”, a change of the collective imaginary and a paradigm shift, and now it is a historic opportunity to achieve this, by learning from our mistakes which led us to the current crisis. We need to develop a collective outlook beyond the crisis by exploiting the opportunities arising from it, in order to achieve radical changes in economy and the society. An alteration of the collective imaginary regarding growth and consumption is necessary in order to avoid further degradation of social prosperity and the depletion of natural resources. We have to overcome the obsession with continued economic growth (GDP) and to focus on everything that substantially improves living conditions and reduces inequalities, i.e: to have a satisfactory job but work less hours in order to have enough free time and spend quality time with our beloved ones within a friendly and sustainable environment. We must invest upon a cultural and institutional decolonization from economism and the religion of growth, to invest in nature and the alteration of our consciousness, to take matters into our own hands. 

The way forward...
Extract below from: D'Alisa, Demaria, Kallis (2015), DEGROWTH, A vocabulary for a new era,   Epilogue: From austerity to Dépense  
http://vocabulary.degrowth.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Degrowth-vocabulary_Epilogue_From-austerity-to-d%C3%A9pense_Dalisa-Kallis-Demaria.pdf
[…] for us, the current socio-ecological crisis urges to overcome capitalism’s senseless growth through the means of a social dépense. Dépense refers to a genuinely collective expenditure –– the spending in a collective feast, the decision to subsidise a class of spirituals to talk about philosophy, or to leave a forest idle – an expenditure that in strictly economic sense is unproductive.

Practices of dépense “burn” capital out and take it out of the sphere of circulation, slowing it down. Such collective “waste” is not for personal utility or for the utility of capital. It aspires to be political. It offers a process through which a collective could make sense of and define the “good life,” rescuing individuals from their illusionary and meaningless privatized lives.

In the degrowth society that we imagine, dépense will be brought back to the public sphere, but sobriety will characterize the individual. This call for personal sobriety is not in the name of financial deficits, ecological limits or moral grounds; ours is not the Protestant call of the supporters of austerity. Our claim for sobriety is based on the premise that finding the meaning of life individually is an anthropological illusion. Consider for example those rich individuals who after having it all get depressed and don’t know what to do with their lives. Finding meaning alone is an illusion that leads to ecologically harmful and socially unjust outcomes since it cannot be sustained for everyone. The sober subject of degrowth that we envisage, does not aspire to the private accumulation of things because he

or she wants to be free from the necessity to find the meaning of life individually.

People should take themselves less seriously, so to say, and enjoy living free from the unbearable weight of limitless choice. Like the pianist in “the Legend of 1900” the sober subject knows well not to desire a piano with limitless keys. Like the pianist, he or she will always prefer a limited vessel, to the limitless city. The sober subject finds meaning in relations, not in itself. Liberated from the project of finding individually the meaning of life, he or she can be devoted to a daily life centered around care and reproduction and participate to the societal dépense democratically determined. A nthropologically, this subject of degrowth already exists. It is the subject of the nowtopians and eco-communities. It is to be found among the back-to-the-landers who work the land, or the city dwellers cultivating urban gardens, or occupying the squares. The open question is how it can spread and replicate; but this is a political question, not an individual question. The pair personal sobriety-social dépense is to substitute the pair social austerity individual excess. Our dialectical imaginary is “political” in the deep sense of  the term.

A degrowth society would have to build new institutions to choose in a collective way how to dedicate its resources to basic needs on the one hand, and different forms of dépense on the other. The political does not end with the satisfaction of basic necessities; it starts there. The choice between collective feasts, Olympic games, idle ecosystems, military expenditures, or voyages to space will still be there. The weight on democracy and on deliberative institutions will be more intense than now that the dogma of growth and continuous reinvestment has evaded the difficult questions of what we want to do once we have enough. The political economy will be interested in the sacred again. And the economy of austerity, for the most and private enjoyment for few will give its place to an economy of common feast for all sober individuals.

c) Alternatives: Proposed methods or alternatives to address the topic within degrowth 
CASE STUDY: FAIR COOP (www.fair.coop)   

Building a New Economy
One of the priority objectives of FairCoop is to build a new global economic system based on cooperation, ethics, solidarity and justice in our economic relations.

For this great goal to be possible, it is very important to have a clear strategic path which is well understood and shared by FairCoop’s members. This article explains the strategy we have considered.
Faircoin is the cryptocurrency we have chosen to monetarily support our economic system. In addition to the advantages discussed in other sections, it’s a cryptocurrency with features that make it suitable for saving money at a very low ecological cost, because the energy expenditure needed for mining is not necessary. Faircoin was previously created; 50 million were distributed at first and since then, a small percentage have grown through savings. Faircoin is traded in currency markets just as any other cryptocurrency or State currency. Foreign exchange markets exchanging cryptocurrencies (alone or with State currencies) have been expanding rapidly in the past two years. The evolution of the foreign exchange markets has always had an impact on the purchasing power of citizens of the world, with serious consequences such as impoverishment, cheap labour and the exploitation of natural resources. The reason for this was not only the imbalance of trade but also speculative movements that tend to benefit the rich. Knowing this, our plan here is to restore the greatest level of global economic justice that we can, by using something that has usually played against the global south: market forces (supply – demand). In short, as we say at FairCoop, the point is to hack the foreign exchange market by inserting the cooperation virus as a tool for global economic justice. To this end, in this first phase, we will promote the market’s demand for Faircoin through cooperative actions, and at the same time, we will encourage the reduction of the amount that is for sale. There will be no “buying for the sake of it”, which would not be sustainable or coherent. Instead, we want to promote Faircoin as an option for ethical savings, facilitated by multiple services making it a useful tool for initiatives working toward the economic empowerment of active subjects of social change. In order to understand our plan, an essential concept to learn about is the properties of currency. Currency has different functions, among the best known are:

· Medium of exchange of goods and services. 

· Value storage 

· Reference value (price system) 

Through these functions, currency contributes to meeting important needs in the economy; for instance, the “value storing” function is a key for the use of money as capital. Economists have usually designed economic systems which attempt to get one single currency to fulfil all functions at the same time. In the case of fiat money, the formal banking system is offered as the only mechanism to act as a store of value, through interest, since the value of these currencies is itself devalued over time, due to inflation. And banks are increasingly forcing people to use their networks in order to access the “exchange of goods and services” role of money. In the case of social and complementary currencies, until now existing projects have generally met with varying degrees of success in the function of “medium of exchange”, but with their value being referenced to a fiat currency, they have also been victims of same inflation as the currencies to which they refer (except, at least directly, in cases such as time banks). The case of Bitcoin, because it is a cryptocurrency, must be followed closely as it evolves. So far it has shown great success as a store of value over the long term, despite fluctuations in the short and medium term, and it is growing rapidly as a means of exchange. Still, certain contradictions between both functions have been spotted as its growing acceptance by businesses that turn it directly into fiat currency has put a significant selling pressure on the money market. With FairCoop we plan to build an autonomous economic system over the current system, and for that we picture a set of free economic tools to use in order to generate new social dynamics. We’re building a series of coins and resources that play complementary roles, instead of trying to get a single currency to fit all needs at once. To do this, we are focusing on the following currencies:
· Faircoin for the value storage role, starting now and with the long term objective of using it as a price reference. 
· Faircredit, a worldwide mutual credit system as a means of exchange of goods and services, supported by Faircoin. 

And the following resources:
· Fairfunds: Faircoin funds for donations to various types of projects. The Global South Fund will be used for local collective empowerment projects at various levels, while the Commons Fund and the Technology Infrastructure Fund will fund global projects, which may also include globally coordinated networks of local projects. 
· Fairsavings as a source of Faircoin savings for those members who aren’t security experts. 
· Fairmarket, FairCoop’s virtual market that will allow members to use Faircredit, and anyone to use Faircoin. 

· Fairbag as a resource to support backup encrypted savings and wallet management for advanced users who want to keep their savings in case of an emergency. 

· Coopfunding as a permanent platform to raise donations in any Faircoin-convertible currency, which feed the Fairfunds. 

These, together with other projects presently in discussion which will be announced and launched in the near future, will serve to build the fundamentals of the FairCoop economic system. This system is meant to be fractal, i.e., from the experience in the root platform it can be moved and replicated to different regional and local scales around the globe, with interoperability at different levels for the entire FairCoop ecosystem. Next, we will explain the plan’s three phases as we envision them.
1st phase: Increase Faircoin price and prioritize savings, in order to increase capital of FairFunds

The key concept for understanding the project’s potential to generate economic resources is the market cap, or market capitalization, which equals the amount of existing coins times the value of one unit. Some of the activists promoting this project bought large quantities of Faircoin at a very reduced price with the intention of redistributing to FairFunds projects and revalue by generating real value in a cooperative way through FairCoop. As explained on the Funds page, a primary goal of this phase is for Global South collectives and important pro-commons projects to receive Faircoin capital which could be useful to their development, together with the free knowledge resources and other types of support they will find in the social network (link). That is, to generate exactly the opposite dynamic as with that of the global financial power, which devalues people’s goods in order to keep their resources. Initiatives to prioritize at this stage will be: – FairSaving. FairCoop’s multi-signature digital wallet, which forces a minimum saving period of 6 months. – FairCoop wallet. Linked p2p multi-sig wallet. – FairBag. FairCoop wallet service that will allow a trustworthy encrypted backup which can be recovered in an emergency situation. – FairFunds. At the starting phase, it is important to spread the word and get projects to begin joining and feeding the various funds. In this sense we already have Coopfunding (link) for crowdfunding campaigns for FairFunds, exchangeable for Faircoins. Coopfunding will soon have a mixed option: 50% grant + 50% Fairsavings.
2ns phase: Economic activity: moving products and services all around (December 2014 – December 2015) 

In this second phase, when the market cap reaches an amount that makes Faircoin generate commercial interest, and while the growth curve of this market cap becomes more moderate, it will grow in importance, creating economic activity both among FairCoop members and worldwide. Its important to understand that the community’s ability to purchase products and services depends on the total market cap of the currency it holds, and therefore trade expansion depends largely on the success of the cryptocurrency vehicle used as a store of value. The projects to be prioritized in this phase will be: – FairFunds: This will be the time to start distributing funds in the form of already-available Faircoin capital, to support participation of projects in the coop’s economic activity during the first year, and to be used freely from the second year on. – FairCredit: Global mutual loan system, supported by Faircoin, the currency to promote its use for production and consumption in the FairCoop ecosystem. – FairMarket: Virtual market that will accept Faircoin and FairCredit, allowing FairCoop members to open their shops with the technological support of the entire platform. – Other projects underway related to generating an autonomous banking system, and facilitating exchange processing tools and the ability to exchange other currencies to Faircoin and FairCredit.
3rd phase: A fair economic system consolidated worldwide (January 2016 – ……..) 

This third phase, of course still further ahead, will be characterized by the consolidation of the ecosystem and its expansion to as many levels as possible. It is important to note that for this to happen, the value of Faircoin should consolidate so it can serve as a reference value, allowing us to stop depending on the prices drawn by fiat currencies. This may be the most difficult priority to achieve. In order to generate the reference value, it will be necessary to create very broad collaboration dynamics among many different people who can build large cooperative networks to defend the value of Faircoin as a benchmark of our ecosystem. Regarding other FairCoop objectives, we will try to increasingly multiply the cooperation and solidarity dynamics in every sense, leveraging the shared knowledge and the projects implemented at FairCoop, as well as the collectives that were part of it.
It will be, at the end of the day, about spreading the seeds for cooperation, common good and fair economy so they can expand to as many corners of planet Earth as possible.
OPEN COOPERATIVISM FOR THE P2P AGE
 
by Michel Bauwens 
The cooperative movement and cooperative enterprises are in the midst of a revival, even as some of their long-standing entities are failing. This revival is part of an ebb and flow of cooperativism, that is strongly linked to the ebb and flow of the mainstream capitalist economy. After systemic crisis such as the one in 2008, many people look at alternatives.
Yet, we can’t simply look at the older models and revive them, we have to take into account the new possibilities and requirements of our epoch, and especially of the affordances that digital networks are bringing to us.

Here are a few ideas from the ‘peer to peer’ perspective, as we develop them in the context of the Peer to Peer Foundation.

First, let’s start with a critique of the older cooperative models:

Yes coops are more democratic than their capitalist counterparts based on wage-dependency and internal hierarchy. But cooperatives that work in the capitalist marketplace tend to gradually take over competitive mentalities, and even if they would not, they work for their own members, not the common good.

Second, coops are generally not creating, protecting or producing commons. Like their for-profit counterparts, they most often work with patents and copyrights, doing their part in the enclosures of the commons.

Third, coops may tend to self-enclose around their local or national membership. Doing this, they leave the global arena open to the domination by for-profit multinationals.

These characteristics have to be changed, and can be changed today.
Here are our proposals:
1. Unlike for-profits, the new cooperatives must work for the common good, a requirement that must be included in their own statutes and governance documents. This means that coops can’t be for-profit, they have to work for social goods, and this must be inscribed in their statutes. Solidarity cooperatives, already active in social care in regions like Northern Italy and Quebec, are a important step in the right direction. In the current capitalist market model, social and environmental externalities are ignored, and left to the external state to regulate. In the new cooperative market model, externalities are statutorily integrated and a legal obligation.
2. Unlike co-ops that draw their membership from a single class of stakeholders, cooperatives must include all stakeholders in their management. Coops need to be multi-stakeholder governed. This means that the concept of membership must be extended to these other types of memberships, or that alternatives to the membership model must be sought, such as the newly proposed FairShares model.
3. The crucial innovation for our times is this though: Cooperatives must (co-)produce commons, and these commons must be of two types.

a. The first type is immaterial commons, i.e. using open and shareable licenses to that the global human community can build on cooperative innovations and in turn enrich them. At the P2P Foundation, we have introduced the concept of Commons-Based Reciprocity Licenses. These licenses are designed to create coalitions of ethical and cooperative enterprise around the commons they are co-producing. The key rules of such licenses are: 1) the commons are open to non-commercial usage 2) the commons are open to common good institutions 3) the commons are open to for-profit enterprises who contribute to the commons. The exception introduced here is that for-profit companies that do not contribute to the commons have to pay for the use of the license. This is not primarily to generate income, but to introduce the notion of reciprocity in the market economy. In other words, the aim is to create an ethical economy, a non-capitalist market dynamic.
b. The second type is the creation of material commons. We are thinking here of the creation of commons funding for the manufacturing equipment for example. Following proposals by Dmytri Kleiner, cooperatives could float Bonds, to which all cooperative members (of all other coops in the system) could contribute, creating a commons fund for manufacturing. The coop seeking funds would obtain the machinery without conditions, but the owners would be all the cooperators, which would gradually build up a basic income from the income generated by the fund.
4. Finally we must address the issue of global social and political power. Following the lead of the transnational Sociedad Cooperativa de las Indias Electrónicas, we propose the creation of global phyles. A phyle is a global business-ecosystem that sustains commons and their community of contributors. Here is how this would work. Imagine the existence of a global open design community for the design of open agricultural machines (or any other product or service you can imagine). These machines are effectively manufactured and produced in a system of open and distributed microfactories, close to the of need. But, all these micro-coops would not exist in a isolated fashion, merely connected through the global and ‘immaterially-focused’ global open design community. Instead, they would also be interconnected through a global cooperative uniting the microfactories. The combination of such global phyles would be the seed for a new form of global and social political power, representing the global ethical economy. Ethical entrepreneurial coalitions and phyles can engage in post-market and post-market coordination of physical production, by moving towards open accounting and open supply chain practices.

