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around the world that there is an active movement in the US op-
posing US policies at home and abroad.
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planning the path to get there. A global movement is rising. The
USSF is our opportunity to demonstrate to the world Another
World is Possible!

People world-wide know that another world is needed. The So-
cial Forum movement believes that is possible. At the US Social
Forum, people from all over the country gathered to think about
what kind of world is needed and how we can get there.
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ering whose participants produce our own agenda and our own
programs.
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Introduction

The economy we have been waiting for is here! It has been growing up in our
midst, pushing out of the cracks in our dysfunctional economic practices and
institutions, and immigrating here via people, practices, and places once
thought too marginal, too utopian, or too “underdeveloped” to matter. In this
book, we share with you a wealth of new economic alternatives springing up in
our country and around the world, and we invite you to become part of this
courageous, creative, and diverse global movement to build a solidarity econ-
omy.

Our country’s emerging solidarity economy embodies wisdom earned through
countless manifestos, meetings, demonstrations, and experiments with change.
It is led by our country’s vibrant social movements — worker and anti-class,
civil rights and anti-racist, feminist, welfare rights and anti-poverty, ecology,
lesbian and gay liberation, disability, and peace movements — in connection and
interaction with movements abroad. These movements have engaged millions
of Americans in processes of individual and social transformation. They have
taught us to recognize and overcome our prejudices; to become more whole
and balanced; and to honor our bodies and the Earth. They have taught us to
question the competitive consumerist “American dream” which denies us the
well-being it promises, while destroying our planet. They have pointed out,
each from their own lens, the many ways in which our economic practices and
institutions must change if they are to truly embody the American ideals of
equality, democracy, and freedom. In this way, our social movements have
laid the groundwork for an epochal shift in our country, out of a paradigm
based on polarization, hierarchy, competition, and domination, to one based in-
stead on equality, democracy, freedom, and solidarity.

The turn of the millennium saw these social movements, which had cross-
fertilized one another for decades in the U.S. and in the world, begin to come
together in a global “movement of movements.” The first expressions of this
movement of movements came together globally to express a resounding “no”
to the current reigning neoliberal economic agenda. This agenda, driven by
corporate greed — and epitomized in “free trade,” privatization, and the destruc-
tion of social safety nets — had been wreaking havoc on communities across the
globe and on our planet itself (see Chapter 1). What Dr. King called the “fierce
urgency of now” was further intensified by the impending climate change cri-
sis. The Seattle 1999 demonstration against the World Trade Organization
(WTO) — and the many similar demonstrations since then, at gatherings of the
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world economic powers — represent a dynamic convergence of social move-
ments around this opposition to neoliberalism and corporate-run globalization.

Two years later in 2001, the first World Social Forum (WSF) was organized in
Porto Alegre, Brazil. Its goal was to bring people and movements together,
based on a shared Charter of Principles, to share visions and solutions, under
the motto, “Another World is Possible.” The principles which unify the WSF
include opposition to neoliberalism, commitment to nonviolence, and:

. respect for Human Rights, the practices of real democ-
racy, participatory democracy, peaceful relations, in equality
and solidarity, among people, ethnicities, genders and peoples,
and condemns all forms of domination and all subjection of
one person by another. '

Unity around a shared commitment to these basic principles is accompanied by
a commitment to valuing diversity. In conscious contrast with traditional leftist
discourse, the WSF was organized according to the Zapatista saying, “Un solo
no, un million de si” (One no, and a million yeses) — that is, to invite and show-
case a diversity of opinions and strategies, and create conversations and link-
ages among them.”

Anyone who agrees with the Social Forum principles and belongs to a social
change group is welcome to attend, and the program is largely “self-
organizing,” that is, created by the participants, who propose workshops via the
Internet. The WSF was created to encourage civil society organizations around
the world to introduce into the world dialogue “the change-inducing practices
they are experimenting [with], in building a new world in solidarity.”

The first forum drew an astounding 20,000 people from all over the world.
Since then, World Social Forum meetings have been held almost annually, in
Porto Alegre, Mumbeai, Nairobi, and Caracas, drawing up to 155,000 people at
a time. Other Social Forums, based in cities, regions, countries, or even in par-
ticular issues, have also sprung up like mushrooms — for example, there were
2,560 Social Forum activities in the world in 2005.*

These Social Forums reflect the flowering of a new form of consciousness on a
grass-roots level — and they, in turn, help educate, develop, and direct this new
consciousness. It is a consciousness which stands in solidarity with all struggles
for equality, democracy, sustainability, freedom, and justice, and seeks to inject
these values into every aspect of our lives, including our economic lives. It is a
consciousness which is locally rooted, but globally connected, involving what
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the WSF Charter calls “planetary citizenship.” It is a consciousness, a set of
values, which has the power to transform our economy and society from the
bottom up. This new consciousness is the heart and soul of the solidarity econ-
omy.

History and Definitions of the Solidarity Economy
The Growth of the Solidarity Economy Movement

The solidarity economy is a global movement. Yet until now, the term has been
virtually unknown in the U.S. Like elsewhere in the world, the spread of the
solidarity economy framework is closely connected to the Social Forum
movement, and for good reason. Both the solidarity economy and the Social
Forum movement share characteristics and yearnings. They both desire to syn-
thesize the experiences, values, and visions of progressive social movements,
while at the same time respecting their diversity. They both search for a plural-
ity of answers to neoliberal globalization through participatory learning and re-
flection on our organizing and goals. If not for the “privileged space” of the
World Social Forums, solidarity economy organizing would still be a regional
phenomenon. And even locally, the Social Forum movement can fuel the
growth of the solidarity economy. Illustrating this in their report on the orga-
nizing experience of the solidarity economy movement in Brazil, the Brazilian
Forum on the Solidarity Economy states:

In our country, the growth of the Solidarity Economy as a
movement — going beyond isolated, independent actions, and
organizing itself towards a common association, networks
configuration and struggle — takes a significant leap with the
World Social Forums, a privileged space where different ac-
tors, organizations, initiatives and solidarity economy enter-
prises were able to develop an integrated work that resulted in
a demand presented to newly elected president Lula to create a
Solidarity Economy National Secretariat (SENAES). Together
with the creation of this Secretariat, the Brazilian Forum of
Solidarity Economy was created during the III Solidarity
Economy National Plenary that represents this movement in
Brazil. We can say that these two organizations, plus the
World Social Forum, led the Solidarity Economy in Brazil to a
significant growth and structuring.’
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The term “solidarity economy” may not have spread without the aid of truly
global networking, but we see economic activity that embodies progressive so-
cial values in every corner of the globe, even if these initiatives do not con-
sciously identify as members of the movement. Paul Singer, National Secretary
of the Solidarity Economy in Brazil, argues in an interview that: “Under the
form of cooperativism, solidarity economy has already existed for 200 years in
practically all countries of the world.” ® Currently, there are economic actors on
every continent that identify as solidarity economy initiatives, and they are
forming and strengthening networks to support and learn from each other.

Solidarity Economy Organizing Around the World

Latin America has one of the oldest and most vibrant solidarity economy
movements. It is also the place where the term itself was coined, adapted from
the work of Luis Razeto, a Chilean professor of philosophy.’ Razeto writes
about the solidarity market, and about creating economic enterprises that em-
body ‘Factor C* — cooperation, co-responsibility, communication and commu-
nity.® By the 1990s, solidarity economy organizing and networking was al-
ready starting to flourish in Latin America, largely in reaction to the harsh neo-
liberal policies implemented by authoritarian governments in the previous dec-
ade. Activists and academics in Latin America realized that the neoliberal
model of development was not working, particularly for the poor. As Marcos
Arruda, a prominent Brazilian researcher of the solidarity economy, writes:

Solidarity Economy recognizes humankind, both the individ-
ual and social being, not only as creators and producers of
economic wealth but also as co-owners of material wealth, co-
users of natural resources, and co-responsible for the conser-
vation of Nature. The dominant system leads to the concentra-
tion of wealth among the few and the disenfranchisement of
the many. Solidarity Economy strives towards producing and
sharing enough material wealth among all in order to generate
sustainable conditions for self-managed development of each
and every member of societies, the peoples and the planet.’