In summary, though traditional cooperatives have played an important and progressive role in human history, their format needs to be updated to the networked era by introducing p2p and commons producing aspects.

Our recommendations for the new era of open cooperativism are:
1. That coops need to be statutorily (internally) oriented towards the common good

2. That coops need to have governance models including all stakeholders

3. That coops need to actively co-produce the creation of immaterial and material commons

4. That coops need to be organized socially and politically on a global basis, even as they produce locally.
CASE STUDY: ANOTHER WORLD EXISTS: THOUSANDS OF WATER COOPERATIVES ON THE PLANET

The “silent revolution” of the water cooperatives
Water cooperatives are not an isolated localized phenomenon. On the contrary, they thrive in countries with variable environmental and social-political-economic conditions, indicating their adaptability. Thousands examples of urban or rural water cooperatives exist in the USA, Canada, Latin America (Chile, Colombia, Brazil, Argentina, Mexico and Bolivia) and Europe (Finland, Denmark, Austria etc)[1]. Moreover, water cooperatives have won high marks for customer satisfaction and operational performance worldwide[2].

The international financial capital promotes the private or the public-private management of water, loyal to the neoliberal fundamentalism, although its own researches show other things. It is very characteristic the outcome of a World Bank research: “Consumer cooperatives can offer an alternative institutional model for delivery of urban water supply and sanitation services. The cooperative model has a number of potential advantages over private and public utility models. All utility cooperatives are characterized by the facts that owners and customers are the same and that cooperatives do not have a profit objective. All utility cooperatives have two boards (Administration and Oversight), and the one member–one vote election system. The ownership model and governance structure can result in a clear objective for the utility: provide sustainable service at affordable cost. The fact that any cost reductions are translated into lower tariffs constitutes a strong incentive to pursue efficiency. Other advantages are the flexibility associated with the absence of cumbersome procedures, and a strong customer orientation derived from the alignment of objectives”[3].

Despite the significant number of successful water cooperatives globally, international policy discussions have largely by-passed them. Furthermore, water cooperatives have been largely ignored both in research and policy. The discussion has focused on private and public water and sanitation systems ignoring community based options[4].

Why?

Because the water cooperatives constitute an alternative model for the water management aside from the public (governmental or municipal) and private model, they are created and operated “from below” on a non-profit basis, they are independent of economic and political interests, they ensure the most possible democratic citizen participation and they do not leave a distinct position for bosses of private and public sector. These are not good reasons to conceal them?

The text below is a synoptic and indicative overview of the water cooperatives in the continents of Europe and America (north and south).
Austria: More than 5.000 water coops
Austria is one of the European countries where the cooperative water management plays the most important role. More than 5.000 water cooperatives in the country serve citizens in rural areas. An example is the Wassergenossenschaft Gramastetten (Water Cooperative of Gramastetten) founded in 1947 and provides drinking water to about 2.000 people. Membership is connected to the ownership of real estate and apartments. All relevant information is available to everyone and important decisions are taken by the general assembly of all members. The administrative and most of the technical work is done on a voluntary basis. The regional association of water cooperatives provides expertise, quality control, and training for the volunteers. The water quality is good and tariffs are far below average. The principle of strict non-profit management, the use of local water sources and the low administrative costs due to voluntary work by the members are the main reasons for the low prices.

The Wassergenossenschaft Gramastetten, with its 569 members, it is one of the biggest water cooperatives in Austria and an example of an autonomous, self-managed and decentralised water provision with democratic water management and strong elements of participation (making nearly every household a member). The principles of non-profit and solidarity cooperation are crucial to its functioning[5].
Denmark: More than 2.500 water coops
Denmark has a long tradition of water cooperatives. No single Ministry in the government of Denmark is responsible for water supply and sanitation, which is considered foremost a local government responsibility. The Danish water supply is highly decentralized, with large and small waterworks situated all over the country. In 2001 there were 2.740 “common utilities”, of which municipalities owned 165 and 2.575 were owned by consumers’ cooperatives[6].
Finland: Around 1.400 water coops
Finland has also a long tradition of organizing water services through cooperatives, especially in rural areas but also in bigger townships. Currently there are some 1.400 water cooperatives in the country providing water supply and increasingly also sewerage services. A research team of Tampere University of Technology using their substantial experience with water cooperatives and the data collected in a variety of projects in Finland discuss the general characteristics, diversity and main stakeholders of water cooperatives and finally, argue that water cooperatives have great potential[4].
Spain: Water coop in the middle of the Civil War
There was cooperative water management in Barcelona during the Spanish Civil War. The company Agbar, which took over the operation after the defeat of the democrats, featured incredible reforms achieved by the water cooperative[7].
USA: Close to 3.300 water coops
Close to 3.300 water cooperatives in the U.S. are consumer-owned utilities formed to provide safe, reliable and sustainable water service at a reasonable cost. They provide drinking, fire protection and landscaping irrigation water. In addition, many of them provide wastewater services. Water cooperatives are most often found in suburban and rural areas that are located too far from municipal water companies to receive service.

Most water cooperatives are small (serving 501 – 3.300 consumers) or very small (serving fewer than 500 consumers). 89% of the population that is served by public water systems is served by either a publicly owned, municipal water system or a cooperative utility. The remaining 11% of Americans are served by privately owned water systems. Non profit cooperatives are the most common organizational form in small communities[8].
Canada: Approximately 200 water coops
In Canada the cooperative model is most widely used in rural areas. There are approximately 200 water supply cooperatives in Canada, mainly in Alberta, Manitoba and Quebec[9].
Latin America: the world’s largest water coops in urban areas
There is a longstanding history of water supply and sanitation cooperatives in Latin America. A research team from Cochabamba-Bolivia (University Mayor San Simón and Food and Water Watch) and Canada (University of Ottawa) documented 26 successful alternatives in the water sector in Latin America. They documented 9 cases of single public providers (municipal water utilities), 12 non-profit non-state providers (including community-run systems and cooperatives), 3 non-profit/non-profit partnerships, and 2 public/non-profit partnerships. They argue that the cooperative model potentially presents an alternative form of collective ownership that defies the capitalist logic of private property. Compared to private businesses or state-owned utilities, which are controlled by shareholders or elected officials, cooperatives that provide basic services have certain organisational advantages that make them potentially more democratic[10].

In Brazil, cooperative model was introduced successfully for rural water supply and sanitation during the 1990s[2].

In Mexico, in the officially Free and Sovereign State of Chiapas (one of the 31 federal states), which is divided into 118 municipalities, cooperatives are the economic pillar of the Zapatistas. All is cooperative with policy based on direct democracy, education on solidarity economy and collective ownership, active participation of many in the life of the community[11].

In Argentina, some 10% of the population is served by cooperatives. In Buenos Aires after the departure of the company Enron, the consumer and workers cooperative successfully manages the water supply[7]. Among these cooperatives is also a case in the municipality of Moreno in the Buenos Aires Metropolitan Area[2].

The experience of a worker-controlled water utility in the province of Buenos Aires, Aguas Bonaerenses Sociedad Anónima (ABSA), has been heralded by the UN as a model water company. The province of Buenos Aires has 10 million inhabitants distributed over 74 cities with 48 municipalities, which are served by ABSA. Azurix, a subsidiary of ENRON, was granted a concession in 1999, but it only lasted for three years, during which time the company failed to invest in the maintenance and expansion of services, leaving behind a severely debilitated company. In the wake of the financial crisis of 2001–2002 and the bankruptcy of ENRON, the union proposed to take over the company as its technical operator (replacing Azurix), forming a cooperative which is run by the workers called the 5 de Septiembre. The provincial government agreed with the idea and bought Azurix’s shares, leaving the union with the 10% of shares that they already had.

The research team from Bolivia and Canada conclude that ABSA is a successful public water company under the administration of the workers’ cooperative controlled by SOSBA (the water workers union of Buenos Aires) having achieved 70% of water coverage and 45% sewerage coverage over a vast and dispersedly populated geographical area [10].

In Bolivia, major urban water utilities are managed as cooperatives under customer ownership, such as Saguapac Cooperative in the central part of the city of Santa Cruz de la Sierra. This is the world’s largest water utility run as cooperative (183.000 members). The cooperative was created in 1979 and today, provides water services to around 871.000 inhabitants (although the total urban population of Santa Cruz is around 1.5 million). According to a study done by Corporación Andina de Fomento, Santa Cruz de la Sierra scores 99.3 out of 100 in water quality, one of the purest in Latin America. The Saguapac’s mission states that it will develop its activities while preserving the environment, and is working to preserve the quality of the groundwater aquifer[12].

A study by researchers at the University of Birmingham conducted in the late 1990s found that Saguapac is one of the best-run water companies in Latin America measured by criteria of efficiency, equity and effectiveness.

While the Saguapac cooperative has been heralded outside of Bolivia as a model, Bolivian water activists underline the fact that the utility’s concession area is a restricted geographical area within the centre of the city. The peri-urban areas are served by nine small cooperatives. Testifying to the fact that Saguapac is not the sole service provider in Santa Cruz de la Sierra is the existence of the Water Cooperative of Plan 3000 (La Cooperativa de Aguas del Plan Tres Mil, COOPLAN) in the poor suburb of Plan 3000. As Uruguay activist and political analyst Raúl Zibechi describes it, “In the middle of a racist city of white elites, the nucleus of the agro-export oligarchy, Plan 3000 is an immense and poor suburb of almost 300.000 inhabitants, a microcosm composed of 36 Bolivian ethnic groups. It is a city that – in the name of the struggle against inequality – the residents of Plan 3000 resist the machista, oppressive, and violent culture of the local elite”. COOPLAN was established in 1986 by the residents of Plan 3000 in order to address the problems created by reluctance of Saguapac to expand services to peripheral neighbourhoods. Today it provides about 80% of households within its service area with potable water (121 000 of 151 000).

Another also successful case of water cooperatives in Bolivia is Cosmol, a local service provider in Montero[10].
Towards water cooperatives of social solidarity economy and direct democracy
Approaching and recognizing the water as a commons and not as a commodity or as a means for taxing citizens is a prerequisite for the cooperative water management[13]

 HYPERLINK "http://www.fame2012.org/en/2014/09/17/water-cooperatives-on-the-planet/" \l "[14]"
[14]. Prerequisites are also, the water cooperatives creation and operation “from below” on a non-profit basis, their independence of economic and political interests, to ensure the most possible democratic citizen participation[14].

The worldwide experience shows that each called cooperative does not belong obligatory in the social solidarity economy and direct democracy, if not based on the principles and procedures of the social solidarity economy and direct democracy. Moreover, these principles and procedures are not only a cooperative statute issue. Their realization needs the real participation of citizens in taking decisions via general assemblies, which cannot be done without a social movement to support it and composed by citizens educated for that[14]

 HYPERLINK "http://www.fame2012.org/en/2014/09/17/water-cooperatives-on-the-planet/" \l "[15]"
[15]

 HYPERLINK "http://www.fame2012.org/en/2014/09/17/water-cooperatives-on-the-planet/" \l "[16]"
[16].
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Member of Initiative K136
Bibliography
[1] Douvitsa I., Kassavetis D., “Cooperatives: an alternative to water privatization in Greece”, Social Enterprise Journal, 10(2): 135-154, 2014
[2] Castro J.E. and Heller L. (Eds), “Water and sanitation services. Public policy and management”, Routledge, London, 2012
[3] Ruiz-Mier F., van Ginneken M., “Consumer cooperatives: an alternative institutional model for delivery of urban water supply and sanitation services?”, Water Supply and Sanitation Working Notes, The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank, 2006
[4] Takala A.J., Arvonen V., Katko T.S., Pietilä P.E., Åkerman M.W., “The evolving role of water co-operatives in Finland”, International Journal of Co-operative Management, 5(2): 11-19, 2011
[5] Hachfeld D., Terhorst P., Hoedeman O., “Progressive Public Water Management in Europe. In search of exemplary cases”, Transnational Institute and Corporate Europe Observatory, 2009
[6] DANVA – Danish Water and Waste Water Association, “Water in Figures. DANVA’s Benchmarking and Water Statistics 2010”, http://www.danva.dk
[7] Kallis G., “Water is everyone’s business – There are alternatives to privatization”, Greeklish, 24.1.2014 (in Greek)
[8] University of Wisconsin Center for Cooperatives, “Research on the Economic Impacts of Cooperatives”, Report, 2009, http://reic.uwcc.wisc.edu/water/
[9] Bakker K. (Ed.), “Eau Canada: The future of Canada’s water”, UBC Press, 2007
[10] Spronk S., Crespo C., Olivera M., “Struggles for water justice in Latin America. Public and ‘social-public’ alternatives”, In: ‘Alternatives to Privatization: Public Options for Essential Services in the Global South’, D. A. McDonald and G. Ruiters (Eds), Routledge, 2012
[11] Rodríguez S., “Las cooperativas son el pilar económico del zapatismo”, La coperacha, 11.6.2014
[12] Ranicki C., “Clean water, cooperative principles”, ICA – International Co-operative Alliance, http://ica.coop/en/media/co-operative-stories/clean-water-cooperative-principles
[13] Nikolaou K., “The water in the world: Social good or commodity?” For Environmental Education, 3 (48), 2013 Also in Dialektika, 22.3.2012 (in Greek)
[14] Nikolaou K., “Critique of political economy of water and the collaborative alternative“, European Water Movement, 2014
[15] Initiative K136
[16] Nikolaou K., “The referendum on the water of Thessaloniki”, European Water Movement, 2014
3. EXPERIENCE OF THE COURSE

a) What was done and how (methodologies/ best practices) 
theory-practice-politics

presentations, workshops, showcases, simulation exercises, public event, study visits

academians- researchers, activists, practitioners, policy makers, collectives and initiatives

ice breakers, building trust exercises, future search visioning workshop, experiential learning exercise, training the trainers 

b) Presentations and case studies
THEORETICAL PRESENTATIONS
A theoretical framework of alternative economic and political spaces 
Giorgos Gritzas (Ass. Professor AUTh) and Karolos Kavoulakos (Lecturer AUTh), members of People’s  UnivSSE  .
Abstract
The lecture will try to reveal some critical points of the current debate about diverse economies and alternative economic and political spaces. Specifically the first point concerns the concept of diverse economies, coined by Gibson-Graham  (1996, 2006). This concept is a poststructuralist view of the economy that denies the existence of only one way for the economy to function, i.e via the capitalist enterprise, the wage labor, the private property, the market transactions and the market finance tools. Unearthing the several alternative ways through which the economy functions is the first step for a reframing procedure of the way the economy is considered. This leads to realizing the importance of alternative economies such as community economies. At the core of the diverse economies approach lies the concept of ‘performativity’ i.e. the acceptance that “discourse participates in constituting the reality it purports to represent” (Healy, 2009: 338). As a result the ethical values that citizens decide to follow participate in constituting alternative community economies. The lecture will also try to reveal the role of the academy in the planning and construction of community economies. Finally we will try to give an example of reframing process. Especially we will re-evaluate and examine the way that our working lives could contribute to a more comprehensive well-being and the solutions that exist in changing our lives towards this direction
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Dialectical approach and delimitations of the social solidarity economy.

Case: the political economy of the water cooperative management
Kostas Nikolaou
Adj. Professor of the Hellenic Open University,

Member of the People’s University of Social Solidarity Economy
The worldwide experience shows that each called cooperative does not belong obligatory in the social solidarity economy and direct democracy, if not based on the principles and procedures of the social solidarity economy and direct democracy. Moreover, these principles and procedures are not only a cooperative statute issue. Their realization needs the real participation of citizens in taking decisions via general assemblies, which cannot be done without a social movement to support it and composed by citizens educated for that.
Basic points for cooperatives of the social solidarity economy:

Cooperatives creation and operation “from below” on a non-profit basis

Cooperative independence of economic and political interests

Ensure the most possible democratic citizen participation
Collective ownership of the cooperatives 

 In cooperatives it is valid the principle: one person - one vote regardless of the number of cooperative shares, which everyone is holding

The cooperatives are operating in the context of social and solidarity economy. Benefit all citizens-members (social economy) and simultaneously supported financially weak citizens (solidarity economy)

The cooperatives are operating in the context of direct democracy. The decisions are taken by the assemblies of cooperatives and not by the Governing Council of cooperatives

Representatives of cooperatives transfer decisions of citizens' assemblies in the assembly of the Union of Cooperatives and perform, they do not decide

Management with aware to protect the environment and avoid the risk of climate change

Non-alienation of the worker from the product of his work.
The approach and recognition of the water (and in general, water supply and sanitation) as a commons, a social good and a fundamental human right or vice versa, as a commodity and / or as a means for taxing citizens determines the policy management: private, public, social, based or not on democratic participation of citizens and workers.

The results of the private management of water, which is applied worldwide, are now known: degradation of water quality, increased water loss, deterioration of infrastructure and increasing prices. The results of the public or social or public-community, based on cooperation between public and local and regional bodies, cooperatives, trade unions and other collectives of a community are also known: accomplished citizen involvement, strengthened quality water services and lower prices.

The main water management policies (and in general, water supply and sanitation) are four: 1) Private 2) State, 3) Local government (municipal or regional) and 4) Collaborative - Cooperative. There are and combinations of them, but do not change the basic categorization.

Through a critique of political economy models of current water management, the collaborative management appears as an alternative in the context of social and solidarity economy and direct democracy, which is mainly based on democratic participation of citizens and at the same time can ensure the participation of workers and local government.
Water cooperatives are not an isolated localized phenomenon. On the contrary, they thrive in countries with variable environmental and social-political-economic conditions, indicating their adaptability. Thousands examples of urban or rural water cooperatives exist in the USA, Canada, Latin America (Chile, Colombia, Brazil, Argentina, Mexico and Bolivia) and Europe (Finland, Denmark, Austria etc). Moreover, water cooperatives have won high marks for customer satisfaction and operational performance worldwide.
The international financial capital promotes the private or the public-private management of water, loyal to the neoliberal fundamentalism, although its own researches show other things.
Despite the significant number of successful water cooperatives globally, international policy discussions have largely by-passed them. Furthermore, water cooperatives have been largely ignored both in research and policy. The discussion has focused on private and public water and sanitation systems ignoring community based options.

Why? Because the water cooperatives constitute an alternative model for the water management aside from the public (governmental or municipal) and private model, they are created and operated “from below” on a non-profit basis, they are independent of economic and political interests, they ensure the most possible democratic citizen participation and they do not leave a distinct position for bosses of private and public sector. These are not good reasons to conceal them?
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Self-managing the commons in contemporary Greece: Αn emerging solidarity economy
Alexandros Kioupkiolis
Lecturer AUTh
The emerging ‘social economy’ in Greece brings into visibility a variety of partly non-capitalist processes of collective self-activity that have operated alongside and deeply intertwined with a state-dominated market economy involving a multitude of small business, an under-industrialised production and a large service sector (commerce, tourism, finance etc.).
 Taking our cues from the constructive critique of ‘capitalo-centrism’ put forward by Gibson-Graham,
 we trace here the contours of a heterogeneous economy which is not fully dominated by any single logic, global force or sovereign structure. The thrust is that if we can begin to see alternative activities and dimensions as diffuse, viable, and persistent over time, ‘we may be encouraged here and now to actively build on them to transform our local economies.’
 
Self-management, networks and the commons in response to the crisis of neoliberal capitalism
a. Social dislocation as an effect of  neoliberal crisis-governance
From the ‘80’s onwards, key developments in Greek political culture featured the wide diffusion of utilitarian individualism and the eventual eclipse of collective concerns, projects and commitments. In the 90’s and the early 00’s a consensual post-democracy crystallised in Greece in line with similar mutations in liberal democracies across the world. The confluence of the mainstream centre-right and centre-left parties on a liberal-modernizing agenda enjoyed the consensus of middle-class individuals, several of whom had acquired loose party-ideological identifications. The consumerist, a-political individualism of a critical mass of the citizenry was the flipside of the shared allegiance of ruling parties to the neoliberal doctrine.
 

From 2010 onwards, however, the neoliberal hegemony established in Greece and internationally brought about an authoritarian shift away from post-democratic consensus, using the sovereign debt crisis as an excuse for enforcing recession policies and an upward redistribution of wealth. As the distressed middle and lower classes resisted the destruction of their socio-economic condition, rulers have resorted ever more to authoritarian practices in an ever broader range of fields.

Klein’s Shock Doctrine offers a vivid and detailed description of how capitalist biopower produces a state of shock which explodes social norms and relations, destroys established forms of subjectivity, engenders regression and disorientiation, and depatterns the body social. This enables radical social engineering in line with the neoliberal vision of full corporate freedom, minimum social spending, collective demobilization and individualist social fragmentation. Between 2010 and 2012, the cluster of structural ‘reforms’ foisted on the Greek economy and society in return for the ‘bailout package’ of the Troika has inflicted likewise harsh material pain and suffering on popular majorities, terrorizing and traumatizing them. 

This traumatic shock paved the way for repeated cutbacks in wages, welfare expenses and living standards, privatizations, the abrogation of numerous social rights (social benefits, protection from unemployment, labour rights), an effective disregard for political liberties and the removal of legal barriers to the unfettered exploitation of labour –cataclysmic changes that would have been unthinkable without the rhetoric and the politics of terror deployed in an undeclared state of exception.
 
b. The new social economy, biopolitical labour and the commons
The rise of an expanding network of self-organized collectives and initiatives, which operate in various fields of commerce, exchange, production, social services (health, education, care for the homeless etc.), marked a turning point in the actually existing social economy in Greece, in 2010-2011. This was a response to urgent social needs under the massive economic collapse and material distress caused by the neoliberal crisis governance. But it constituted also a qualitative shift in the historical function of cooperatives and social enterprises. These arose now within the context of a broader agonistic resistance movement and placed an enhanced emphasis on autonomous self-organization, social solidarity, networking among the different socio-economic ventures and opposition to state policies and neoliberal market capitalism
, gesturing towards the construction of alternative social, economic and political figures.

This is why the wedge driven between a wider not-for profit social economy, which fosters collective goods and social interests, and a solidarity economy, which is more politically oriented and antagonistic to market and state politics, becomes particularly pertinent in crisis-ridden Greece. 

In 2012, 7197 co-operatives (agricultural, banks, plumbers’, pharmacists’, women’s agrotourist etc.), 11 mutual societies (mutual help funds etc.) and 50600 associations, foundations, non-profit and voluntary organisations can fall under a general description of the contemporary ‘social economy’ in Greece.
 But to gauge the transformative potential of those endeavours, we should view them against the backdrop of the current shift in the mode of capital accumulation. As De Angelis
 points out, capitalism is now facing an impasse, as its very existence is dependent upon the social and cultural reproduction of labour. Maintaining its current rate of growth presupposes now the demise of all redistributive arrangements, i.e. the dismantling of the welfare state, health and education systems, the privatisation of the provision of public goods, etc. By withdrawing from the social reproduction of labour power, capital is undermining its own foundations. This is why "capital needs the commons, or at least specific, domesticated versions of them."
 It needs to assent to economic arrangements founded on the principle of social cooperation, rather than profit, in order to manage the devastation inflicted by the neoliberal advance, to fill the gaps left by the retreating welfare state and to avoid generalised discontent and conflict.

However, commons-based economic activity can also have the exactly opposite effect: It can “create a social basis for alternative ways of articulating social production, independent from capital and its prerogatives.”
 This subversive possibility is inherent in all social economy endeavours, but it is made effective only when these structures are inserted within a wider transformative project that goes beyond economic activity and strives to supplant the dominant capitalist institutions with bottom-up alternatives based on equity, justice and solidarity.

From this perspective we can single out the collective economic activities that were initiated by the resistance movements from 2008 onwards and can be better grasped in terms of a distinct ‘solidarity economy’, which seeks to reinforce social bonds. This economic field is politically oriented towards direct democracy and mutual aid. It sees itself not as charity or as a substitute for the shrinking welfare state, but as a socio-political attempt at collective self-empowerment. It has an anti-systemic edge, purporting to transform relations of production, exchange and consumption through co-operative, free associational and mutual help institutions and networks. Rooted in neighbourhoods and localities, it struggles against the privatization of the commons and it resists co-optation by market and state forces.
 
A solidarity economy construed along these lines is antagonistic to heteronomous state politics, capitalist hierarchies and the reign of profit, as opposed to a social economy which operates as ‘a third sector’ that exists side-by-side and complements the public (state) and private (market) economy.
 According to existing rough estimates and informal records, this solidarity economy in Greece comprises nearly 150 collective initiatives which include: social clinics and pharmacies for the uninsured and the unemployed; social kitchens and movements for the collection and distribution of food; social grocery stores and circuits for the distribution of consumer goods without middlemen;  free share bazaars, time-sharing banks and local exchange trading systems; social evening classes; immigrant support centres; urban art collectives and alternative cultural spaces; legal support groups; work collectives such as coffee shops, courier delivery companies, bookshops, agricultural co-operatives of unemployed women and one occupied factory, the Vio.Me industry.
 

These economic initiatives stage struggles for the defence and the expansion of the ‘commons’, of collective goods and social relations which are located between and beyond the domain of the public (state) and the private (market): ‘the commons of culture, the immediately socialized forms of ‘cognitive’ capital, primarily language, our means of communication and education...but also the shared infrastructure of public transport, electricity, post, etc; the commons of external nature threatened by pollution and exploitation...; the commons of internal nature (the biogenetic inheritance of humanity)’.
 The means of production and reproduction of common life (industry, water, education, software etc.) that have been privately appropriated in the past or they are now targeted for new enclosures and appropriations by global capital are arguably the locus of key social antagonisms in our era, bearing on collective resources and the shared substance of our social being. 

The new social economy of solidarity should be grasped today in connection with post-Fordist forms of ‘immaterial labour’ or ‘biopolitical production’
 which establish expansive webs of communication, diffuse information and knowledge and extend social relations through new technologies across the globe. 

‘Βiopolitical’ labour is not confined to the manufacture of material goods in a narrow economic sense but it also transforms and generates knowledge, affects, images, communication, social relationships and forms of life. Biopolitical production breaks down the barriers that separate the economic field from all other social domains, as it affects and engenders all facets of social life: economic, cultural and political. Consequently, it involves directly the construction of new subjectivities in society (Ibid., xvi, 66, 78) that are strongly egalitarian and libertarian at the same time. The ‘multitude’ embodies a distinctive type of social and political organization, where the common does not arise from the subordination of differences to an overarching particularity; it is rooted in participation and collective decision-making without centralised leadership or representation. 

The Indignados and Occupy movements of 2011, which contested the rule of both private and public property, pointed to the possibility of the societal self-administration of the commons. They turned their backs on centralised leadership, closed ideologies and representation by political parties, trying to win back effective self-government. Following in the footsteps of such innovations, social self-rule could be refashioned along federalist lines, which would weld together an extensive variety of interacting forces and assemblies. These would spread horizontally across social fields and they would deliberate with each other without being subsumed under any overarching, centralised authority.

The Greek Aganaktismenoi (Outraged) were likewise a leaderless and self-organised initiative of common citizens. Its organization was fluid and open, it lacked any pre-fixed program or ideology, and it was committed to the collective deliberation of the multitude as the final authority which conjured up institutions of popular self-rule through regular open assemblies that were held in central squares across Greece. They set about debating new national policies and effective ways to spread the ‘squares’ movement’ in popular urban neighbourhoods, workplaces and other key sites of everyday life, in an attempt to put in place an entire network of alternative power structures.

The incipient economy of solidarity in Greece should be seen as an offshoot and a continuation of the foregoing movement, informed by its values and aspiring to a new mode of collective self-management of the commons. By dwelling on a few actual undertakings we seek to shed more light on the logics, the potential and the prospects of these experimental forays into building new economies of autonomy, equity and solidarity.

1. Pagkaki: a worker’s collective running a coffee shop
The idea to set up a coffee shop operating along the lines of collective ownership, autonomy and solidarity gained ground in late 2008 amidst a group of individuals who had already participated in ‘Sporos’, a cooperative of fair and solidarity trade in Athens.
 

The coffee shop, which is designed as a traditional Greek kafeneio, serving coffee, teas, drinks and snacks, opened in June 2010 in Koukaki, a central district of Athens. It is ran by a workers’ collective which is made up of 10 members in 2012
 and it is constituted in the legal form of an ‘urban co-operative’, the closest to work collective that is allowed for in the Greek law. From the outset, the intent was to create and foster the ‘commons’ in their twofold dimension, as collective goods and as a particular type of social relations of community, equality, participation, both inwards and outwards. 

First, inwards. The commons were instituted, to begin with, in the fields of ownership and the distribution of goods within the kafeneio. No member of the collective owns a personal share in the workplace, which belong to the cooperative and not its current members, a condition enshrined in the constitution of the enterprise.
 There are no employers and employees, no surplus value extracted from the labour of workers. Everyone is equally remunerated at the same hourly rates for all kinds of labour, and they alternate in the different job posts. All workers are equal members of the collective and its decision-making body, the general assembly, which strives for the highest degree of consensus in its resolutions. 

Second, outwards. The work collective is committed to creating a space of social communication, of political debate and conviviality accessible to all, it supports like-minded ventures in the economy of solidarity and works for their expansion, it engages in wider social struggles and contributes to the construction of socio-political networks with a view to realising an equitable autonomous society for all. Its constitution states that any remaining monthly surplus after the payment of wages (at equal hourly rates), running costs and an initial internal loan, will not be distributed to workers but will be used to aid like-minded collective initiatives. 

Enacting the commons as social relations grounded in equal freedom, the collective is interested, first, in fostering the ‘social dimension’ of the coffee shop and its social space, through ‘the creation of an especially accessible-affordable place for meeting and entertainment.’ In addition to being a place for socialising, leisure and communication, Pagkaki acts also a site that hosts information-sharing events and discussions which bear on collective self-organization in our times, its practices and its prospects.
 Moreover, it is involved in the weaving of a wider network of autonomous ventures in workers’ self-management, solidarity and co-operation; it supports grassroots labour unionism which is structured in horizontal and direct-democratic forms; and it strives to function as a collective experiment in producers’ radical self-organization that will furnish a viable example for others to reflect upon, to emulate and to expand.
 
2. Vio.Me.: A self-managed occupied factroy
A prominent place among the wealth of experiments in economic self-management is given to the Vio.Me. building materials factory, which is situated in the outskirts of Thessaloniki. This is the first experiment so far that is the product of a labour conflict and involves occupation of the means of production by the workers.

Vio.Me. was a subsidiary of Philkeram-Johnson that produced complementary products for the construction industry: adhesives, sealants, mortars, plasters, etc. In May 2011, at the height of the financial crisis, the factory was abandoned by its owners and the workers were left unpaid. In response, they occupied the factory and started legally withholding their labour
. After several months of unfruitful negotiations, the general assembly of the workers decided to operate the occupied factory under direct democratic workers' control. They started production on February 12, 2013
 under the now emblematic motto ‘If you cannot do it, we can!’