The solidarity economy took shape as a way to provide the most excluded and
vulnerable members of the community with work and welfare services. Today,
it is a mass movement with a strong and critical sense of social justice. Besides
many local, national, and regional networks, some left-leaning governments
have also begun to champion the movement, creating public sector offices and
programs to promote the solidarity economy.
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Elsewhere in the Global South, in Africa and Asia, solidarity economy organiz-
ing, at least by this name, is new but growing rapidly through the creation of
forums and networks. Again, sustainable development and wealth redistribu-
tion is of critical importance in these places. Africa hosted the Third Interna-
tional Meeting on the Globalization of Solidarity in 2005, and the headquarters
for the Intercontinental Network for the Promotion of the Social Solidarity
Economy (RIPESS) is currently located in Dakar.'® The first Asian Forum for
Solidarity Economy was held in Manila, in October 2007."" Out of this was
created a banking facility that links socially responsible investors to socially re-
sponsible enterprises, the Bayanihan Banking Window (BBW). (Bayanihan is a
Filipino word meaning community solidarity and cooperation.) These early
Asian examples of the solidarity economy are focusing on micro-credit organi-
zations, from the Inner City Development Initiative in the Philippines, to the
Grameen Bank in Bangladesh. Japan has also started its own Solidarity Econ-
omy Forum in March 2007, which is composed of academics and activists.
They identify the solidarity economy in Japan as composed primarily of pro-
ducer and consumer cooperatives.'?

In Europe, there has also been a long-standing movement, mostly centered on
the concept of the social economy — taken from the French term économie so-
ciale. Members of the traditional social economy are located within the ‘third
sector’ (as opposed to the private profit-oriented sector and the public redis-
tributive sector), and they generally include worker and consumer cooperatives,
and non-profit associations and foundations. The ‘third sector’ in Europe has
played a major role in providing public services, and also in challenging the
boundaries of the other sectors. Evers and Laville, two leading researchers on
the social economy and the third sector in Europe, argue that these social econ-
omy movements are linked to: “a range of political and economic ideas to cre-
ate mechanisms for the production of wealth and welfare other than market ex-
change or state protection. They represent a wide spectrum of collective actions
coming from civil society, based on various forms of solidarity.”"> These ex-
pressions of solidarity have grown to include ethical businesses and ethical
consumption activities. In addition, the cooperative movement originated in
Europe, and today, in the Basque region of Spain, the Mondragon Cooperative
Corporation is one of the largest cooperatives in the world, and an important
and inspiring example of a large-scale solidarity economy. Europeans, particu-
larly the French, have played a leading role in funding research and networking
for the social and solidarity economy globally.

Another vibrant example of solidarity economy organizing in the global North
is in Canada, and some of this organizing is represented in this volume (see
Chapter 15). Much of their initial organizing grew out of the Community Eco-
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nomic Development movement, and used the language of the social economy.
Today, there are “networks of networks” across Canada that are organizing
cross-sectorally, and are mobilizing support for regional and national solidarity
economy policy initiatives.

Defining the Solidarity Economy: From Practice to Framework

Defining the solidarity economy can be quite difficult, especially when those
most involved in it, those doing work at the grassroots, often do not have ac-
cess to the Internet, or the multi-linguistic ability to network with other interna-
tional initiatives. They certainly do not have the time. We are just now starting
to conceptualize the solidarity economy by analyzing, learning from, and con-
necting these grassroots practices. Globally, the most commonly used defini-
tion of the solidarity economy is provided by Alliance 21, the group which
convened the Workgroup on the Solidarity Socioeconomy:

Solidarity economy designates all production, distribution and
consumption activities that contribute to the democratization
of the economy based on citizen commitments both at a local
and global level. It is carried out in various forms, in all conti-
nents. It covers different forms of organization that the popu-
lation uses to create its own means of work or to have access
to qualitative goods and services, in a dynamics of reciprocity
and solidarity which links individual interests to the collective
interest. In this sense, solidarity economy is not a sector of the
economy, but an overall approach that includes initiatives in
most sectors of the economy."

Even this definition leaves a lot of room for the diversity of practices contained
within the solidarity economy, but it makes it clear that this economy should be
centered on human needs rather than an insatiable drive for profit. Solidarity
economy initiatives can also be loosely defined as practices and institutions on
all levels and in all sectors of the economy that embody certain values and pri-
orities: cooperation, sustainability, equality, democracy, justice, diversity, and
local control.

Because the solidarity economy denotes a multiplicity of practices rather than a
unified theory, universal definitions can be difficult to pin down (as you will
soon see in this book). Yet this desire not to squelch diversity in order to
achieve a comfortable and homogenous uniformity, but rather to consciously
pursue a bottom-up approach, is part of the very ethic of the solidarity econ-
omy. It is a framework of practices held together by values, in contrast to the
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abstract theoretical models of socialist alternatives to capitalism that describe
egalitarian, oppression-free utopias. These utopias always seem disappoint-
ingly out of reach, but the solidarity economy framework has evolved to de-
scribe and make visible the plethora of actually existing economic alternatives
that are growing up all around us, in the midst of neoliberal capitalism." The
solidarity economy framework allows for and values diversity, and honors lo-
cal knowledge. It provides a messy, loose description of what is already going
on, other ways of being and acting to which our dominant, capitalist system has
tried to blind us, or that we missed because our noses were stuck in books,
reading theory. This imprecision makes the more academically minded cringe,
but when we look closely, we can detect a higher organization emerging out of
this multitude of authentic, grassroots transformative economic efforts. As
Ethan Miller writes:

Solidarity Economics begins here, with the realization that al-
ternative economies already exist; that we as creative and
skilled people have already created different kinds of eco-
nomic relationships in the very belly of the capitalist system.
We have our own forms of wealth and value that are not de-
fined by money. Instead of prioritizing competition and profit-
making, these economies place human needs and relationships
at the center. They are the already-planted seeds of a new
economy, an economy of cooperation, equality, diversity, and
self-determination: a “solidarity economy.”'

The Solidarity Economy at the U.S. Social Forum

The United States, the “belly of the beast” as it were, has trailed the rest of the
world both in its participation in the Social Forum movement, and in its devel-
opment of solidarity economy practices and networks. Nevertheless, regional
social forums were held in the Midwest (Wisconsin, yearly since 2003), North-
east (Boston, 2004), the Northwest (Seattle, 2004), the Southeast (North Caro-
lina, 2006), and Southwest (2006). This momentum built towards the first-ever
all-U.S. Social Forum in the summer of 2007.

This book documents the “Building Economic Alternatives and the So-
cial/Solidarity Economy” workshop track and caucus meetings which took
place at this historic first U.S. Social Forum. These events were organized by
the “Solidarity Economy Working Group for the USSF 2007.” A group of
economists and economic activists came together under the leadership of Emily
Kawano, Director of the Center for Popular Economics (CPE), a nonprofit col-
lective of over sixty economists that works to promote economic justice and
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sustainability through economic education. Realizing that the USSF was a
great organizing opportunity, CPE had decided to focus on organizing a work-
shop track at the U.S. Social Forum, in lieu of holding its annual summer insti-
tute. Emily organized the first meeting of the Solidarity Economy Working
Group in January of 2007, at which the group decided to sponsor a track of ses-
sions focused on economic alternatives and the social/solidarity economy.
Within a few meetings, a core group had formed: Emily Kawano of the Center
for Popular Economics; Julie Matthaei of Guramylay, TransformationCen-
tral.org, and Wellesley College; Ethan Miller of Grassroots Economic Organiz-
ing and the Data Commons Project; and Dan Swinney of the Center for Labor
and Community Research and the North American Network for a Solidarity
Economy (NANSE). Also part of the Working Group, and participating in
much of the planning, were Melissa Hoover of the U.S. Federation of Worker
Cooperatives; Jessica Gordon Nembhard of the Democracy Collaborative;
Heather Schoonover of the Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy; Yvon
Poirier of the Solidarity Economy Quebec; and Michael Menser of American
Federation of Teachers and Brooklyn College.

Members of the Solidarity Economy Working Group had attended, and in some
cases helped organize, other Social Forums, and were aware of the ongoing cri-
tique of the Social Forum movement — that it brings people and groups together
for an inspiring event, but that the energy often dissipates afterwards, with little
or no permanent effect. We were determined to use the USSF 2007 as an op-
portunity to bring together economic activists from all over the country to build
an ongoing organization focused on growing the solidarity economy. For this
reason, we planned both a set of workshops on the solidarity economy, and two
caucus meetings, before and after the main workshop days, to use to try to form
an ongoing solidarity economy network. Through bi-weekly conference call
meetings, we developed a list of groups which were active in the emerging U.S.
solidarity economy, from different sectors of the economy and civil society.
We contacted them about presenting in our bloc of workshops and participating
in our caucus meetings.