The Vio.Me. project lies at the intersection of traditional labour struggles and the budding movement of social and solidarity economy. At the heart of this effort lies the Vio.Me. workers’ trade-union, driven by sharp class-consciousness and militancy. In the numerous deliberations leading up to the decision to engage in self-management, the workers of Vio.Me. resolved to dismiss the traditional positions of authority within the union and to institute the workers' assembly as the ultimate instrument of decision-making, regarding both the political decisions called for in the struggle and the factory's production process
. This arrangement has proven to eliminate inequalities within the workplace, to ensure equal participation, to unleash workers' creativity and to secure workers’ control of the production process. 

Their decision to stray from the established ritual of protest and negotiation, which characterises countless labour conflicts during the Greek economic recession, triggered a visceral reaction from the Greek Communist Party (KKE) and its affiliated labour unions, which have accused the Vio.Me. workers that they aspire to become small capitalists and that they pursue partial and individual solutions. Gradually, through a sequence of ranting criticisms,
 the KKE evolved into one of the foremost critics and opponents of the struggle of Vio.Me. 

In response, the workers of Vio.Me agreed on a series of measures that would prevent their cooperative endeavour from becoming a profit-driven capitalist company. In line with the principles of cooperativism, the workers decided to put a cap on their individual proceeds. They opted instead to collectively direct any surpluses towards serving the purposes of the wider community and bolstering similar struggles and endeavours, thus consciously discarding the profit principle. All workers will have a share, that is an enshrined right to voice and vote, in the new cooperative: ‘There will be no worker who is not a shareholder, and no shareholder who is not a worker,’ they reiterate.
 Thus, the occupied means of production are seen as a collectively managed commons rather than as the property of individuals. 

The commons are what is considered essential for life, understood not merely in the biological sense. They are the structures which connect individuals to one another, tangible or intangible elements that we all have in common and which make us members of a society, not isolated entities in competition with each other.

On this conception, the very notion of labour is treated as a commons: According to the capitalist mythology underpinning wage relationships, labour is the ‘property’ of the worker who enters into a voluntary agreement with the capital owner to exchange it for money. In contrast, on this new conception, our capacity to create, its individual dimension notwithstanding, is seen as an inherently social activity that is socially realised and socially beneficial, depending on collectively produced and learned skills and on collectively managed tools and means of production.
 Thus labour is not seen as a ‘commodity’ to be exchanged in the labour market, but as a plentiful resource that a self-instituted community can tap into in order to secure its subsistence. 

The workers of Vio.Me. generate thus a commons-based vocabulary that is radically different from both the private property vocabulary used by capitalist firms, and the state-run public property vocabulary used by the KKE and major parties of the left. Indeed one could argue that the market and the state, with their corresponding forms of property, can be seen as mechanisms that usurp the control of communities over their own means of reproduction and subsistence and hand it over to bureaucratic elites, in the case of the state, or to business elites, in the case of the market. Conversely, ‘the decentralized, self-governing systems of co-production […] offer fairer, more direct access to resources [...] that expands the distribution of the means of production and decision making far more widely than through the top-down systems of the modern market/state.’

This second component of the struggle, the Open Solidarity Initiative to Support the Struggle of Vio.Me., was established in Thessaloniki (as in many other Greek cities and abroad) immediately after the announcement of the workers’ decision to proceed to self-management. The Initiative meets once a week and it is open to participation by any and all. It operates on the same principle of horizontality and it is made up of all collectives and individuals that are motivated by the principle of social and economic self-management. While it always respects the political decisions taken by the workers’ assembly, the Solidarity Initiative has a key role in the organisation of mobilisations, protests and marches, as well as in the coordination of national and international communication, fundraising and solidarity campaigns.
 But most importantly it has a pivotal role in ensuring participation of the wider community in the struggle, extending thus the scope of the project from material to biopolitical production. 

We are thus witnessing the formation of structures that go beyond simple workers’ control of production and aspire to a wider social control, which encompasses the production of new ideas and values (common ownership, solidarity, cooperation, protection of the environment), new relationships (through a network of decentralised collectives revolving around the issue of self-management), and, above all, new subjectivities. The workers cease to be mere followers of orders, assume responsibility for their actions, release their creativity and realise the importance of collectivity and mutual dependence. 
3. Micropolis
The idea behind Micropolis originated in the heat of the December 2008 uprisings, which shook the country and brought new political actors to the forefront. In the second half of the ‘90s, a critical mass of young and not-so young people underwent a growing radicalisation. This erupted into violent clashes with the police, an exhilarating feeling of liberation from social norms and an unleashing of social creativity. Social imagination in action transformed  the public space in urban centres
 –for the duration of the uprising at least- setting up numerous occupations of public buildings, parks and squares as well as permanent neighbourhood assemblies, festivals, street art, interventions in malls, theatres, museums and conferences.

It was in one of these temporary spatial reappropriations, in the occupied premises of the Drama School of Thessaloniki, where parts of the libertarian movement, along with many other collectives and individuals, felt the need for a space which would sustain a permanent contact of the social movements with society, a space where this atmosphere of radical self-institution that they were breathing during the uprising could become an everyday lived experience. 

After a long period of search, they rented a 900 sq. meters neo-classical 3-floor building right in the centre of the city. They established it a ‘commons’ run by a “community” that met weekly in a general assembly. This community grouped together an assortment of collectives and individuals under three basic principles: horizontal decision-making, radical independence from existing institutions (the state, the church, political parties, companies, etc.) and absence of personal economic profit. This ‘vagueness’ of the criteria of inclusion allowed a multitude of collectives that were not “political” in the strictest sense of the term to incorporate themselves in the process. Let us only mention a few of the activities initially housed in the building: drama, furniture refurbishment, music rehearsals, wild animal rescue, concerts, a library, talks and movie projections, an assortment of political meetings and many different free classes, from yoga to violin to pottery to sign language. The bar on the first floor was soon established as a cheap and tasteful alternative to Thessaloniki’s hyper-glamorous nightlife. Members of Micropolis offered voluntary work behind the bar as part of their duties for keeping the place alive and helping pay the rent. 

The selection of the name was intentional: This stretch of space was intended to be a miniature (micro) of the city (polis) that the participants envisioned for themselves, the locus of extensive prefigurative experimentation. Micropolis soon became for many the point of entry to the activity of social movements.  Not without conflicts and contradictions, charting its way through endless heated discussions and a perpetual quest for the elusive consensus, this project evolved into a successful experiment in social self-management.

However, the squares movement of 2011 brought forward new issues and actors, and provided an opportunity to enrich and deepen the insights gained by the 2008 uprising. Moreover, voluntary work started taking a toll on the participants, and the crisis started affecting their personal circumstances in ways that drove them away from the project. This brought to the fore a whole new range of issues that had not been addressed by the project thus far, such as access to cheap and nutritious food, defence of the rapidly privatised commons, solidarity and mutual support among the members of the community. There was a prompt realisation that the ‘private circumstances’ of each one of the members should not be left private, that the issues of what is produced, who produces it and how it is distributed and consumed should not remain outside the scope of the project. A long period of reflection and debate ensued, and a new constitutive process was initiated to reconfigure the existing framework in a manner conducive to the collective control of the new economic activities that were to take place within Micropolis.   

At first, the issue of remuneration sparked a process of intense but creative theoretical debate that seems to have been going on at the same time in a series of self-managed projects in Greece throughout 2011
. Following a long period of reflection and debate, a new constitutive process was initiated to amend the existing framework in a manner that enables equal participation, access of everyone to the labour commons, and collective control over all decisions involved.

The vexing issue around which the discussion revolved at first was access to food. The entrenchment of agribusiness and powerful trade interests in Greece, in tandem with the dwindling incomes of middle and lower classes and the skyrocketing prices, brought about a situation bordering on a humanitarian disaster. The community set about trying to put in place a structure that would bring the producers of good food in direct contact with the consumers, cutting out the middlemen and ensuring thus a fair price for both. A new assembly coordinated the creation of a small food dispensary where members of the community, alternating at regular intervals, were remunerated for keeping the shop. A similar structure was launched for running the kitchen. Soon thereafter a furniture workshop, a kindergarten, a bookstore and a print shop started operating along the same lines, transforming the building into a vibrant centre of activity. The constitutive process went on, seeking to craft institutions that enable a collective control of the economic processes, preventing an asymmetrical influence of ny groups or individuals, but ensuring also worker’s participation in decision-making.

This last point is decisive. Labour as a common good belongs to the community, and not to the individual worker. How can we, however, guarantee social/communal control of production without reducing the worker to a ‘waged labourer’ servicing the community? 

The answer to this was twofold: Firstly, all interested members alternate regularly in the remunerated positions, so as to diffuse all the necessary skills throughout the community and to avoid the entrenchment of certain people in specific positions. Secondly, a series of assemblies with different competencies were instituted. Each new economic unit is run by its own assembly, where everyday management decisions are taken jointly by remunerated and non-remunerated members alike. A joint assembly of all the economic units coordinates all economic activity and prepares proposals to be submitted to the weekly general assembly, where all members of the community are required (and encouraged) to attend. The general assembly has the final say over all activities taking place within the limits of Micropolis. At the same time, a rotational ‘administrative’ assembly attends to the smooth functioning of the social centre (supplies, repairs, etc.). All assemblies are open to members and non-members alike.

The whole economic activity of Micropolis is non-profit, and any small surpluses are directed towards two ‘funds’: A ‘mutual’ fund that can cover medical expenses, and a ‘solidarity’ fund that is destined for economically assisting political struggles and for setting up new social centres and cognate experiments in solidarity economy.

Beyond the fulfilment of material needs, the thrust of experiments like Micropolis lies in their intervention in biopolitical production and the cultivation of a new civilisation grounded int the values of solidarity, equity, mutual recognition, participation, collectivity. They help thus to forge non-alienated subjectivities that can break free from the work-consume-sleep pattern imposed by the latest destructive stage of capitalist accumulation. This social control extended to many areas of communal life is complemented by workers’ control over their own activity and their active participation in decision-making over production, distribution and consumption.

Indeed, in Micropolis, as in many other similar structures proliferating throughout Greece, many of the needs of the participants –food, child care, entertainment, learning- can be met collectively in their own terms. This is triggering a motion towards autonomy in the proper sense of the term: setting the nomos (rule) that governs one´s existence. 

Autonomy, however, does not imply isolation from the wider social becoming or the creation of ‘islets of liberty.’ Micropolis was conceived as an antagonistic project and today it is probably even more so, having overcome its introversion and sectarian attitudes and nurturing meaningful relationships of mutual support and cooperation with a multitude of militant grassroots projects throughout the country. Today it is an important node in a wide network of collective endeavours that try to challenge both pillars of the capitalist system, namely the state and the market, and to gradually replace them with radical democratic alternatives from below.
c. (In)conclusive thoughts
All the foregoing contemporary experiments in the self-creation of a new social economy of the commons embody a distinct take on political change and social self-emancipation which is worth contemplating and pursuing as a promising avenue of social transformation in our times. 

First, they incarnate a practice of prefiguration whereby the envisaged aim of the process, i.e. the institution of workers’ autonomy, social solidarity and responsibility, is embodied in the very means through which it is pursued.

Second, they opt for a politics of immanent and horizontal change, that is for grassroots, direct self-mobilization of social agents on a footing of equal participation. Such direct collective self-rule in the spheres of production and circulation kick-starts a politicization of the commons in everyday life that breaks through the divides between the economic, the social and the political and re-connects them in ways that restore to societies their power of effective self-direction, abolishing the rule of separate, formal politics and ‘free’ markets. 

Τhird, they stitch together partiality with pluralism. They do not promote themselves as fully-fledged, total and exclusive pathways to social reconstruction, but just as one among the various roads that need to be travelled so as to reach a new social constellation of greater freedom and equality. Issues of broader political strategy, alliances, involvement with grassroots union militancy and engagement with the formal political system remain wide open and subject to debate. 

Fourth, the ventures in question are intrinsically agonistic not only in the sense that they set themselves against the hegemony of the state and private economies or that they are riddled with contradictions and internal fights. They also pose as an ongoing reflection, experimentation and self-questioning as to the best practices that will carry collective emancipation forward under given conditions.
 

Last, they have crafted particular responses to the challenge to build an ‘association of associations’ that will displace hierarchical models, bureaucratic domination and state centralism: the network structure and the open assembly. This type of network strives to break down the divides between consumers and producers or workers in particular enterprises and wider communities of interest. They advance thus social integration in ways that cater to the collective good and organize an effective economy of the commons, whereby production and consumption are handled in terms of common ownership of assets and common concern for sustainable and equitable consumption.  
ALEXANDROS KIOUPKIOLIS, LECTURER AUTH

SHORT BIO (IN GREEK): http://www.polsci.auth.gr/index.php?lang=el&rm=1&mn=13&stid=52  
Ecology, Politics, Local Institutions and Degrowth
Alexandros Georgopoulos
Professor Aristotelion University of Thessaloniki
Political Ecology: is the study of the relationships between political, economic and social factors with environmental issues and changes. For instance, wasting of natural resources, like coal or oil, polluting the atmosphere or the water, choosing the nuclear power instead of the alternative sources of energy, are all parameters which cause some social groups to profit, some others to lose, therefore, costs and benefits associated with environmental change are distributed unequally. A minority of human race has denied its social and ecological responsibility and transcended ecological limits (in extracting a greater amount of natural resources, enjoying more leisure time or higher speed limits and claiming more space) at the expense of others, that is by exploiting, excluding , marginalizing and depriving human and non human “others” (Eckersley, 2004: 10). The same goes for decisions to avert environmental destruction which are really political decisions, because the expenses for implementing them are distributed to different social strata according to their political and economic power through taxes. At the end of the day political ecology has come to mean not only environmental and Nature protection (sometimes ascribing intrinsic value to it-Goodin, 1992: 8· Dobson, 1995: 37), but also solidarity to the vulnerable groups of the society and a different North-South relationship, in that way affecting the political and economic status quo (Bryant and Bailey 1997 : 28). In addition, political ecology attempts to provide critiques as well as (political and not technological) alternatives in the interplay of the environment and political, economic and social factors, searching for better, less coercive, less exploitative, and more sustainable ways of development (Robbins, 2012). Green thinking holds that what we need is a “non violent revolution to overthrow our whole polluting, plundering a materialistic industrial society and, in its place to create an new economic and social order which will allow human beings to live in harmony with the planet. In those terms, the Green Movement lays claim to being the most radical and important political force since the birth of socialism” (Porritt and Winner, 1988: 9). All that relies heavily on the citizen action to promote justice in local communities (Clapp and Dauvergne, 2005: 234)
The above mentioned assumptions combined to the “limits to growth” mentality and boosted by the capitalism-will-go-on-exploiting-nature-to-the-verge-of the-destruction of-the-planet-Earth argument which seems more and more convincing under the light of the present financial crisis, ended up in the “carrying capacity” indices of different ecosystems, which take into account not only the constraints on consumption of fossil fuels but the limits of the alternative sources of energy potential, which of course is not infinite either!   
In the seventies, some heterodox perspicacious researchers (Illich, Georgescu-Roegen, Ellul, Partant, Castoriadis…) drew up themselves against this dictatorship of the official view about economics and provided the foundations for a framework for degrowth In the political space created by Political Ecology, “degrowth” has gained more importance recently and increased its influence through publications (newspapers- Decroissance, periodicals-Entropia, books etc), articles in main stream newspapers like Le Monde, discussions into political parties like the Greens and the French Socialist Party with only marginal effect though, creation of networks like the “objectors to growth” (Fabrice Flipo, ????)