In the end, we organized twenty-seven workshops on the theme of “Building
Economic Alternatives and the Social/Solidarity Economy,” and two Solidarity
Economy Caucus meetings. We also studied the Forum program on the web,
and asked groups holding sessions on related topics whether we could add them
to our program as allied events (we listed 53 in our program; see Appendix A).
Jenna Allard videoed both caucuses and many of the sessions for Guramylay:
Growing the Green Economy, with the plan of making them available on the
Internet (see www. TransformationCentral.org and www.ussen.org) and in writ-
ten form. Finally, we organized a Solidarity Economy Tent, with daily intro-
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ductions to the solidarity economy, and workshops on political song-writing
and using the Internet for economic and social transformation.

Organization and Overview of the Book

Our goal in this book was to record the events of the Solidarity Economy Track
at the first-ever U.S. Social Forum. Although this book contains many vibrant
and dynamic chapters that capture the essence of many of the workshops and
much of the track, we were not able to obtain write-ups for all the sessions we
wished to document. Further, the track of workshops itself was not meant to be
a fully coherent or comprehensive representation of solidarity economy initia-
tives in the U.S. In a sense, both the track and the book evolved organically,
much like a solidarity economy project, and they tell the story of the solidarity
economy through a diversity of voices and through a diversity of projects.

Creating the sections of this book was in some ways like creating a taxonomy
of the solidarity economy: it provides a window into one way of conceptualiz-
ing the movement. It also provides a window into some of the unique features
of the solidarity economy in the U.S. Each chapter embodies the multidimen-
sional values of the solidarity economy framework — e.g. anti-racist, feminist,
ecological, pro-worker values — and describes practices that have both local and
global aspects. We focus the sections of the book on the different ways that the
solidarity economy is being built and defined in the U.S. It is being defined
through visions, through models, and through principles. It is being built
through social movements, through cooperatives and socially responsible busi-
nesses, through networking and community organizing, through public policy,
and through daily practice. Like any categorization, it can and should be re-
thought and rearranged as other, new minds write and think about these prac-
tices.

1. New Visions and Models

Part I begins the project of defining the solidarity economy in a conceptual
manner. In order to do this, we must remember that the solidarity economy is a
framework, as opposed to an economic model or system with a specific set of
assumptions about how things work and a specific set of structures that are
most likely to make things go smoothly. The solidarity economy does not, as
neoliberal capitalist theory does, try to enumerate certain critical, universal
characteristics of human nature — namely self-interest — or advocate for a par-
ticular set of economic interactions, namely competition. If anything, the soli-
darity economy is trying to subvert neoliberal capitalism’s theoretically and of-
tentimes physically violent colonization of economic space. It is a project of
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diversification; a project of making space for other practices and relationships.
And so, because the solidarity economy’s refusal to be rigidly classified can be
best understood by first understanding neoliberalism’s rigid dogma, we start
with what we are against in Chapter 1: Why We Need Another World: Introduc-
tion to Neoliberalism. In this piece, the authors introduce the Shrink-Shift-
Shaft framework to explain some of the effects of neoliberal ideology.

Chapter 2: Social Economy and Solidarity Economy: Transformative Concepts

for Unprecedented Times? conceptually distinguishes solidarity economy orga-
nizing from social economy organizing. The authors employ a three-sector
conception of the economy, with the private profit-oriented logic of neoliberal
capitalism making up the first sector, but attempting to encroach upon and
shrink both the public and the social sector. The authors argue that solidarity
economy organizing is cross-sectoral, and must contend in all sectors, even
though the third sector is currently its primary site of organizing. This chapter
includes three visual representations of the social and solidarity economy
which were presented in the first caucus meeting and informed much of the
discussion about the solidarity economy in the workshops.

A good point of balance to any conceptual vision of the solidarity economy is
provided by Chapter 3, Between Global and Local: Alternatives to Globaliza-
tion. Opposition to neoliberal globalization has mobilized the solidarity econ-
omy all over the world, and this piece features a conversation about trade and
local self-sufficiency among four activists with different concerns and constitu-
encies.

Chapter 4: There is an Alternative: Economic Democracy and Participatory
Economics, and Chapter 5: Introduction to the Economics of Liberation: An
Overview of PROUT present three economic models that embody solidarity
economy values. Chapter 4 records a debate between Michael Albert and David
Schweickart, two important thinkers in the economic alternatives movement.
Chapter 5 provides a short outline of the PROUTist economic system, first
proposed by Indian philosopher, Shrii Prabhat Ranjan Sarkar.

1I. Defining the Solidarity Economy through Diverse Practices

Part I focuses on the incredible breadth of solidarity economy grassroots initia-
tives. All the chapters in this section showcase the diversity of organizing in the
U.S. that can be counted as the solidarity economy. Chapter 6: Building a Soli-
darity Economy Through Real World Practices is based on a participatory ex-
ercise developed by Emily Kawano and Ethan Miller to illustrate the solidarity
economy. Instead of creating practices to fit principle, they instead create prin-
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ciples to fit practice, and it is both inspiring for the participants to see that the
solidarity economy exists and works, and for the organizers to realize that the
principles of the solidarity economy are so infallibly intuitive. Chapter 7: Be-
yond Reform or Revolution: Economic Transformation in the U.S. is a roundta-
ble discussion featuring many of the prominent solidarity economy organizers
in the U.S., discussing their work, the challenges they face, and their hopes for
the future of the solidarity economy movement.

Chapter 8: Building Community Economies Any Time Any Place is a collection
of pieces by the Community Economies Collective, a research group located in
Western Massachusetts, and founded by J.K. Gibson-Graham. They focus on
changing our relationship to the economy, so that instead of assuming that we
are passive subjects who have to trust the economist “experts,” we can realize
that we are active, creative participants in the economies and communities
around us. After an introduction and summary by Stephen Healy, Janelle
Cornwall helps us see how many non-capitalist relationships and transactions
exist in our lives, just below the surface, in the Iceberg Exercise. Then, Ted
White sees a new type of relationship between producer and consumer, an
“economy of trust,” in small-scale, local farmstands, and Karen Werner de-
scribes how monetary systems work on a conceptual level, and then describes
her experience starting one of her own, in the form of a local time bank.

111. Building the Solidarity Economy through Social Movements

Part I11 is the first of the series of sections which focuses on how the solidarity
economy is being built from the grassroots, not on how it is being defined (not
that there is always a difference). This section is featured front and center be-
cause social movements play an important and unique role in creating the
values upon which the solidarity economy is based, and in challenging particu-
lar initiatives to live up to them. We want the solidarity economy in the U.S. to
be, as Michael Albert describes his own organizing project: “An alliance
which gets its gender definition from the feminist movement, gets its anti-racist
definition from the movements around race, gets its labor definition from the
labor movement, and gets its ecology from the ecological.”'” Many activists in
these social movements are drawn to the solidarity economy because they want
to address the structural, economic roots of injustice, and are incorporating an
analysis of neoliberal globalization into their work on issues and campaigns.

The social movements represented in this volume are the feminist movement in
Chapter 9, the immigrants’ rights movement in Chapter 10, and the movement
of women of the African Diaspora in Chapter 11. Although they are not repre-
sented in this volume, the Solidarity Economy Track at the U.S. Social Forum
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included workshops on the Poor People’s Economic Human Rights Campaign,
and a UNITE workshop was listed in our Allied Events, while the environ-
mental movement was represented in our caucuses by the Environmental
Health Coalition. Absent from both this volume and the Solidarity Economy
Track, however, is the gay, lesbian, bi-sexual, and transgender movement; we
hope to connect with and support their struggles in the future.

1V. Building the Solidarity Economy through Cooperatives and Socially
Responsible Business

Part IV discusses the role of cooperatives and socially responsible businesses in
building the solidarity economy. Throughout the world, worker cooperatives
have always been a cornerstone of the solidarity economy. And while many
leftists dismiss the corporate world as intrinsically exploitative and destructive,
Dan Swinney, a member of the Solidarity Economy Working Group and co-
creator of NANSE, suggests that a key task of solidarity economy organizing is
to pressure and support privately held capitalist firms to take what he calls the
“high road”:

There’s a definite low road sector of capital—a portion of the
13,000 publicly traded companies that are larger and can typi-
cally roam the world to solve their production problems—at
the expense of local communities. But there are 8 million pri-
vately held, usually locally-owned companies that represent a
large section of the business community that can and will be
won to our side.” '®

In the U.S., locally-owned small businesses are also becoming an important
part of the burgeoning solidarity economy, especial through “buy local” and
“local first” campaigns, which often form the starting point for more radical
economic transformation.

In the first chapter in this section, Chapter 12: Growing Transformative Busi-
nesses, Jessica Gordon Nembhard offers a framework for thinking about how
community-owned cooperatives are formed; Ann Bartz, representing the Busi-
ness Alliance for Local Living Economies, talks about the transformative im-
pact of localization campaigns; and Adam Trott presents a personal account of
being a worker-owner at Collective Copies. Chapter 13: Competing by Coop-
erating in Italy explores the particular conditions in a certain district in Italy
that have allowed cooperatives — and their workers — to thrive in an increas-
ingly globalized economy. Chapter 14: Another Workplace is Possible: Co-ops
and Workplace Democracy offers a nuts and bolts approach to the organization
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of co-ops, how the movement in the U.S. has progressed, and how we can con-
tinue to build it.

V. Building the Solidarity Economy through Networking and Community
Organizing

Part V features exciting cross-sectoral work — building alliances among differ-
ent types of solidarity economy initiatives, and in different sectors of the econ-
omy. The first chapter in the section, Chapter 15: Solidarity Economy as a
Strategy for Changing the Economy, offers the experience of our international
allies to the north and south, who were present at the Forum to support and en-
courage solidarity economy networking in the U.S. Ethel Cote and Nancy
Neamtan describe the solidarity economy movement in Canada, where net-
works of networks have been able to engage the public sector and receive gov-
ernment funding for their initiatives. Then Nedda Angulo Villareal outlines the
different characteristics of the solidarity economy in Peru: how it specifically
addresses the problem of poverty, incorporates indigenous forms of economic
activity into its practices, and responds directly to the devastation caused by
neoliberal policies. Throught networking, the Peruvian solidarity economy has
also been able to pressure the government into providing funding for programs
that help the poorest and most vulnerable. In Chapter 16: High Road Commu-
nity Development, Public Schools, and the Solidarity Economy, Dan Swinney
describes a grassroots partnership between a solidarity economy organization
and the state — in this case to create a school. This local organizing in Chicago
includes an impressive array of actors and stakeholders, and is informed by a
transformative vision of social change. Our friends in other countries inspire us
in the U.S. to think about the power for change we could generate with regional
and national networking, while Swinney’s piece shows a powerful example of
something which is already happening here.

VI: Building the Solidarity Economy through Public Policy

Part VI showcases policy initiatives and democratic processes that embody
solidarity economy values — the kind of initiatives and processes that a solidar-
ity economy network could effectively advocate for and build coalitions
around. The first chapter in the section, Chapter 17: Participatory Budgeting:
From Porto Alegre, Brazil to the U.S., first profoundly questions the elitist as-
sumptions of traditional democratic theory, and then discusses actual participa-
tory budgeting practices abroad and in the United States. It also talks about a
new participatory budgeting network which was formed at the U.S. Social Fo-
rum to help support and grow these initiatives. In the other chapters, progres-
sive economists advocate specific policy initiatives that express solidarity
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economy values. Chapter 18: The Sky as a Common Resource proposes a Cap
and Dividend Approach to dealing with greenhouse gas emissions, a measure
which preserves the idea of the sky as a commons, and recognizes the dispro-
portionate contribution that the richer countries have made to the global warm-
ing problem, and the disproportionate effects it will have on the poorer coun-
tries. Chapter 19: U.S Economic Inequality and What We Can Do About It ad-
dresses two questions: how do we measure inequality (through the Levy Insti-
tute Measure of Economic Well-Being), and how do we redress it (through the
Basic Income Grant)? Chapter 20: You Are What You Eat talks about the U.S.
food system, and how we can organize to make it reflect our own values.

VII. Building the Solidarity Economy through Daily Practice

Part VII brings the solidarity economy to the individual level, to where trans-
formative changes start to take place in our own lives. As Heather Schoonover,
a member of the Solidarity Economy Working Group for the USSF 2007,
commented in the second caucus, “The one question and point that came up in
almost every workshop by an attendee was: ‘This is great! [ support this! What
can | personally do on my own, in my house, today?’ People liked the idea of
big changes, but really wanted to know what they could do to bring them
about.”"” We wanted to end the book with the workshops which answered this
question; workshops which challenge us to re-evaluate our consumption, work,
and investment through the lens of our priorities and values.

The first chapter in the section, Chapter 21: Live Your Power: Socially Respon-
sible Consumption, Work, and Investment, includes both a presentation by Julie
Matthaei and comments from the workshop audience that describe the ways
that they live their deeply anti-authoritarian, anti-consumerist, and commu-
nitarian values in their daily economic practices. Chapter 22: Household
Economic Justice Strategies is a short outline of resources for analyzing
your own consumption and making it congruent with your values. The section
ends with Chapter 23: Spirituality and Economic Transformation, which in-
cludes three essays about the relationship between spirituality and the growth
of the solidarity economy, and how progressive faith groups are uniting for
transformative change.

VIII. The Birth of the U.S. Solidarity Economy Network

Part VIII begins with summaries of the two Solidarity Economy Caucus meet-
ings, Chapters 24 and 25. The Solidarity Economy Working Group for USSF
2007 used the first caucus meeting, which took place before the workshops
started, to introduce the solidarity economy framework to participants, present
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reports from experienced organizers in Canada and Peru, and discuss some of
the challenges faced by the movement. This provided an excellent foundation
for the Working Group’s track of workshops. On the evening of the third and
last day of workshops, the second caucus meeting was held, which focused on
creating a structure to build on the networking that had occurred, and move
forward solidarity economy organizing after the USSF. The benefits of form-
ing a U.S. solidarity economy network, and the various functions such a net-
work could play, were discussed. It was here that Carl Davidson, our co-editor
and publisher, first urged the group to publish the conference proceedings, and
the idea for this book was born. The caucus ended with a unanimous approval
of the Working Group’s proposal to create a U.S. Solidarity Economy Net-
work, with Emily Kawano as Director. Chapters 26: The Emerging Solidarity
Economy: Some Common Themes, and 27: Solidarity Economy Organization
in the U.S. Context: A Think-Paper Towards First Steps were hand-outs pro-
vided to caucus members in preparation for the meetings; the first, to familiar-
ize them with basic information about the solidarity economy framework, and
the second, to raise key issues relevant to the formation of a solidarity economy
network.
* * *

As we write this, seven months after those historic meetings, the U.S. Solidar-
ity Economy Network (U.S. SEN) has taken its first baby-steps as a new or-
ganization: creating a structure, applying for and receiving funding, beginning
to develop a membership, establishing a website (ussen.org), and planning a
first conference for the fall of 2008. As members of U.S. SEN’s Coordinating
Committee, and editors of this collection, we are excited to herald the creation
of this new movement, and we are continually inspired by the grassroots eco-
nomic initiatives and actors who are not new at all, but have been working to
transform our economic system in wonderfully radical ways right under our
noses. We hope our book can show you that the solidarity economy is already
well underway in the U.S. — it only needs you to join it.”” Another Economy is
Possible!
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Why We Need Another World:
Introduction to Neoliberalism

Heidi Garrett-Peltier and Helen Scharber

Heidi Garrett-Peltier is a PhD candidate in Economics at the
University of Massachusetts, Amherst and has been a CPE
Staff Economist since 2005. Heidi has taught various work-
shops as well at the CPE Summer Institute. She is currently
researching the employment effects of expanding renewable
energy and energy efficiency. Other recent research includes
the employment effects of military spending versus other types
of public spending.

Helen Scharber is a PhD candidate in Economics at the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts and a Staff Economist with CPE
since 2005. Helen studied environmental politics prior to be-
ginning her economics degree and she looks forward to living
in a world where people and the environment are both more
important than neoliberal economic ideals.

Why a Session on Neoliberalism?