Degrowth has proven to be a “shell-concept” whose guidance helped to deconstruct emotional arguments like “we cannot imagine any future beyond that of growth” or supposedly rational ones like “growth reduces inequalities, therefore the numbers of poor people tend to decrease in a growing economy” or “modern economies tend to dematerialize themselves, therefore an ever increasing GNP can be produced out of an economy which uses less and less natural resources”. De-economization of spirits which is a process taking place right now
HOW to PROCEED

Make the distinction between development and growth clear to the people, provide examples out of the every day’s social and political reality. Explain the irrational element included in the today’s estimation of social welfare, which practically is GDP.  For instance refer to the unexpected increase of GDP when a forest is destroyed and a city takes its place, or when increase of speed limit in our highways might lead to the same outcome

The local element: Local control makes collective management of the commons more effective because of the higher visibility of the commons resources and behaviour toward them, feedback on the effect of regulations is fast, people is “closer” to the administrative body, etc. When people depend on the surrounding natural ecosystems and natural resources for their livelihood, they are bound to develop an intimate knowledge of those surroundings, which will necessarily affect positively their behaviour towards them.

There is ample evidence about the remarkable success of local communities in safeguarding their environments.

Of course for that local control of the environment to be successful, there is a critical parameter we have to take into account: the local people-the demos-should perceive their environment as the absolute base upon which they will rely for their long term subsistence, consequently they would have a vital interest in protecting it. Otherwise, they would be inclined to try to extract profit in a way that in the long run would degrade both the natural environment and human society (Fotopoulos, 2010)

The idea of non-market capitals (Polanyi, Gandhi) is to “restore the economic base of the community and to return the economic control into the hands of the local people”. Non market capitals are defined as land, finance, workspace or housing, equipment, knowledge, etc and is an attempt to avoid the stringent top-down state control and offer the possibility to be democratically controlled by the local people on a non-profit basis, ideally by the local community (Nadia Johanisova, Tim Crabtree, Eva Franková, 2013)
. Institutions such as local communities, municipalities, social enterprise umbrella groups, community land trusts

and ethical banks take out capitals (such as land, premises, knowledge, seeds, financial capital) from the market and place them under local/member/democratic control to serve the common good and hopefully help satisfy basic needs in a socially equitable and environmentally sustainable manner.  in this way decelerating  and weakening the growth process
Specifically as far as money and finance is concerned, there are many institutions which can be seen as based on the non-market capital approach. Ethical banks and communal currency systems among them which operate locally as credit unions (credit cooperatives). Credit unions by-pass the mainstream economic credit model of a usual bank and instead 

are based on a group of people pooling together their resources with each having the possibility to borrow from this pool.
Among the localized credit unions benefits is first, the fact that local savings can be re-invested locally again, in such a way revitalizing the local efforts and second that by avoiding problematic investments in dubious “developmental” projects, credit unions are less vulnerable to the “money must grow” mentality-one of the principal drivers of economic growth (Hoogendijk, 1991; Douthwaite, 2000). Last but not least, all previous practices are schools of a kind, promoting democratic self-governance, to the local authorities: their obligations concerning, for instance, decreasing the emission of greenhouse gases 
Example of the Czech republic local authorities in small villages retain some ownership of land and buildings and in that way do support local traders, farmers, renewable energy and food processing units, pubs, farmers’ markets, community groups etc. through renting workspace and land on a non-market basis, e.g. at prices lower than market prices, designated in some cases to cover maintenance only. From a degrowth perspective, the land-and-assets as non-market capitals can facilitate localised production and consumption, the existence of small-scale enterprises and the satisfaction of real and basic needs.) have been doing.

That communal ownership of assets for the common good is a way of rediscovering what centuries ago and in the world over has been practiced (see e.g. The Ecologist, 1992; Neeson, 1993; Sarukhán and Larson, 2001; Ostrom, 1990). The nonmarket capital approach can be understood as a modern incarnation and continuation of that the commons (Johanisova, 2004) bringing in mind the English Middle Ages “commoners” who use to manage them collectively and extract natural resources for their subsistence and resisted the Enclosures accompanying the Industrial Revolution and creating the landless working class that provided the labour required in the new industries developing in the north of England. Death economies (producing pollution, wasting resources, employ toxic materials etc) inflate their benefits by producing externalities (costs and impacts) in parasitizing on older subsistence production activities taking place in both the sustainability (air, oceans, forests etc) and civil (public libraries, concert halls, public schools, pension plans, health benefit plans, water facilities etc) commons (Burch, 2012: 6)

Summing up all the above practices we end up with a political strategy according to which, more and more people are involved in a new kind of politics and the parallel shifting of economic resources (labour, capital, land) away from the market economy (Fotopoulos, 2010)
As can be seen from the above mentioned arguments, there is a duty degrowth activists cannot avoid: participation in the local government elections! Because if we are lucky enough to see an active electorate demanding to be the owners of their lives, then contesting municipal elections represents the culmination of that grassroots action. This is the most appropriate moment to massively publicize arguments about degrowth, show its advantages and possibly pave the way for implementing some of its aspects on a significant social scale. In working among the demos is a chance to start changing society from below, which is the only democratic strategy, as against the statist approaches, which aim to change society from above through the conquest of state power and nominating demos as the fundamental socio-political and economic cell of the democratic society (Fotopoulos, 2010)
Try to “decolonize our imagination” (Latouche, 2005) in order for the degrowth messages to be able to reach in it and produce fresh thoughts about an alternative organization of the every day life. Change the “social imaginary meanings” (Castoriadis, 1975). First, change the way politics is imagined and actively promote the idea of the local authorities councils to claim more responsibilities from he national assemblies, sparking a reverse to the centralization procedure towards more decentralized decision-making local bodies, instead of the highly bureaucratized and sluggish central power (Fotopoulos, 2010). Second, to start imagining life alternatively, with ample space for play, love, enjoy nature and art, communicate with friends, partners, children, take care of our health etc.
Perhaps a sub-category of the previous is the “spiritual attack” on the present multifaceted crisis ridden industrialized society on the grounds that more and more material wealth (commodities, money, power) obliges people to an endless, self defeating “rat race” to increase the output of whatever they produce : more, bigger, faster, this is the growth dictum which should be obeyed by all means. All that argument is summed up by the question “how much more wealth you need in order to feel happy?” which is notoriously unanswerable. The spiritual attack holds that humans ought to attune themselves with nature, other human beings and the planet in general through meditation and listening. Internal peace is the product of the previous attunement very much like a non violent revolution on the part of the previously disordered state of mind which now might be able to act along the lines of Gandhi’s precepts and not of technology’s power and dictates. Voluntary simplicity, after Francois d'Assise, is not a way of depriving oneself, but a way of becoming lighter in order to let a major direction come into oneself, less superficial than that which drives the ceaseless ballet of ordinary things.

The anti-extractivism movement might be a decisive tool towards the deceleration of growth since it resists those vital raw materials for perpetuating the western type so called “development”. There were always supporters of extraction (either of drilling oil in the Amazon-eg: Yasuni-, mining copper in the cloud forest of Intag, or uranium in fracking in several parts of the world
) in the communities where mineral or oil extraction has been proposed. Often, as has been documented by Carlos Zorrilla and others, these support-ers have been bribed with promises of money, jobs, cellphones, televisions, alcohol, and other trappings of western modernity (Matt Ford, 2014)
. Sometimes we might be obligated to break our alliances with the Left, because of its uncritical stance toward the extractions ventured by the left wing governments of eg Bolivia or Ecuador. True, they have an anti-neoliberal record, BUT by claiming  to exploit minerals for satisfying the needs of the local people and not the insatiable desire for profit of the transnatioanal corporations, despite the fact that both of them the “rights of mother Nature” are recognized and properly codified into their constitution of 2008 and 2009, not only devastate indigenous and subsistence cultures and destroy ecosystems, but they continue the Paradigm of commodifying the earth and destroying natural and social environments for monetary gain
After all, the nationalized oil industry of the populist military regime in Ecuador in the 1970’s continued to destroy the Amazon and its communities in very similar way to its predecessor  Chevron and the nationalized mines in Bolivia after the 1952 revolution did not change radically the lives of the miners (Matt Ford, 2014)

We clearly need a different definition of poverty: as local representatives of the indigenous Ecuador communities –which would be classified as poor according to European cut-throat  monetized standards have pointed out, “Industrial mining is not sustainable…The gold and the copper will be gone in a few years, leaving behind nothing but poisoned earth for our people. we cannot put at risk sources of water that can sustain us over the longterm in exchange for a few short term economic benefits We can have an economy here without destroying nature and the culture..

Democratization, which means that a redistribution of the wealth is absolutely necessary, because big economic inequalities destroy the possibilities for a democratic society. an ecological society is impossible without economic democracy. Relocalization accompanied by democratic discussion, is a vital element on the road to degrowth. 
As regards scale and place: there is a huge difference between a small, locally rooted enterprise, albeit a for-profit one and a large corporation. A small, locally-rooted enterprise can be seen as producing positive externalities, including stable and long-term employment (Douthwaite, 1996: 35-37). If such a local enterprise satisfies the real and basic needs of a community, and uses - as much as possible - local resources and products, aspiring to localised provisioning patterns, we can see it as being truly efficient: not in the narrow financial sense mentioned in section 2, but, instead, efficient in materials and energy use, an important aspect in a degrowth society. Our emphasis on local basic needs satisfaction in a degrowth economy is also fuelled by a concern that communities provide for themselves in the face of possible energy supply and financial system discontinuities or collapses, which may well occur in the future (Douthwaite, 1996: 47-51). Last but not least, we believe that the environmental dimension in the social enterprise ethos is just as important as the social aspect. Besides emphasis on local material and energy flows this may take many forms (from organic farming to building insulation, depending on the activities of the enterprise, see also Johanisova, 2008).
Public space dialogue on every aspect of political life and restriction of the big corporations activities, which tend to degrade “time consuming” discussions (dare less democracy!!). That democratization process might be able to confront large and ever-growing companies, which due to their economic strength and influence are able to evade local standards and taxes and externalise an ever-growing proportion of their costs onto other players, such as their workers, nature and future generations, in favour of social enterprises loosely as organisations involved at least to some extent in the market, with a clear social, cultural and/or environmental purpose, rooted in and serving primarily the local community and ideally having a local and/or democratic ownership structure (onemember- one-vote rather than one-euro-one-vote).(Korten, 1995; Martinez-Alier, 2002: 10-15 in Nadia Johanisova, Tim Crabtree, Eva Franková, 2013)
Democracy is not just a procedure but, instead, it is a politeia, i.e., “a regime aspiring to social and personal autonomy (to set your own rules)” (Castoriadis, 1996: 221-241). Such a conception of democracy equals “direct democracy” ie, the direct exercise of sovereignty by the people themselves, where all forms of “ruling” are excluded and all citizens equally share the political power (Fotopoulos, 2010)

That perception of democracy is more than vital in front of the recent fierce attack against it  by an elite which clearly expresses itself through books like the one by the journalist  Laszlo Trankovits who is hinting at Willy Brandt social modernization slogan “dare more democracy” propagates by its title openly “dare less democracy” for the same reason!

Laszlo Trankovits argues that frequent elections and the concomitant fear of politicians of losing them, revelations on the Internet (WikiLeaks), the inclination of everyone to his/her say and participate in everything, prevent the state and its institutions from functioning effectively and impose the painful albeit necessary social cuts needed desperately by the German managers in order to compete and  outstrip eg China, whose huge development leaps which are considered tremendously successful compared to the West's loss of global influence.  The German managers and industrialists are enchanted with China's economic success, which, to their opinion causes "doubts about democracy's superiority". In "western democracies" we are accustomed to "years, if not decades of debate on the construction of a new power plant, airport or railway station", they lament. They then hope for fewer elections longer legislative periods, more centralization, more concentration of power, more control, less involvement of the Federal Constitutional Court with new laws, no more demands for social justice and transparency" because is "counterproductive and paralyzing" for any "governance efficiency and instead promotes competence, decisiveness and leadership, a deep commitment to capitalism and profit (sic), dismantle democratic procedures, replace them with pertinent, depoliticized, bureaucratic procedures inducing a bit of dictatoship

Alternative sources of inspiration--Have a look to the world with inquisitive eyes in searching for inspiration from different cultures than our own: “buen vivir” in Latin America, Buddism in Asia, might be sources of alternative philosophies of life converging with the aims of at least a part of the ecological movement. At the same time we have to take into account that the creation the creation of a public space might be a excellent tool to revitalize and trigger self-realization procedures in people which will provide new meaning of life and human development paths absolutely divergent to the appeal of materialism, which today is employed to fill the existential void through the satisfaction of consumerist wants (Whiteside, 1994: 355)


Education--We are about to confront an absolutely necessary major change in our lives: from the culture of consumption we have to evolve ourselves and join a kind of voluntary simplicity culture, whose ingredients although we know they are different, we cannot yet define them with absolute certainty. 
Education has intrinsic value. Of course education should prepare everyone for

productive roles in the economic sector, nevertheless, it is a fatal mistake to limit its role only to that function, or we lose something of its quintessence, in neglecting history, music, the arts, physical education, pure science, the study of other societies, times and cultures, condemn learners to a generalized amnesia, deprives people of the capacity to enjoy leisure and, the most pernicious of all,  renders the population vulnerable to totalitarian regimes, because of ignorance and apathy. In other words education is not a simple training process

to secure future employment or an “investment” to receive dividents of it in the years to come, in order to be able to survive “in the frenzy of getting and having”.

Remember the past and taking care of the future (the time variable)--Immerse children into person to person relationships, experiencing each other, learning from older individuals and in that way exploring themselves, communicating deeply in a “soul sharing” way, rather than interacting with machines trying to transmit all kind of information. Have a sense of rootedness in history, being conscious of the perspective and, learn to be responsible about future generations. Approach the every day life of lay people in history and not that of tyrants, kings, heroes etc (Diogenes and Alexander the Great)

Organize educational experiences in such a way as to develop consciousness both inwardly (ie in depth self realization in both logic and imagination, intuition, inspiration) and outwardly (coming to know the Other-planet, society, persons, ecosystems in a non manipulative and controlling way, contacting the Other not as an object but as a person)

Reliance education: being into the dependence-on-the-market mentality (and lack of time), we have lost our knowledge for basic life sustaining tasks like growing food, making clothes, maintaining mechanical, plumbing or electrical devices, creating entertainment, making art, along with the corresponding personal freedom, self esteem. We need to construct local dense networks of local  and regional self reliance through production from local resources using local labour to meet local needs (relocalization)

Delusions: 

The arrogantly excessive emphasis on the individualistic ego, minimized, obscured and degraded the importance of the connectedness and interdependence. That way of perceiving humans as fundamentally discernible, detached and separate from the rest of Nature, might be at the roots of our ecological havoc. Besides, the essence of people cannot be found in them, but rests with the myriad of transactions with their biotic and abiotic environment (Capra, 1987· Morowitz, 1972· Desjardins, 1993). No human being is an island. Moreover, ardent individuals who crave to promote their unique egos are much more inclined to be recruited into the consumerism ethos and consequently hugely more profitable for business, than humble community members who cooperate, find common grounds and live and possess the wealth collectively.   

If I believe that invisible “back rays” originating from the constellation Pleiades cause me to be unlucky in love, my friends might gently suggest that I seek counselling. But if I believe that an “invisible hand” guides the economy ensuring efficiency and general well‐being far surpassing any individual’s ability to comprehend or control—I could be an economist (Burch, 2012: 13). 