The U.S. Social Forum, like the World Social Forums before it, sprouted from
an opposition to the current neoliberal economic regime. The economic poli-
cies enacted in the past few decades have clearly had some devastating effects.
But the underlying justification for those policies, the “neoliberal paradigm”
from which they arose, are still unfamiliar to many people. Participants at the
USSF attended this workshop in order to get a better understanding of the term
neoliberalism, which is used much more regularly in the rest of the world than
it is in the U.S., and to understand its causes and consequences. Through this
workshop, participants learned that neoliberalism is an attack on government
services, on social solidarity, on equality, and on human rights. It is a belief
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that markets are king and that they alone can provide the best outcomes for the
world’s population. However, all around us we see rising inequality, increas-
ing poverty, shrinking public services, and the rich getting richer. So who is
being served by neoliberalism? And how we can move beyond it to an eco-
nomic system which satisfies human needs, rather than fattening the pocket-
books of the rich?

The session started with an introduction of the Center for Popular Economics
(CPE) and the staff economists who were leading the session. CPE is a collec-
tive of political economists based in Amherst, Massachusetts. It was founded
in 1978 and is primarily an organization that teaches economic literacy to activ-
ists.

CPE works for social and economic justice by demystifying the economy and
bridging the gap between academics and grassroots activists. We provide edu-
cational materials and participatory training that examine root causes of eco-
nomic inequality and injustice including systems of oppression based on race,
class, gender, nation and ethnicity. We create space where networking and
movement-building is strengthened.

Since the group was large in size, we broke into subgroups so that participants
could meet each other and briefly introduce the issues they are working on. We
also introduced the pedagogy of CPE, the goal of which is to engage workshop
participants and learn about economic issues through their own experiences and
through participatory activities.

Shrink-Shift-Shaft

The Shrink-Shift-Shaft (S-S-S) framework was jointly developed by the Labor
Center at the University of Massachusetts, along with United for a Fair Econ-
omy.

We employed the S-S-S framework because it is visual and allows us to under-
stand the ideology of neoliberalism through the strategies and tactics employed
by the global elite and others who seek to benefit from neoliberal practices and
policies.

What we are seeing in our communities and workplaces is an all-out attack on
gains of the past. It is not random, but rather flows from an ideology which in-
forms strategies and tactics. That ideology is neoliberalism.
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THE RIGHT WING AGENDA:

Ideology: a political dogma or coherent philosophy rooted in a specific political and
economic system that evolved over time (neoliberalism)

Strategy: with concrete goals and timetables, with its own cultural, economic, and po-
litical institutions and organizations (i.e., media, think-tanks, lobby groups, networks of

supporters, etc.)

Action: specific acts, events, and decisions manifested through executive orders,
judicial appointments, legislation, and budgetary plans.
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SHRINK
e The size of government
e Social spending:

o Safety net programs

o Money to cities & towns for services (water, roads, schools)

o Spending on infrastructure — commuter rail, roads, bridges,
etc.

o Health care, etc.

e Government standards to protect workers and the environment

SHIFT

e Jobs (outsourcing, temporary employment)

e Tax burden (away from corporations and toward individuals; from
wealthy individuals to the middle class and low-income populations)

e Responsibility for social programs to cities and towns

e Control and ownership of wealth from PUBLIC to PRIVATE (privati-
zation) and from LOCAL GOVERNMENT/COMMUNITY to
TRANSNATIONAL CORPORATIONS (globalization)

SHAFT
¢ Unions and workers rights decimated
e Civil and human rights under attack
¢ Democratic institutions
e  Working folks
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What is Neoliberalism and What are its Institutions?

Definition of Neoliberalism

In brief, neoliberalism is a strategy to remove all barriers to the free market. In
neoliberalism, the market is king. Prices and quantities determine how people
exchange goods and services. Government is seen as an impediment to the
market. Letting the free market reign means removing government protections
and scaling back government as much as possible.

History of Neoliberalism

The term neoliberalism means “new liberalism.” Here, this refers to economic
liberalism, which is very different from political liberalism. In fact, they are
extreme opposites. Political liberalism, in the U.S., has come to mean strong
social protection and a large role for government. Economic liberalism, how-
ever, is born from the work of Adam Smith, who wrote The Wealth of Nations
in the late 1700s. Smith was rebelling against mercantilism, a strategy by
which governments hoarded gold and silver. Smith sought to “liberate” the
markets from excessive government intervention; whence came the term liber-
alism. Economic liberalism implied scaling back the government and letting
competition play the major role in deciding how goods and services are allo-
cated and distributed. It is a Darwinian system, whereby the strongest in the
market survive. Equality, solidarity, community are all left out of the picture,
as competition over goods and services (and thus market power and political
power) are at the forefront.

While a little healthy competition might be good for science and progress, the
Great Depression taught us what happens if markets are left unregulated. Bank
failures, severe unemployment, and famine made some economists realize that
free markets were not the best way to organize economic activity. The work of
John Maynard Keynes, a British economist, focused on the role that govern-
ment can play to regulate economic activity and mitigate the instability that is
inherent in capitalism. Government intervention could soften the effects of a
recession and possibly prevent a depression. It could also lead to higher em-
ployment, better conditions for workers, lower poverty, and many other so-
cially-minded outcomes. Keynes’s work ushered in a new era of economic
policymaking, including the New Deal in the U.S., which gave a large role to
government. In the early 1930s, President Franklin D. Roosevelt instituted a
series of programs which included environmental conservation, building up
public infrastructure (such as schools, bridges, dams, parks, and hospitals),
strengthening unions and setting minimum wages. FDR’s New Deal, in the
Keynesian tradition, sought to end cut-throat competition and ensure that peo-
ple were employed and earning decent wages.
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As aresult, in the ‘50s and ‘60s (the ‘Golden Age’), we saw high levels of so-
cial services, high worker productivity, high rates of unionism, and high wages
(the real minimum wage peaked in 1968) in the United States. This era showed
the benefits to workers and more generally, the population, of having strong
social programs and a large role for government. Why did this era come to an
end? The more powerful and better-paid workers threatened business profits
and made the global elite uncomfortable. (It is important to note that business
profits were actually quite high, and thus it was not the falling profits that made
business owners uncomfortable, but rather the fact that workers were gaining
an increased share of the profits through high unionization and high employ-
ment rates.) In reaction to their perceived loss of power, the global elite de-
veloped a strategy to attack the gains made by workers and to reinforce their
own power. The neoliberal ideology of free markets and small government
was promoted by economists (mainly through Milton Friedman and the “Chi-
cago School” of economics) and adopted through policy in the U.S. and abroad
in order to make big businesses powerful again. Unions were busted, taxes on
businesses and large wealthholders were lowered, and financial flows between
countries were liberalized. Now, businesses in the U.S. have levels of freedom
and power not witnessed since before the Great Depression, while workers’
power has declined and economic inequality has increased.

In particular, countries—especially developing ones—have been encouraged
by wealthy nations and international financial institutions like the World Bank
and the International Monetary Fund to make “structural adjustments™ to attract
foreign investment. These lending institutions make their loans conditional on
Structural Adjustment Programs (SAPs). The SAPs are designed to reduce the
size of government and open markets to foreigners. For example, these ad-
justments include allowing currency to “float” to make exports more competi-
tive, liberating financial institutions to provide high interest rates to investors,
and liberating financial flows to allow foreign investment to flow freely to pro-
jects and businesses with the highest yields. While these policies may sound
okay in theory, they have been devastating in practice. They have created a
bias toward high interest rate policies that hurt exports and jobs, caused insta-
bility when investors suddenly pull out, and exacerbated economic inequality
by redirecting income from workers to the already wealthy. Furthermore, de-
veloping countries are encouraged to lower tax rates on business, which results
in eroding the tax base and thus government revenues and finally restricts the
ability of developing-country governments to provide social services to their
population. Neoliberal policies—spread to the developing world through the
institutions of the World Bank and the IMF —serve to shrink the size of devel-
oping countries’ governments, shift power over economic institutions to multi-
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national corporations and outside governments, and shaft the populations of
those countries that these lending institutions are allegedly helping.

What are the policies of neoliberalism?

m Privatization (of schools, roads, transportation, resources, etc.)

m Scaling back government (services, regulations, jobs)

Free flow of money and goods (and free flow of people in theory but not in
practice)

m Fighting inflation rather than unemployment (in the Golden Age, the gov-
ernment sought to fight both inflation and unemployment; in the neoliberal era,
unemployment is no longer a concern and instead there is excessive attention to
fighting inflation, which affects owners more than workers)

What are the effects?

m Loss of worker protection, both in developed and developing countries
(threat effects, informalization of labor, lower wages and benefits, lower rates
of unionization)

m Reduced services (such as healthcare, education, eldercare, housing assis-
tance)

m Loss of public sector jobs

m Increased unemployment in the ‘primary sector’ of the U.S

m Increased frustration and insecurity, which leads to increased domestic vio-
lence and crime

m Environmental degradation

m Increased income inequality

Group Work on Relating Participants’ Issues to S-S-S

After discussing the history and policies of neoliberalism, we broke into small
groups and participants discussed how the issues they work on fit into the
shrift-shift-shaft framework. Often the issues within a group were quite differ-
ent, so groups chose one or two issues to discuss.

They tried to answer the following questions:

e How do your issues fit into this framework?
e Doesunderstanding neoliberalism help to understand the causes of and
possible responses to your issues?

Participants were then asked to write their issues on sticky notes and post them
on the triangle where they seemed to fit. After a number of people described
and posted their issues, we discussed common threads and noticed that many
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activist issues have been affected by the shrink, shift and shaft of neoliberal-
ism,

Group Work: How Neoliberalism Affects Different Groups of People

Finally, we assigned each group an “identity,” so that they could discuss how
neoliberalism affected one segment of the population. Some identities included
workers, owners, people of color, immigrants, and women. The participants
discussed how people might be affected by neoliberalism. Some examples in-
cluded:

Less health insurance, more expensive healthcare
Less food assistance

Forced to work because partner is unemployed
Inability to find a job, higher risk of unemployment
Lower wages

Increased frustration and insecurity

Take-Home Lessons

Neoliberal policies affect us all. And for those of us who are not part of the
global elite, they can have devastating consequences. Through this workshop
at the USSF, we learned that what we are seeing in our communities — whether
it be shrinking funding for public education, collapsing bridges and pot-holed
roads, or inadequate healthcare coverage — is all part of a systematic plan to
consolidate power in the hands of a few while eroding the communities and
opportunities of the many.

This system is not sustainable. It is failing us environmentally, politically, so-
cially and economically. The USSF was a first step toward both realizing the
problems with the neoliberal regime as well as devising strategies toward mak-
ing change. There can be a better way to organize economic activity — a way
that serves human needs, not corporate needs. Rather than accepting the neo-
liberal values of individualism, competition, and profits, we can work towards
a system which prioritizes values such as community, health, solidarity, equal-
ity, sustainability and democracy.

Resources

Harvey, David. (2006). A Brief History of Neoliberalism. London; New York:
Oxford University Press.
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Pollin, Robert. (2005). Contours of Descent: U.S. Economic Fractures and the
Landscape of Global Austerity. London; New York: Verso.

Econ-Atrocities published by the Center for Popular Economics: Visit
www.populareconomics.org to subscribe or view the Econ-Atrocity
blog at http://www.fguide.org/?cat=3
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“Community economic development, economic democracy,” “worker owner-
ship,” “co-operative economy,” “fair trade,” “sustainable community develop-
ment,” “social economy”” — a range of movements currently challenges the way
North America lives and works.

In addition to a tremendous body of talent and practice, they share a range of
concepts, accumulated experience and, to a lesser extent, related research. All
seek to reinsert social goals into the heart of our economic life, an agenda con-
trary to the economic model of the last four decades. Many have roots in the 19th
century struggles of people relegated to the margins by the industrial revolution.
Others have grown out of the modern “margins,” where the failures of “free
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market” orthodoxy have created enclaves in which people have few options other
than to invent economic alternatives.

“Social economy” and “solidarity economy” are two frameworks for understand-
ing the economic alternatives springing up around the globe. In parts of western
Europe, Latin America, and Africa, these terms are commonly applied to a range
of socio-economic-cultural development strategies, activities, and structures,
ranging from the small and local to the large and global. They are less familiar in
North America, outside Québec. To some their meaning is uncertain. To others,
it is unimportant. Are they not just two more additions to our “alphabet soup” of
terminology?

We don’t think so. Both frameworks deserve close consideration, especially by
those working in the field. Murky conceptualization will not serve us well, par-
ticularly given the major trends that are cutting a swath across all segments of
human society (Peak Oil and climate change most prominently). They present us
with unprecedented demands for thoughtful, energetic, and broad-based societal
action. One has to wonder if these rapidly shifting realities are outstripping many
of the conceptual formulations we use to guide and explain our work. It is with
this concern in mind that we explore the conceptual boundaries we live within,
challenging their probity and relevance to the risks we and our planet face in the
decades ahead.

Exploring the Conceptual Terrain

The social economy can be understood to lie within what John Pearce calls the
“third system” of the economy, as opposed to the “first” (private/profit-oriented)
and “second” systems (public service/planned provision). This third system also
includes the voluntary sector, a range of associations, and the family economy.
They share an orientation to self-help, to reciprocity, and to realizing social pur-
pose through various types of organization and association. (See Diagram 1,
“Three Systems,” next page)*
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Diagram 1: Three Systems of the Economy

Market-driven Planned Economy
Trading Non-trading

First System
Private
Profit Oriented

Second System
Public Service
Planned Provision

Multinational . European

Corporations i E Busi [Community® \  Local National and | - Union

S |Authorities GReglonal " United
overnmen Nations

—o5
Qe
e‘:o \Communily

cial Ente@
s

W .
/ Social
Businesses
Credit
Unions

»
o
Oﬁ; Mutuals
<

© Fair Trade Voluntary Voluntary
S Companies Organizations Organizations

and Charities Charities

that trade Unions

International
¢ Charities

Formal P\‘\O
orGAN'E

Third System
Self-help
Mutual
Social Purpose

In this context, the social economy involves the use of market-based trading ac-
tivities to meet social goals. It represents a broad social consciousness within
civil society where the interests of poor, immigrant, worker, and women’s groups

are explicitly recognized and integrated into production settings through various
types of social enterprise, including co-ops.

There are different perspectives on the role of the social economy in social
change. Reformists generally focus attention on securing resources to better sup-
port marginalized constituencies. Radicals, however, look upon the social econ-
omy as a means for transformation. It is a construction site for building strate-
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gies, tools, and institutions that can challenge neoliberal hegemony in the market
and the state.

Pearce draws firm boundaries between the private, the public, and the third sec-
tor. John Restakis argues that the private, public, and social economy sectors are
animated by distinct economic principles. While the boundaries between them
may be permeable to some degree, there is no changing the logic that animates
each of them.’

The focus within the private sector is the exchange of goods and services for
commercial gain. Ownership is determined by the private control of capital. The
primary purpose is to maximize returns on investment to shareholders. Capital
controls labor. The key aim of the commercial exchange is the economic princi-
ple of efficiency. The operations of the public sector focus on the redistribution
of wealth and the provision of public goods for the purpose of promoting the
economic principle of equality.

The economic principle that animates the social economy is reciprocity. The
primary purpose of social economy organizations is the promotion of mutual col-
lective benefit. The aim of reciprocity is human bonding or solidarity. In contrast
to the private sector, reciprocity puts labor, citizens, or consumers in control of
capital.

In Restakis’ view, the social economy includes all co-operatives and credit un-
ions, nonprofit and volunteer organizations, charities and foundations, service as-
sociations, community enterprises, and social enterprises that use market mecha-
nisms to pursue explicit social objectives. It includes only those collectively-
owned for-profit enterprises whose surpluses are shared by members, and no
government or private businesses of any kind.

How useful are these definitions of social economy? When applied to the real
world of community revitalization, do they clarify or obscure? Profiles of two
prominent social economy organizations, one in Montreal and the other in Chi-
cago, may shed some light here.

RESO: Revitalizing Southwest Montreal

Southwest Montréal suffered industrial decline from the 1960s through the early
1990s. By 1984, 40-50% of the residents of the formerly solid working class
neighborhoods lived below the poverty line. That was the year organizations in
the neighborhood of Point St. Charles began to mobilize in opposition to dein-
dustrialization and gentrification. In 1989, these efforts culminated in the forma-
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tion of RESO (Regroupement pour la relance économique et sociale du sud-ouest
de Montréal), a unique partnership committed to the economic and social re-
newal of Point St. Charles and four other poor neighborhoods.