Efficiency// An economy can be “efficient” and still be ecologically unsustainable and socially unjust
Grow or die// We wish death was not a reality. So we try to escape it partly through focusing attention on growth (Burch, 2012:14)

Free market capitalism EQUALS democracy, freedom, respect of human rights and technical progress

Continuously improving technology without also continuously improving human character merely guarantees improved tools for multiplying suffering

The “affluence” dream of Cornucopians should be totally and irreversibly denounced, in favour of a sufficiency culture
Experiential or transformative (juxtaposed to informative) education
Traditional education is a kind of information transferring (cognitive domain) whereas what we need in front of the multifaceted crisis is a kind of transformative learning (aesthetic, experiential, emotional, intuitive domains), in order to change the direction of consciousness. Learning through experience is not a new concept for the college classroom. Notable educational psychologists such as John Dewey (1938/1998), Carl Rogers (1902-1987), and David Kolb (1984) have provided the groundwork of learning theories that focus on learning through experience or learning by doing. 

In combating delusions mindfulness
, ie "the intentional, accepting and non-judgmental focus of one's attention on the emotions, thoughts and sensations occurring in the present moment", might be a useful tool. 
In other words be in contact with yourself, think deeply, meditate, reconsider your needs (as an old slogan of the ecological movement urged)

In other words, new thoughts about reality AND a new way to perceive it, to experience it, to feel about it, which might awaken the sense of connectedness with other people, non human beings, species, ecosystems, the planet. A new state of mind in which consciousness is considered as a socially constructed entity and not as belonging to a mass of specific kind of tissues into the brain. 

The corresponding methods for that reorientation of our mentalities are not that much facts learning procedures (although they should be included), but also educational experiences which aim at making people to surface their deeper desires and needs, by storytelling (Gersie, 1992·Nanson, 2005· Aggelidou and Tsilimeni, 2009), role play
, guided imagery
 (elsewhere named visioning-Burch, 2012:24), automatic writing
, psychodrama etc. All those techniques, through relaxation and the creation of a security feeling among the members of the group, bring into light hidden tendencies of people towards sensing the world deeper, feeling human and non human emotions (empathy), reflecting on one’s past events and at last prepare them for the appropriate change of consciousness orientation and bring forwards the desired (peaceful, ecologically benign) state of living. Of course those methods are only techniques and do not guarantee by themselves that specific direction, given the fact that are very much used by students of management schools
 to make them more able to manage difficult situations or simply increase their effectiveness and efficiency. Freire might be an educator who is both experiential and oriented towards social change. Social change is the aim of real education. Social change springs out of personal change, which in turn springs out of the transformation of our conscious awareness (conscientization, is Freire’s term). Our consciousness develops by interacting with others in understanding our lives  and then it drives us to engage in the changing of those lives, acting as architects of our own history rather as spectators (victims) of the oppression on the part of social forces or institutions. The final aim is not to implant a whole ideology but to create a social space where everybody would feel comfortable to pause, reflect, give names to “things” happening out there, imagining other possibilities and perhaps take initiatives for a major or minor change in life  
* Alexandros Georgopoulos is a professor at the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, department of pre-school education, teaching Environmental Education. He has also published articles and books on environmental ethics, peace studies, non violence and experiential education. His email address is ageorgop@nured.auth.gr 
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Politics, Ecology, Local authorities and Degrowth
Ioannidis Eleftherios
Mayor of Kozani
My birthplace, which I currently serve as a Mayor, has experienced a limitless economic “development” (growth), during the last decades. Enormous investments, huge open mines, industrial facilities, extractive activities, caused a transition and a gradual adjustment of the production model of the whole area, within a few years, from the agricultural to the industrial sector. Evidently, that resulted in wages and population increment, but also triggered an excessive private consumption. Furthermore, this excessive economic growth contributed in the dramatic environmental degradation (soil, underground waters) and the excessive non-renewable natural resources consumption (Lignite), which led in massive urbanization and imposed a one dimensional production model based mainly in lignite deposits exploitation, the degradation of the natural capital of our area and the increment of a peculiar consumerism.

Nowadays, this model is collapsing. This collision, seen in the context of the overall national crisis, becomes even sounder. Our area experiences a multidimensional ecological crisis which is simultaneously economical, social, and environmental.

The current growth model clearly illustrates what are the consequences of political decisions that lacking of ecological perspective. The crisis that Kozani experiences, reflects the crisis the whole Greece experiences as the result of an unsustainable prototype of economic development, which respectively has been adopted, more or less, at the global level and led in a growth-mania which ignored the crucial ecological limitations and caused an extreme natural resources exploitation. As a result, a global structural crisis of the business-as-usual economic paradigm has now emerged. 

The actual sustainable economy is based on the rational utilization of natural resources. In that sense, any political action that ignores this fundamental principle will sooner or later lead society in crisis.

The local government is called upon to play an essential role as the institution which stands by the citizen, by promoting an innovative production and consumption model that pursuit the prosperity of the citizens as individuals and as a collective societal entity, beyond the “growth” oriented stereotypes and prejudices of the past. The promotion of social solidarity, the support of the cooperatives, the protection and improvement of public goods and the public space, the promotion of culture and sports, the alternative organization models (i.e. alternative currency, banks of time, urban cultivations, etc) are some of the policies that the local governments ought to be pioneers. These alternative policies may not increase GDP, may not demand enormous investments and capital, yet indeed improve the quality of life, the well-being, of citizens, further strengthen the bonds of society and set the basis for a social and production model that promotes equity among humans and between humans and the ecosystems. 

It is more than obvious that, concerning the current production-consumption model which is based on the excessive non-renewable natural resources exploitation of a finite planet, mathematically leads in destruction that will mostly affect the poorest and developing countries.

There is a crucial need for common action of society and local public authorities.

In order to prevent the forthcoming disaster we ought to act now following the declaration: “think globally, act locally”. The local governments have to word hard towards this objective!

Cordially,
Ioannidis Eleftherios, Mayor of Kozani.
Born in Peristeri, Attica resident in Mavrodendri Kozani. Graduate of the Executive Board of Cooperative Organisations (Technical School of Messolonghi). Member of cultural association of Mavrodendri and president in 2001. Coordinator of conferences relevant with Social Economy, European Programs, Local Government, Environment. Pioneered in the establishment of the Social Solidarity Clinic of Kozani. He worked in the private sector during 2002- 2012, as a medical equipment business owner. Active member of the Ecological Movement of Kozani. MP Candidate in 2007 with the Eco-Green Party in 2007 and 2009. Mayoral candidate with the Municipal Movement 'Kozani- a place to live”, in 2010.
Municipal Movement “Kozani, a place to live”: http://www.toposnazeis.gr/
Ecological Movement of Kozani: http://www.ecokoz.gr/home/index.php
Municipality of Kozani: www.kozanh.gr
CASE STUDIES
AGRONAYTES Consumers and Farmers Network
CSA – Community Supported Agriculture groups in Athens, Greece 
http://agronaftes.blogspot.com/ 
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The intensifying of agriculture production in combination with the massive urbanization has substituted the relation of producer-consumer with an exceptionally complicated system. Whoever profits of this system begins to strike strong concerns in front of the obvious henceforth disadvantages of price and quality of foods that reaches in consumers’ hands in addition to all not ecological and energy and food wasting practices of today’s system. Agronaftes group participating in the solidarity trade stop parasitic trading actions with obvious profit for the consumer.  Simultaneously we build the essential trust based in close contact with the producers which guarantee the food quality without certification organizations which they can not substitute the human relations of confidence. 
The group Agronaftes has formed a network of farmers-consumers that aims to develop a network of producers of agricultural products and foods, with the immediate connection to the consumers. The Agronaftes contribute in volunteering basis to serve the farmers and the final consumers. Important aspects is also that we try to promote with our actions high organic food quality, self-sufficiency, lower waste of foods and energy, as well as the social organisation in local neighbourhood level. We aim with simplicity and enjoyment in our implemented actions, as ‘if it is not fun, it is not sustainable’. 
Agronaftes have four types of activities: 
1. Provision of agricultural products from selected producers of Peloponnese (southern Greece) with minimum quantity completion order of the available products. All products come from small scale independent producers whom we know and trust. 

2. Management and cultivate a collective garden (called Agronafto-kipos) which constitutes a example for sustainable garden that provides clean food. It is located at Asopos village near Monemvasia, Peloponnese and it welcomes volunteers and new cultivators that they wish to shared knowledge and efforts.  

3. Initiative of CSA groups operating in weekly subscribing base in the Athens area, mainly for vegetables from local organic producers, but also fruits and other foods..  

4. Presentations and promotion of the CSA model to new groups, producers and wide public. We support the CSA model and help in the formation of new groups by giving speeches, presentations, participating in festivals and congresses. Support comes in many ways by sharing existed knowledge for consumers, groups’ coordinators and producers to how understand and adjust in the CSA models demands

Note 1: This report focuses on the CSA activities of Agronaftes and mainly aims in the description of group dynamics developed emitting theoretical descriptions about CSA definitions. They are attended by Thomas Anemos, where the other activities described in #1 and #2 above are attended by Vangelis Vlahakis. 
Notice 2: In Greek language we have named CSA as KOSAP (as it has sounding affiliation with ‘Coop’). 
Historical elements of the Agronaftes KOSAP groups:  
In 2010-11 the Agronaftes initiative began with the voluntary effort of two members of the Eco group OikoHoria which is promoting and supporting the intentional community movement in Greece. The creation of the CSA project KOSAP of Agronaftes was first time presented in the members of the OikoHoria group in November 2010 and second time in a Ecological festival in Marathonas on May 2011, where we come in contact with our first interested producer. More presentations to other groups, festivals and congresses were followed. 

In 2011-12 began the first three teams in  Halandri, Vrilisia, Pagrati in Athens area with 15-30 baskets of vegetables per group supplied by one organic producer. 
In 2012-13 the teams became four in Halandri, Ag. Paraskevi, Pagrati and Thisio with 15-35 baskets of vegetables per group and we changed the first producer, added two new producers and occasional other two organic fruits producers. 
In 2013-14 the groups were multiplied in many other neighbourhoods (look below) mainly due to initiative of one of our producers to accept and organise smaller in number (5 baskets) deliveries in more locations. 

This year 2014-15 we continue with the four large teams mentioned above and the many smaller ones in the districts of Kifisia, Amarousio, Illioupolis, Argiroupolis, Alimo, Faliro, Kipseli, Exarhia, Gizi, supplied by the two producers. We reported big help coming from one producer himself who has embraced the initiative and support it himself bringing also in his customers and delivering as minimum 5 baskets in close neighbourhoods rather than the 20 baskets minimum which was the initially number required. 

The basket continues to include more than 8 kilos organic seasonal vegetables. The vegetables are delivered in bags which are easier to transport, carry and required no other action on delivery since that the consumer collects a new full bag and returns the empty bag. The compensation is 10 euro, payable upon delivery for acquaintance with new consumers. Strong objective this year is to introduce the advance monthly payment of 40 euro for 4 baskets, ensuring that missed baskets can count towards next month subscription. Advance payment will be made straight to the producer in order to avoided monetary exchange on the streets which may have possible future legal restrictions; so in this case the producer carrier only delivers and is not selling on the streets.
Today, after three years of operation of the KOSAP groups, we can say that the initiative is increasing and embraced by more consumers. The groups function independently operating autonomously by the volunteers of each group. Agronaftes keep contacts, pass new signing up consumers thought the web blog to the groups, and invite all to affiliated public activities. 

We saw two models developing and coming to existence: 

(a).  Bigger member groups of 20-30 members with active coordinator from the consumers, which model encourages and other type side orders.

(b).  Smaller member groups with active coordinator from the producer side, which encourages larger distribution, more convenient for new members to join and offers more support for new groups to start.  

 We see smaller interest and strong reluctance from new producers to join the KOSAP models. Also we would like to see small beginner producers to be supported by CSA groups and be a model for others. These are direct objective for further evolution. We slowly understand the dynamics of CSA growth in Greece and how it is determined by different involving factors and sides of interest. Some mentioned here are: the consumers’ dietary and purchasing habits, the organizing willingness of the volunteer coordinators of the groups, the producers cultivating and distributing practices, the perception of average dietary habits for sufficient balanced vegetables basket, the groups coordination ability to choose the location for convenient deliveries and attracting new participants, and last but not least, what is good organic product offers for the consumers. Also the dynamics of growth determined by the personal acquaintances and relationships of building confidence that are well needed. This fact we also try to promote and support with visits and annual celebrations at the producers’ farms. In June 2013 and in June 2014 we made the 1st and 2d open gathering celebrations for all groups and interested individuals and hope to continue next year. We would like also to see groups in other large cities beside Athens area being developed in the future. 
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Photo from first annual gathering June 2013
Fruits and other products:. We have some experience with fruits, especially with oranges distributed with minimum filled orders. We have also one oranges producer who distributes also other fruits from third producers in order to be active all year around and delivers at the same time with the vegetables bags. The group in Pagrati also orders other products in bulk quantities (beans, flour, oil etc). Members of the group in Halandri they have been inspired and contributing in organizing successfully mass distributions of foods without intermediaries (this action is called ‘Mazi na ta Fame’). 

Total assessments of the current activities of the KOSAP groups.

Today one of our producer delivers daily 50-70 baskets, five days a week, which counts to 300 baskets per week, with total turn over 3 tons of organic vegetables per week. Also he supplies by request eggs, cheese, tomato sauce, pork and lamp meat when are available. Our second producer delivers about 50 baskets per week, counting for total turn over half ton of organic vegetables per week. He also supplies by request yoghurt and flour. These activities seem to nourish about 350 families (or 1500 individuals). 

Publications:  Articles about the Agronaftes have been published twice in newspapers, listed in other web pages and we have given interviews in the radio. We have been included in one university research thesis and we have some contacts with university professors who do academic research in the area of alternative methods of food production. 

Closing, we are expressing our gratitude for being invited in the GROWL proceedings.

On behalf of the Argonaftes,

Thomas Anemos   
email thomas_anemos@yahoo.com
September 2014 
 CONSUMERS' SOCIAL COOPERATIVE OF THESSALONIKI
The cooperative grocery “bios coop” is a place where consumers can find mainly Greek and cooperative products, most of which are regional and are produced in ways that do not cause harm to the humans and the environment. It is open 13 hours a day, with staff who are members of the cooperative specially trained on both subjects: social and solidarity economy and professional. On the shelves you will find almost any product that a houshold needs, a full "basket".

High quality and low prices
The products you can find in the grocery are of guaranteed quality, being under screening constantly not to contain banned chemical additives, microbiological load, mutants, inappropriate and unsafe substances and other components that harm our health and the environment. In order to achieve low prices for consumers and fair to producers, we avoid wholesalers and middlemen and cooperate with the "Greek Diet Coop» (cooperative company formed by cooperatives of grocers and farmers from all over Greece). Our suppliers are  mostly agricultural cooperatives and small production units, while on our shelves we provide space for as many as possible local quality producers. Our efforts tend to create conditions for lower prices, a more equitable distribution between consumers and producers and a greener operation cycle of production-distribution and consumption. 

We do not speculate, we cover our needs 

The continuous decline of our income combined with the rise in commodity prices and the doubt about their quality (due to unrestrained speculation) ensures that the grocery is a very necessary and timely priority project which gains support. The aim of "bios coop" is not speculation and enrichment of its members, but the fullfilment of basic nutritional needs of it's members and clients who are in a very difficult situation. Prices are the same for everyone, members and non members, whereas part of the surplus (about 40%) at the end of each fiscal year will be returned to the workers, the members and the local community, according to the General Assembly's decision, as required by the statute. The bulk of the surplus (about 60%) will remain in the cooperative, in individual accounts of the members, in order to develop and continuously expand it's activities. We strengthen our purchasing power, providing products of high quality at low and fair prices "from the field to shelf". We do not speculate. We reimburse any surplus to those who have produced it.
"Bios Coop": A Cooperative permanently open to new members.