RESO evolved into a membership-based organization. Its board comprises
elected representatives from five member categories: the community movement
(four directors), trade unions (two), big business (one), small business (one), and
individual members (one). Today, RESO has 300 organizational members and
1500 individual members.

Owing to the comprehensive nature of its mandate, RESO has taken action on a
vast range of issues relating to human resource development, business retention
and development, land use, infrastructure, and local promotion. It directly pro-
vides and brokers training and job development services for up to 1500 people
each year. It also has assisted hundreds of training businesses over the years to
customize their investments to the needs of local business and the capabilities of
residents. An early warning system alerts RESO to the potential closure of local
businesses.

The synergy created by this approach is illustrated by the actions of the largest
manufacturer in southwest Montreal, CAD Railway Industries. A RESO board
member, CAD’s CEO became convinced that the company had to re-orient its
business to contribute more significantly to neighborhood revitalization. It
maximized local purchases in the company's $70 million annual procurement
budget. Another more dramatic example is that of a Spanish supplier who opened
a business in the area in order to keep the $5-6 million annual supply contract it
had enjoyed for several years. The result was 65 new jobs to local people re-
ferred by RESO.

In the mid-"90s, RESO launched a community venture capital fund in partnership
with the Québec Solidarity Fund, and with support from the federal and provin-
cial governments. By means of this $5 million fund, RESO can directly invest as
a business owner to create jobs and diversify its financial base.

By the mid-1990s, Statistics Canada reported that the decline in manufacturing in
southwest Montreal had stopped. Between 1998 and 2003, RESO helped some
40 social enterprises come into being, creating close to 500 local jobs.

To what does RESO owe its success? “The ability of RESO to bring all these di-
verse people together has been remarkable,” asserts Fausto Levy of CAD. “It
provides a forum for everyone to discuss issues that are important to them and al-
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lows for understanding to begin. As a result, we've been able to solve many prob-
lems with everyone being very satisfied.”

This is echoed by Gaston Lemieux, President of the local Aluminum, Brick, and
Glass Workers Union, who thinks of RESO as a key ally. “RESO is a tool that's
very useful to the private, public, and commercial sectors as well as to the unions
and the community,” says Lemieux. “It gathers all the forces of all the sectors to
conserve jobs. All sectors are interconnected. RESO is the forum where everyone
can get together and make things work again.”

CMRC: Revitalizing Chicago’s Manufacturing Sector

Austin, a large neighborhood on Chicago’s West Side, has experienced an indus-
trial and social implosion over the last 25 years. It lost roughly 20,000 industrial
jobs; 30% of residents live below the poverty line; nearly a third of households
receive public assistance; drug trafficking and gang activity are at alarming lev-
els.

In 2001, an analysis conducted by the Center for Labor and Community Re-
search (CLCR) and the Chicago Federation of Labor indicated that one factor in
the decline of neighborhoods like Austin is the failure of the public education
system to graduate students with the skills needed by local manufacturing com-
panies. The report outlined a 20-year corrective strategy that included the crea-
tion of small high schools linked to the manufacturing sector. The Illinois Manu-
facturer’s Association (IMA) took an interest in the report. More than 85% of its
members are small, privately-held companies with limited resources. Unable to
relocate their premises, these companies face a loss of 40% of their workforce
over the next ten years.

Under contract to the IMA, the CLCR completed a study of Illinois manufactur-
ing. The study recommended that IMA form a partnership with labor, govern-
ment, and community groups in order to compete in the high value-added seg-
ment of manufacturing complex products. With products that command top dol-
lar on the marketplace, employers could pay higher wages and provide good
benefits while still making a solid return. This type of production requires a
world-class education system, as well as a world-class social, physical, and tech-
nological infrastructure. Investment by both the public and private sectors cou-
pled with a strong role for civil society and community were fundamental to
achieving the goal.

This report became the basis for the founding of a unique public-private-
community partnership in July 2005, the Chicago Manufacturing Renaissance
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Council. CMRC brings together all the stakeholders to help manufacturing com-
panies

= Become more innovative in production.

= Reinvest in equipment and in their workforce.

» Improve the educational institutions that produce the next generation of work-
ers.

» Ensure that government and labor support the sustainability and growth of
manufacturing companies.

To CMRC, three principles are crucial:

= Genuine social partnership of labor, business, community, and government.

= Participation of each partner in the design and implementation of every initia-
tive.

= Development that is economically, socially, and environmentally sustainable.

These linkages are unmistakable in the CMRC’s first major investment: a manu-
facturing-centered public high school in Austin. Austin Polytechnical Academy
opened in September 2007 with a freshman class of 140 students. It will add a
class per year to reach a size of 550 students.

So far, 24 companies have partnered with the school to provide general support,
work experience, internships, and summer jobs, as well as prospects for full-time
employment upon graduation. Companies as well as teachers, community mem-
bers, parents, and students are represented on the school’s governing body.

Unlike the typical vocational educational experience, which often mimics the ra-
cial discrimination of the larger society, Austin Polytech will promote career
paths into skilled production positions, as well as into the management and own-
ership of companies. More specifically, the school is anchored in a development
agenda that aims to realize a mixed economy with a vibrant high-performance
manufacturing sector at its core, returning Chicago manufacturing to the top
ranks of global innovation while revitalizing some of the city’s most devastated
neighborhoods.

Exploring the Profiles

The two profiles provide a rich basis for exploring Pearce’s and Restakis’ under-
standing of social economy. By their respective definitions, both RESO and
CMRC are social economy organizations. However, their governance structures,
their constituencies, their partners, their clients, and their funders include signifi-
cant private and public sector engagement.
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RESO provides a wide range of services and supports that benefit locally-based
private business as well as a range of social enterprises. Similarly, CMRC is a
“3-system” initiative with “mutual economic and social goals” embedded in its
mandate. Key players from each “system” are involved financially, strategically,
and operationally. A number of actors have decided to create another social
economy organization, Austin Polytech, to link the rebuilding of the manufactur-
ing sector to high-quality education, poverty reduction, and neighborhood revi-
talization.

Do not these experiences reflect a level of relationship, social purpose, mutual
aid, and reciprocity that challenges the boundaries of social economy depicted by
Pearce and Restakis? In both cases, does not mutuality in fact extend across and
among all three systems? Are not social goals embedded in the economic deci-
sion-making and strategy? If RESO or CMRC had confined their strategic tar-
gets, partnerships, and alliances to “third system” actors, and excluded the pri-
vate and public sectors, could they have achieved the same level of innovation
and socio-economic impact? It seems unlikely.

This evidence undermines the notion that the principle of reciprocity is confined
to the social economy and its actors. While RESO and CMRC are representatives
of the “social economy,” they are doing more than social economy. They have
entered the realm of the solidarity economy.

A Cross-Cutting Concept

Conceptually, the social economy occupies the societal space between the public
and private sectors. In contrast, the solidarity economy is located at the intersec-
tion of all three.

In Diagram 2, “Reframing the Debate” (next page), the solidarity economy ap-
pears as a small circle cutting across the boundaries of all three systems. How-
ever, its aim is large: to compete against the dominant Low Road development
paradigm, expanding the reach and scale of High Road strategies across all of
society. (See Textbox, “Roads High and Low.”)
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Diagram 2: Reframing the Debate
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Roads High and Low

Distinguishing the High Road from the Low is not science but a judgment. Typically,
the practices of companies, organizations, and agencies are a mix of both. In both
the private and public sectors, the High Road seeks a strong return on investment by:

= Being smarter and investing in innovation in the more competitive environ-
ment.

= Making a commitment to the continual enhancement of employees’ skills.

= Being more efficient and cutting waste.

= Having a long-term vision and commitment.

= Providing strong material incentives for high performance, as well as provid-
ing decent wages, benefits, and security.

=  Promoting useful partnerships with stakeholders in the firm, in the sector,
and in the community.

= Being transparent, straightforward, and fair.
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At the very heart of a High Road strategy is a commitment to innovation, such as de-
veloping new niches and markets, adding value to existing products, investing in re-
search and development, expanding market share, and improving the efficiency of
the productive process and the productivity of employees. Some would see this as
the way manufacturing was generally done in the past; it is not a particularly new
concept.