"Bios Coop" is open to everyone who wants to become a member, without excluding anyone due to race, religion, political belief, gender, etc. To become a member of the Consumers' Social Cooperative of Thessaloniki "Bios Coop", one should:

1. Accept the Statute 

2. Complete and sign the entry form.

3. Pay at least the amount of money of one cooperative share, which is 150,00 €. 
We join our small forces to begin the change of the current situation where very few people speculate squeezing both consumers and producers, and destroying our health and the planet. We invite people to join us, to get our food in our hands. To cooperate in an environment of Direct Democracy aiming at Social and Solidarity Economy. 
http://www.bioscoop.gr/
ARSIS TIME BANK

What is the Bank of Time?
The Bank of Time is a network of free exchange of services and goods which provides the participants with the opportunity to exchange-money free-services and goods. It is part of the program ``Social Structures of Confronting Poverty in Thessaloniki’s Municipality``. This program is a collaboration of ARSIS-Social Organization of Supporting Youth, of Thessaloniki’s City Hall, and of the N.G.O. PRAXSIS. It has been approved by the Ministry of Labor Social Security and Welfare and is co-funded by the European Union and specifically by the European Social Fund and the Hellenic state and notably by the Business Program ``Development of Human Resource``.
Why was the Bank of Time created?
The Bank of Time was created in order to promote solidarity economy. It abolishes the value of money, which is the main factor in the creation of social isolation, and replaces it with time. The reinforcement of Time Bank’s exchange network can give the opportunity to its participants to improve their daily life by offering access to products and services which may be inaccessible within the frame of today’s economic reality.
Why be a member of Time Bank?
To cover many of your daily needs without a cost offering in exchange your own services or products. At the same time, you contribute to the expansion of its free exchange network.

What can I ask for? What can I get from Time Bank?

Via Time Bank it is attempted the creation of a fullest possible list of services and products which can be exchanged. You can ``give`` any object / product, new or used in good condition, or you can ``provide`` a service and profit from the services of other members of Time Bank.
What services and products are provided via Time Bank?
. Can I exchange a table for a visit to the dentist?

. Can I paint a house and start English lessons?

. Can I give a computer I no longer use and get a washing machine?

1st Step In Becoming A Member of Time Bank

Initially, visit Time Bank’s site: xronos.diktyodomwnthess.gr. 

Then, you can enroll electronically and afterwards we contact you in order to activate your account.

It should be noted that for those who do not have access to the internet, the enrollment procedure takes place directly at our offices.

Contact

For further queries and clarifications, you can visit us in ARSIS head offices, Venizelou 70. Alternatively, you can contact us here:

telephone: 2315 504301                                                                                                                                  e-mail:trapezaxronou_thess@outloook.com.gr facebook: www.facebook.com/xronosthess  twitter: twitter.com/Xronos_Thess
EUROPEAN VILLAGE
European Village is an NGO (non-governmental and non-profit organization) that was established in October 2006 in Athens, Greece.

Initially, our main purpose was to give the opportunity to young people from Greece to participate in mobility projects abroad and gain: 

social skills

working experience through vocational trainings

language skills

multicultural experiences that would enable them to tuckle xenophobia and racist phenomena

self confidence and empowerment

In order to achieve all this we participated in numerous Youth in Action projects, we coordinated four Leonardo da Vinci projects and several projects through Grundtvig programme. We also organized a multinational youth exchange and a training course in Greece.
So since 2006 till today we have given to more than 300 young people a chance to gain international experience through participation in the above programmes.

However, soon we realized that we needed to work also locally if we really went for social change. As a result of this approach, in May 2010 European Village created the first cooperative cafe in Athens, aiming to create an open social space. This is the point when we started to be more active locally, while at the same time we kept up participating in mobility projects.

Through this cooperative project we worked and are still working on community building as well as on human relationships.

The main principles and orientations of the project are:


Cooperative and solidarity economy.


Fair and solidarity trade.


Consumers-producers networks, quality products, degrowth


Alternative decision making processes and Nonviolent Communication


After four and a half years of experimentation, we are richer in experience and knowledge and at the same time we are still learning how to position ourselves in the social reality and how to relate to each other in a way that reinforces us to keep on being open to new ways. 
In other words we are still here, in the middle of a big social unrest and huge dynamics for change unfolding around us, trying to create new models towards a just society.  


FREE AND REAL / TELAITHRION

 THE PROJECT 
The «Telaithrion Project» hopes to put in actual perspective, that a self sufficient sustainable society that is based on true incentives and selfless giving, can exist, and that can be applied to practice in everyday life, and that even if the entire culture of humanity adopted it could flourish. We would like to share all the practical knowledge, the information, the technologies and at the end the solutions that we may discover, research and apply to this journey of ours. We will do all we can to animate, empower, educate and inspire all people we meet so they will be able to follow their own path towards a more possible, more balanced coexistence of races and species on the planet. 

We want to learn from our mistakes, to evolve the way we communicate with our fellow men, to re-establish our self’s by re-establishing our environments and our needs and at the end to act on the research and knowledge of mankind to the areas of health, technology, energy, education, farming, social structure, entertainment and empathy. To embrace diversity and uniqueness and become better than our own self’s, accepting the daily feedback as food for thought and conscious harmonious creative and productive communication. We want to live with the lowest possible ecological footprint and simultaneously with the greatest possible freedom in education (information) and creative living. 
We want a world of peace and freedom, with technological development that operates as an extension of human potential, a world that will strategically and consciously will manage with balance the natural recourses, were a reality of a society of healthy living conditions and full of open minded people can be possible, free spirit and real incentives, away for any kind of isolations, artificial barriers, technology driven by planned obsolescence and pointless, without real and creating motives, labor. 
THE COMMUNITY 
The most striking feature of the community is its shape. The circular design is the main feature in the shape of the community following the wisdom and excellent geometry of nature. 

The circular design allows for minimal power consumption in relation to the maximum social benefit. The architecture, in its efficient application, uses the minimum amount of materials for the safest and most efficient layout. As the materials are improving and changing, so will the architecture and design. These increase the advantages and expand the facilities, goods and services, making them accessible to everyone. 

A ring shaped pathway will pass close from every structure in the community, offering by this way easy access and the same amount of distance from each individual point. Interconnected paths and water streams will be used for the supporting of the three-dimensional forest garden that is being created on the entire surface of the land, but also for bio-climatic purposes. 

Bigger and smaller artificial lakes also will be created offering a more stable and friendly climate the same to nature as to man. 

In the center of the community there will be a Geodesic Dome Cluster which will be made from five interconnected Geodesic Domes. Each of the domes will have many different uses facilitating many activities like arts, education, research, entertainment etc. 

Going from the center outwards and though the forest garden, three Yurt Modules, that will be made from 7 interconnected Yurts, 6 for individual use and one in the center as a common space access area. 

The placement of the yurt modules will be done evenly around the center of the community. These modules will be used primarily for residential and hospitality purposes. 

After calculations on nutritional and space needs that have been made based on the current piece of land that is already part of the project, the size of the population is expected to start with about 15 people and gradually grows to about 30 people. 

It is important to note that the community itself will be seen as a dynamic, evolving integrated system rather than a static structure. Initially, most of the construction will be done by hand using traditional methods and local materials. 

Our ultimate goal, however, is to capitalize on the types of structures and prefabricated technologies to streamline and accelerate the process. The materials used will evolve accordingly, but will always remain natural and locally. 
THE AREA 
After thorough discussion and research for a location Free and Real acquired land in the geographical region of Greece in the area of Istiaia Edipsos in northern Evia Island.The site is located near the summit of Mount Telethrion at 450 meters altitude. The size of the land that is already part of the project is approximately 12,000 square meters. In the near future we hope to have an adjoining piece of land about the same size thus doubling the total. At present all research departments are working on development of the project. 
Suggestions of other possible locations, either private or public property are more than welcome and will be assessed in accordance with the parameters necessary for each individual project. Some cases are already under study in the areas of Corinth, Thebes, Lamia and others… 
ECO-PIECES THE COMMUNITY SECTIONS 

The research that drives us, every day that passes, in the designing and the application of the project and also all the actions that have added so far in its evolvment can be found at FreeandReal.org. The community will be divided in 3 basic major sections. 
The Geodesic Dome Cluster 
In the center of the community, the Geodesic Dome Cluster will faction like the heart of the entire project. Composed of 5 interconnected Geodesic Domes, all of them with multiple uses and different purposes. 

The main dome will be about 100 square meters and it will have a second flour of about 70 square meters. The 4 surrounding ones will be about 60 square meters each. 

These domes will be available to all, they will work as common spaces and they will house educational, communication and support facilities, art and music center, science and research center, athletics and entertainment and in large scale seminars or conferences or other events they will even work for hospitality reasons as well. 
The Yurt Modules 
In the center a yurt of about 45 square meters will serve as a common space between the other 6, 16 square meter yurts. 

In the common space yurt there will be central heating that will provide heat to the other satellite yurts, bathrooms, small kitchen, library, terminal server and other shared facilities. 

The 6 smaller yurts will be for personal use, with large bedrooms, study room, etc. 

With this design we reduce the total needs on energy and materials by a factor of 5. More about the research that has been done on eco-building can be found here. 
The Forest Garden 
Basically the entire community will be immersed inside a magnificent forest garden. This garden is already being developing with the help of the Natural Farming method and the valuable support of the will be developed though the use of the Natural Farming method.Natural Farming Center. 

Many waterways and streams that will start from the artificial lakes, that will be filled with a natural way, will surround this belt to irrigate the forest and offer a sustainable climate for both plants and people. 

For residential and housing purposes 3 individual Yurt Modules will be used. Each Yurt Module will consist of 7 interconnected individual yurts. 

Only organically grown crops would be grown, without the use of dangerous fertilizers and pesticides. Most of the plants and the trees in the garden will be eatable and they will support the nutritional needs of the community. 

Also many supporting structures like, tool sheds, greenhouse, compost facilities etc will be spread out around the community. 
Energy Study 
An energy consumption study has already been made for the cover of the energy needs for the project. A multi renewable energy system will be used with the main focus being on the wind power production. 

Also small-scale photovoltaic panels, a small hydroelectric installation even smart panels or geothermal in a combination of all these applications but with focus to our main concern beeing the strategic management of energy consumption. 
NEA GOUINEA

Reinforcing resilience and self-reliance of communities in degrowth: The case study of the 'Nea Guinea' workshops as agents for degrowth
The “Nea Guinea” non-profit organisation is a project that began in September of 2009, placing as a central objective the self-reliance of some of our basic everyday needs such as food, energy, health, shelter and clothing. Through theoretical and practical workshops we try to gather and to evolve the necessary knowledge and craftsmanship, in order to get involved actively in the production process and to conquer higher levels of self-sufficiency and autonomy in our daily lives. At the same time, the project tries to shape, new, economically sustainable and socially just processes that enable us to break free from the exploitation of paid labour and in this manner to redefine our everyday lives in parallel, but also in antagonism to the dominant economic system. By interacting with similar projects, the project aims for the creation of cooperative structures and solidarity networks that will support the transition to a more just, ecological and sustainable society. The project, focuses in both

the development and transfer of technical know-how, and in the production of goods. The manner with which the public workshops are organised, gives an opportunity to the participants to familiarise themselves with the idea of self-management, developing at the same time appropriate skills in order to produce their own goods or to manufacture objects that they need.

The case study of the renewable energy workshop of the 'Nea Guinea' non-profit organization in Athens, Greece, is presented in detail, in the search of practical examples of how these ideas have been put into practice in paths towards a sustainable degrowth.

The RES workshop of 'Nea Guinea', begun in Athens in 2009 with the goal of developing open source renewable energy technologies, spreading their usage in Greece and supporting local degrowth initiatives in electricity production. The workshop started its activities with practical seminars on building small wind turbines where the participants manufactured a complete small wind turbine throughout the course of a week, by constructing from scratch the generator, the blades and the metal frame from simple materials and with the use of simple workshop tools. 

The designs were based on the construction manual of Hugh Piggott 'A Wind Turbine Recipe Book', which stems from the development of small wind turbine technology for rural farms from the Back-to-the-Land movement of the late 70s in Europe and the US. The profile of the participants of the workshops was mostly of male gender, of ages spanning from 23 to 50 years old, most of which had no engineering backgrounds, but were thinking of moving to the country side to live for small periods of time or permanently. The learning process was mostly practical and was applied to groups of 7 to 12 people, while different skills that are useful in the context of rural everyday life were developed, such as metal working and wood working. In this way, a convivial and experimental way of learning was developed during the workshop, were participants experienced a hands on learning process. Eleven of these workshops have been concluded up to now and have successfully built small wind turbines of rotor diameters ranging from 1.2m to 4.2m which have the ability to produce electricity for small farm houses. Though this process the participants were empowered with the knowledge of producing electrical energy from the wind and thus now have the skills to built resilient rural communities.

The energy workshop of 'Nea Guinea' is a member organization of the Wind Empowerment

association, a worldwide network of local manufactures of small wind turbines with more than 35 organizations in its membership. Through the Wind Empowerment discussion forums and other forums such as fieldlines.com of the OtherPower group, an unofficial internet based community driven development process takes place, though the sharing of knowledge and experience on locally manufactured small wind turbine design. Being part of this process, the energy workshop of 'Nea Guinea' developed a small hydro design based on the manufacturing techniques used for constructing a small wind turbine generator. This small hydro generator of 500W nominal power was installed in March 2013 at the rural farm of 'Rodokalo' in the mountain of Iti in central Greece.
This is a practical example of how open source technologies can be applied to a local context and thus become tools for self-reliance. Apart from producing new technological applications, the energy workshop of 'Nea Guinea' has gathered the necessary technical expertise in order to produce complete electrification designs for rural communities in degrowth. Since its beginnings in 2009, the workshop has designed and installed more than ten off-grid systems using the energy of the wind, water and sun for electricity production.

In addition, the case study of the herbal medicine workshop of the 'Nea Guinea' non-profit

organization in Athens, Greece, is presented in detail, in the search of practical examples of how these ideas have been put into practice in paths towards a sustainable degrowth.

Nea Guinea's herbal medicine workshop has been running since 2009, developing different projects in order to inform, educate and encourage people to self manage their health, promoting herbal medicine as a tool for increasing self reliance and resilience of people an communities. Through a process of researching, learning, experimenting, working in groups and sharing skills and experiences, people that participate in the different projects, have the chance to get familiar to the use of medicinal plants and develop the confidence to get actively involved in the healing process, growing their own herbs and preparing their own remedies.

The projects run by the workshop are: herbal medicine education where seminars and courses are organized consisting of theoretical and practical classes on growing, identifying and collecting herbs, formulating and preparing herbal remedies. A web based herb library and publications which consist of working on a medicinal plants database in Greek that will be providing information on herb identification, properties, uses, cultivation and propagation details. The publication of a brochure with texts on alternative health and healing, small herb monographs, herbal medicine recipes and processing techniques that are distributed on a donation basis at social centers, festivals and classes, seminars, and informative open events. At the moment a larger hand book is organised that will contain all the information included in our classes and seminars. Open informative talks and events are organized on the use of herbs in the context of the self management of health and free practical workshops on creating small herb gardens and preparing herbal remedies. During these events, printed documents are distributed, herb seeds and seedlings encouraging people to start their own small herbal garden. Such events are organized in eco-festivals, social centers, schools and universities. A herb garden has been constructed since last year, which will be an open to-

visitors herb garden in Nea Guinea's field in Nea Makri, Attica. This is the project's central point for preservation and reproduction of the seeds, but also a reference point for the identification of different herb species. The 'Drogeria' working group, is a working group involved with the production of herbal remedies focusing on: the production of effective and reliable medicine, researching the capabilities of different herbs as healing mediums and the collection, evolution and dissemination of knowledge relevant to the production and use of herbal medicine formulations.

The alternative healing space, which is a project coordinated by different therapists that cooperate with Nea Guinea and involves offering treatments at a very low price. The alternative healing space includes practices like herbal medicine, reflexology, thai massage, ayurvedic massage, acupuncture and Chinese cupping.

In conclusion, the case study of the renewable energy workshop and the herbal medicine workshop of the 'Nea Guinea' non-profit organization in Athens, Greece, provide an example of how communities can practice paths towards degrowth though open source renewable energy technologies, alternative health, convivial and experimental ways of learning and thus providing more resilient futures.
SPITHARI – WAKING LIFE
Spithari Waking life is an experimental project of sustainable selfsufficiency, which recognises the failure of the current dominant socioeconomic system, and sees itself as one of the many transitional components to a totally different trully sustainable society.
Amongst its aims, through mimicking the model of biology, is such projects as itself, to be able to easily replicate themselves. For this reason, apart from the information drawn from the pool of the global commons, any knowledge acquired on site is freely shared with the rest of the global community. The main fields that the project is working on is water, food production, energy production and housing. Given the unsustainability and backwardness of the current dominant practices in all of these fields, it can be said in advance that building such an experimental ecocommunity project from zero is a multivariable task and the necessary skills and knowledge required are several and diverse. Αs the project develops it gets clearer that

the human resources and so their practical skills and knowledge are basic factors.

These skills and knowledge can be categorised into 4 sectors:
· Structural and technological skills (The knowledge and familiarity of the members on small and bigger structures, on issues related to energy and of course on the usage of tools)
· Cultivation skills (The knowledge and familiarity of the members on Cultivation preferably in a sustainable and natural way)
· Digital skills (Since the venture is highly based on open source information,communication and information gathering is required. So “digital skills” are essential).
· Decision making skills (Decision making is a basic factor for the success of the venture and so relative tools and skills are totally necessary).

These skills can be analysed further:
● Structural skills 
According to the Εcological target of a ecocommunity, structures should be in accordance with sustainability. So Natural building is mainly requested. We in Spithari Waking

Life have firstly chosen to build a geodesic dome with natural materials which can be considered as a sustainable housing structure. Other choices could be earthbags, superadobe, hyperadobe, cob, strawbale, yurts etc..It is totally essential that the members should have familiarity with tools and mechanical devices.And additionally given the fact that

there is no “recipe” for the best structure with the available material at the time (probably recycled material) imagination is necessary on how may be the best structural way.Open source information is a big help at this stage.

● Cultivating skills
Requested aim at a Ecocommunity is that the Cultivating process has a sustainable relationship with nature in such a way that continuous clean natural food can be ensured. Natural Farming is such a way of Cultivation and is one of the methods from which we borrow practices. Permaculture is another great resource of knowledge accordingly on how to optimise the ability of the soil and guides into methods that ensure the best combination of sustainability and productivity. Essential factor relatively is the collection and

maintenance of traditional seeds in order to continuously apply natural farming by using the natural local seeds which give the most clean and healthy food.

● “Digital” skills
Communication and “spreading the word” are very basic factors in a Ecoventure

such as Spithari Wakinglife. We “borrow” knowledge from the global commons and we consider as a “duty” of ours to find the best ways to communicate our successful or unsuccessful efforts digitally and physically. A site is necessary a Facebook group or page,a twitter account. Powerpoint presentations in community events and festivals, participation in ecoevents, meeting like minded people, accepting visitors and volunteers are contributions to 

the goal of communication also.

● Decision-making skills.
The specific process of decisionmaking is also essential for the harmoniοus function of such a

venture. There are many tools available which can help.Relevant skills knowledge and familiarity of the members is requested. We at Spithari Wakinglife follow the principles of Rational Consensus. Unanimity is requested as to a decision to be approved and applied. We also use the circle of truth as a process in which the members can express deeper requests or feelings. As said, the structures,the Cultivation process,the communication process and the decision making process are layed upon knowledge which is available on the internet.

Some sources are the following:
Articles
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/earthinsight/

2014/mar/14/nasacivilisationirreversiblecollapsestudyscientists

http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2014/sep/02/limitstogrowthwasrightnewresearc

hshowswerenearingcollapse
Presentations
http://blog.p2pfoundation.net/degrowthandthetransitiontoacommonssociety/2014/09/08
Links
http://opensourceecology.org/

http://www.onecommunityglobal.org/

http://www.appropedia.org/Welcome_to_Appropedia

http://permaculturegreece.org/

http://www.naturalfarming.eu/el/
Maps
http://gtne.org/
WORKSHOPS

COMMONS GAME 
by Angelos Varvarousis 
Commons have arisen as an alternative to the sterile public/private dichotomy as well as a possible future scenario. Many scholars suggest that “commoning” is the action of the multitude in their effort to re-appropriate spaces and resources in order to transform them in commons. Nevertheless many questions emerge both in a theoretical and practical level regarding the making of new commons. Among others such questions are the following ones: How individuals who come from totally different ethnical, cultural and social backgrounds can act in common in a horizontal and democratic way without exclusions and/or authorities to supervise their actions? Why many commoning projects do not succeed to sustain over time and how these problems can possibly be solved? How a commoning process can remain inclusive when different priorities and views for the future of the common project emerge? 
This simulation game on commons intends to bring people who participate in the GROWL programme in front of the aforementioned questions and practical problems. There is a double aspiration here. On the one hand through these games the participants will have the opportunity to understand better the dynamics and the complexity which exists in every “real step” for the transition towards a different world and on the other hand through the game and the possible flourishing collective inventiveness of the participants, useful solutions can be explored for similar problems. The idea is pretty simple. In a “degraded” neighborhood of the city of Thessaloniki there is a big enclosed piece of public land. This piece of land is not used by anyone permanently, although sometimes the local police forces use it for their vehicles and other similar reasons. The municipality tries to find a profitable future for this piece of land. Some argue that it should become a green park but the most argue that it should become a building to host public services. Accidentally some residents of the area decide to transform it into a common space. By appropriating the space they, gradually, transform the place in park, vegetable garden and space for solidarity economy activities. 
After some months and the first enthusiasm which followed the first months of this social project, the first problems emerge. As the park receives fame, more and more people want to use it. Some of them do not want to participate in the assemblies and they do not agree with their decisions. Through their activities they “disrupt” the harmony of the venture and they are accused that they alienate the character of the commons. Furthermore, through the activities of the solidarity economy the owners of the small commercial shops in the surrounding area complain that the new activities threaten their shops. In addition, within the group of people who had started the venture there is a big conflict about the future of the park as well as for the ways to respond to the “external’ threats. 
GROWL participants will be divided in smaller groups in order to represent the different social actors. Inspired also by techniques from the “forum theater” this simulation game will try to describe solutions for the aforementioned problems and challenges. 
VISIONING EXERCISE

What kind of Degrowth do we want?
A brief simulation of the Future Search Method
by Michalis Theodoropoulos (iliosporoi network)
This Visioning Exercise is inspired by the Future Search method (http://www.futuresearch.net/) of participatory planning. 

What is Future Search
The Future Search (FS) method consists of organising participatory visioning and planning meetings that help people to build up a mutual understanding, to agree upon a common ground and to transform their capability for action very quickly

A Future Search Workshop (FSW) typically involves 40 to 80 people who share a common purpose and set of questions about a topic. They convene in a meeting and their activity is framed into five activities of two to four hours each, 16 to 20 hours in total: to review the past, explore the present, create desired future scenarios, discover common ground, and make action plans. 

People adopt FS for three main purposes:

· To create a shared vision and action plan for an organization, network or community

· To enable all stakeholders to act on common ground and take responsibility for their own plans

· To help people implement an existing vision that they have not acted on together

Full attendance, healthy meeting conditions, working across three days (and “two nights”) instead of doing it all in two, and public commitments for follow-up are all details required to organize a successful FS experience. In a nutshell, participants from diverse backgrounds (different stakeholders) work in mixed groups – each a cross-section of the whole – on the past and the future. Stakeholder groups whose members have a shared perspective work together on the present. Everybody validates the common ground. Action planning employs both stakeholders and self-selected groups. Every task concludes with a whole-group dialogue. 

The requirements for FS success are:

1. Get the “whole system in the room”, inviting a significant cross-section of all parties with a stake in the outcome. Interdependent stakeholders should meet who among them have: Authority to act on their own; Resources of time, money, access and influence; Expertise – social, economic, technical – in the topic; Information that others need; Need, that is to say that they are people who will be affected by the outcome (these words form the acronym ARE IN).

2. Explore the “whole elephant” (global context) before seeking to fix any part (local action): There is another way to say this, i.e. get everybody talking about the same world. That means a world that includes every participant’s perceptions. The “whole elephant” refers to an old Sufi tale of six blind men who went to meet an elephant. Each felt a different part. Indeed, in any conversation we are blind to others’ perceptions unless we pool experiences to create a shared reality. Each person thinks alone that the whole is only a larger version of their part. Before learning to see the whole together, you need to “unlearn” your partial vision of the world.

3. Focus on common grounds and future action, not problems and conflicts: in a Future Search, participants are told that their task is finding common ground and planning future action. Problems and conflicts are treated as information, not action items, and people are suggested not try to change each others minds. They are encouraged to express their differences so that everybody knows where they stand, but energy is put into staking out the widest common ground that all can stand on.

4. Have people self-manage their own groups and be responsible for action: A Future Search meeting avoids long speeches, exercises, instruments, or games based on external diagnoses of what the group needs. Self-managing small groups are instead extensively used, where everybody shares information, interprets it, and decides on action steps. Small group work is implemented to divide up the tasks – using a discussion leader, a recorder, a reporter, and a timekeeper – and to rotate people roles during the meeting. Under these conditions most people will take responsibility for what they learn and what they do from the new learning.
Workshop process sample
STEP 1 - Introduction
Facilitator introduces the principle tasks and goals of the workshop.

STEP 2 - Review the past
Participants explore key events in the histories of themselves, their community and the world, and present them on three time-lines.

STEP 3 - Explore the present.
Trends affecting the community are explored and illustrated by creating a mind map. Groups share what they are proud of and sorry about.

STEP 4 - Create ideal futures.
Visions developed in small groups and acted out to everyone. Barriers to the visions identified.

STEP 5 - Identify common vision
Shared vision identified, first by small groups and then by everyone. Projects to achieve are defined.

STEP 6 - Make action plans.
Projects planned by self-selected action groups. Public commitments to actions are identified and drafted.
GROWL VISIONING EXERCISE
What kind of degrowth do we want?
STEP 1

Introduction (5 minutes) 

STEP 2 – review the past (Q: what events from the past have shaped you and the world around you? Where do we come from? Highlights and milestones)

Ask people to depict landmark dates and events from the past that formed the state of the world and the capitalist/ consumer society as we know it today. Also important dates for the degrowth movement and their personal development. Discuss in pairs (interviews) and write titles onto post-it stickers (each person takes note of the other's input). Draw timeline and participants put stickers on it. (25 minutes)

STEP 3 – explore the present (Q: How past practices have shaped present trends? Which external trends do we have to face? What are we doing about? What you are proud of and sorry about?)

Split into 4 groups. Ask people to discuss and write on posters (in titles) convivial/ degrowth/ traditional technologies and practices, that societies have followed until the impact of capitalism and how these have affected present trends. Also to write, on a second column on the posters, capitalist practices that have great impact on present trends. Participants share what they are proud of and sorry about. Groups do 2 minute presentations and stick posters on wall. Match common practices. (30 minutes – 20 minutes in groups, 10 minutes presentations)

STEP 4 – create desired future (Q: Where do we want to go? How is the ideal future you envision? What kind of degrowth do we want?) 

Ask people to imagine themselves in 2030 in an ideal degrowth future. Then to write a letter (1 page) to a friend to describe this ideal future by providing details on society, economy, environment, culture, education, institutions, research and technology. (20 minutes)

STEP 5 – discover common vision (Q: Where do we have common ground and consensus? What is your common vision for the future of a degrowth society?)

Split into 4 groups and each group develops a narrative based on key concepts involved in the individual letters. Each group takes notes in a concise manner (bullet points and titles), focused on solutions, policies, tools and strategies, trying to establish a common vision for the future. Presentations from groups (5 minutes each group). Draw mindmap. Collection of personal letters. (40 minutes, 20 minutes group work and 20 minutes presentations)   

STEP 6 – make action plan (Q: What are the projects, measures and next steps? What tools, strategies and actions will you pursue for full scale Degrowth implementation?)

Plenary discussion to identify strategies and action plans for full implementation of degrowth at local, national and international levels. Grouping of common tools and strategies, voting on most favorite action plans. (due to time constraints this stage will be left aside unless participants decide to steal some time from the core TTT module)

Needs:1 facilitator – time keeper; 1 assistant; 1 rapporteur; 1 recorder; Post-it papers; A4 and A3 papers; Markers, pens; 1 camera to record; duck-tape 
c) Pictures and videos 
VIDEOS

1. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yJwDj5AHX8A  
2. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OZINqotP8Bs 
3. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xxiqHFUC28w 
4. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=olmhmO3cFPs 
5. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nyqWjmQoK4o 
6. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pA47wHAcegQ 
7. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NOgaTssdyI8 
8. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tjoDbKlsLyg 
9. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lMefO3tUBA4 
10. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ddk1bFZXQug 
11. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Cfuq6eBh_2I 
12. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=83-6N5a7NOo 
13. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sOD_piwYoXM 
14. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=x3zowaC8PVo 
15. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=34JEjW3mn3M 
16. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w4gIgPDKhG4 
17. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ckpi4o7reTE 
4. CONCLUSIONS
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�	 Guided imagery is a gentle but powerful technique that focuses and directs the imagination. It can be just as simple as an athlete's 10-second reverie, just before leaping off the diving board, imagining how a perfect dive feels when slicing through the water. Or it can be as complex as imagining the busy, focused buzz of thousands of loyal immune cells, scooting out of the thymus gland on a search and destroy mission to wipe out unsuspecting cancer cells. All Senses are Engaged and although it has been called "visualization" and "mental imagery", these terms are misleading. Guided imagery involves far more than just the visual sense. Instead, imagery involves all of the senses, and almost anyone can do this. Neither is it strictly a "mental" activity - it involves the whole body, the emotions and all the senses, and it is precisely this body-based focus that makes for its powerful impact. You can achieve a relaxed state when you imagine all the details of a safe, comfortable place, such as a beach or a garden. This relaxed state may aid healing, learning, creativity, and performance. It may help you feel more in control of your emotions and thought processes, which may improve your attitude, health, and sense of well-being � HYPERLINK "http://www.mcancer.org/support/managing-emotions/complementary-therapies/guided-imagery"��http://www.mcancer.org/support/managing-emotions/complementary-therapies/guided-imagery� 





�	 Automatic writing or psychography is a technique allowing a person to produce written words without consciously writing. The words arise from the subconscious 


�	 See for instance that “Interactive drama increases student engagement and explores complex issues in Management (…). Because the vivid scenes are so memorable, the students are able later to connect them effectively to management”  (Boggs, Mickel and Holtom, 2007: 832)


�	The Future Search Workshop (FSW) derived from two models: the German Zukunftswerkstatt (“Workshop of the Future”) which was designed to allow ordinary citizens to participate in urban planning and the North-American Future Search Conference which aimed at accompanying organisations in the search of a common ground on which building a better future (Weisbord M., Janoff S., 2010)