In contrast, the Low Road in business seeks a strong return on investment by:

= Emphasizing short-term gains, even if they mean postponing or sacrificing
improvements in the productive capacity of the company or sector.

= Keeping wages and benefits at the lowest possible levels.

= Managing by intimidation, undermining employee initiative, and discouraging
the exercise of employee rights.

= Ignoring the needs and concerns of others apart from the most powerful
(and short-sighted) shareholders, investors, and/or managers.

Public sector organizations or agencies follow the Low Road when they give their
own rewards and benefit such a high priority that they are willing to damage their
partners or the broader economy. For example:

= |n government: holding on to bureaucratic strength and privilege no matter
what the consequence for the public.

= Inlabor. excessive demands from a high road employer that, in the pursuit
of short-term benefits for union members, place the community fundamentally at risk.

= In community: nursing a “community benefits agreement for a specific con-
stituency with a company (e.g., Wal-Mart) whose business plan will devastate the re-
gional economy.

The scope of this agenda parallels the radical view of the social economy as a
transformative strategy. The conceptual cloth of the solidarity economy is cut
quite differently, however. While connecting to all three systems, the solidarity
economy requires that we reconsider their boundaries for strategic purposes.
From the vantage point of strategy, one’s location within one or another of the
three systems is not so important as one’s commitments and actions. Do they re-
flect the “life-damaging, growth-addicted features of Low Road capitalism™? Or
do they manifest “the values of justice, inclusion, balance, diversity, ecological
sustainability, and financial viability” characteristic of the High Road?

The solidarity economy, which admittedly is more a “strategy” than it is a “sys-
tem,” explicitly contends for High Road values and practices in all three “eco-
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nomic systems,” and in this way is complementary to the social economy. On the
one hand, one may argue that the social economy is the only system where social
goals are central to the development equation. On the other hand, the solidarity
economy significantly expands the legitimate terrain of engagement for social
economy practitioners; it challenges the claim that social purpose and reciprocity
cannot become manifestly central to exchange within the private and public sec-
tors. In short, the agenda is to maximize the space occupied by the values of the
High Road across the society.

This assertion has profound implications for the scope, targets, and criteria that
guide alliance-building among those committed to transformative change. Actors
within any of the three systems — community, labor, business, government, fi-
nance, and educators — may follow either a High Road or a Low Road strategy.
Values, priorities, policy, and performance are the distinguishing features.

Without denying the distinctive qualities of each system, the solidarity economy
challenges “system” smugness on the part of actors in all of them. It explicitly
encourages collaboration between systems in order to enlarge the space within
which reciprocity can be re-woven into the fabric of the community.

In addition to expanding the domain of action, the concept of the solidarity econ-
omy elevates the importance of leadership on the part of organizations rooted in
the values, principles, and goals that animate the “third system.” It commits them
to advance their key aims and principles into both the private and the public sec-
tors. Thus, bridges are built and reinforced across old divides; whole new realms
open up for strategic thinking and engagement.

It is fascinating to consider the contexts out of which innovations in the social
economy, CED, economic democracy, co-operatives, and social enterprise have
emerged. How many gated communities have established a social enterprise or a
CED organization to realize social change? None that we know of. Where key
social innovations have emerged and continue to emerge is among people,
places, and sectors that markets have failed.

Many of these innovations were responses to the consequences of the exclusion
and oppression instigated by the wealthy and powerful. Building the co-operative
economy, mobilizing citizens to reciprocally share resources, organizing workers
to defend their interests against unregulated capitalists — all were part of ad-
dressing the concrete circumstances of the day.

Today, there are global trends still more powerful and expansive than those that
shaped the context of the 19™ and early 20" centuries.
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First, communication is global, immediate, and cheap. Animation, education, and
organization are possible in ways unimaginable even 25 years ago. Second, the
human- and planet-threatening consequences of a consumption-led economic
“free-for-all” are recognized by only a very small portion of the world’s popula-
tion. Climate change and Peak Oil, food and water security, and the increasing
number of human beings suffering exclusion and poverty — all these are issues
that we cannot effectively address within “system” silos.

In this unprecedented and bewildering situation, the cross-cutting strategy em-
bedded in the concept of the solidarity economy appears a better meta-
framework from which to chart the terrain in the 21st century.

This need not lead “social economy” actors to ignore their own domain. Quite
the opposite, in fact. The solutions we so desperately need to invent in the 21st
century will require us to practice the economic principle of reciprocity more
rigorously, creatively, and broadly. Social economy organizations must become
more effective agents in creating the societal space within which solidarity can
grow. This requires understanding the larger system and continuously scanning
for opportunities to extend and expand life-supporting innovations.

Diagram 3 (next page) depicts where we are at present. The circle of solidarity is
small, evident more in the “third system” than in the other two. The boundaries
are open within the circle, still divided beyond it. Within the circle, there is a
conscious striving to journey on the High Road. Beyond the circle there is much
less consciousness. The actions of those within the circle — their capacity to ru-
minate, agitate, animate, educate, communicate, advocate, and consummate in-
novations that reach beyond the “inner circle” — are fundamental to facilitating
positive social and economic change.
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Diagram 3: Where are we starting from?

Market-driven Planned Economy
Trading Non-trading

First System Second System
Private Public Service
Profit Oriented Planned Provision

'

Third System
Self-help
Reciprocity
Social Purpose

In summary, the solidarity economy demands we explicitly contend for “third
system” values (justice, inclusion, balance, ecological sustainability, and eco-
nomic viability) and the economic principle of reciprocity in both the market-
place and in the state. As solidarity grows, space and relationships are created in
which to incubate innovation and scale up success, thus expanding the circle,
thus constructing and extending the High Road as we travel.

Viewed thus, solidarity becomes more than a result, more than a strategy; it is a
vital resource, a source of energy and perspective that helps us move beyond the
pedantic and the pedestrian, and compels us to act out of a deeper, moral con-
sciousness. The solidarity economy can inject energy, creativity, and organizing
capacity into the most compelling and difficult transition human beings may ever
have the opportunity to make.

This article is an abridgement of the authors’ paper “Social Economy? Explor-
ing the Implications of Conceptual Nuance for Acting in a Volatile World” (BC-
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In some debates, the questions are more important than the answers. By today’s
standards, even questioning the inevitability of economic globalization in its cur-
rent form is a radical act. The answers, then, are potentially revolutionary.

On June 29, 2007, a group of economists and grassroots community organizers
participated in a discussion at the first United States Social Forum in Atlanta,
Georgia. Entitled “Challenging the myth of free trade: What is the alternative?,”
the discussion grew out of a recognition that while we know economic globaliza-
tion and free trade in their current forms aren’t working for the vast majority of
Americans nor communities around the globe, we’re not exactly overwhelmed
with plausible alternatives. The alternatives we do explore tend to focus on mak-
ing economic globalization as-is more humane and more fair. But we spend
woefully little time as a global justice movement unpacking the deep assump-
tions and structures of global capitalism in its current form and debating our vi-
sion for the global economy’s future.
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The panel, convened by the Movement Vision Lab at the Center for Community
Change and the Center for Popular Economics, featured a mock debate between
two economists (Hector Saez from the University of Vermont and Corrina Stew-
ard from Grassroots International) and responses from two grassroots leaders
(Alyce Gowdy-Wright from South Florida Jobs with Justice in Miami, Florida,
and Omar Freilla from Green Worker Cooperatives in the Bronx, New York).
The interactive format between panelists and audience participants surfaced a
much more complex picture of global trade’s benefits and pitfalls as well as other
models and how they interrelate.

In its current form, economic globalization produces big wins for big corpora-
tions and big losses for most everyone else. Natural resources are robbed from
the global South for the gain of the global North. Low-wage workers, too, are
exploited in the global South for corporate titans based in the North. In turn, lo-
cal producers — from furniture makers to farmers — are driven out of business
across the global South due to the flood of cheap goods and crops from the
North. In Mexico alone, over two million family farms were put out of business
by NAFTA. But the pain is felt in the North as well, with factory workers and
family farmers from South Dakota to South Carolina reeling as jobs move over-
seas and subsidized crops grown at a global scale flood local markets. Under the
current rules of the game for global capitalism, all the points go to big business
while families and workers across the globe increasingly find themselves on the
sidelines.

Fair Trade as an Alternative to Neoliberal Globalization

Thus the idea evolved from social justice circles to humanize economic global-
ization and make it work for families and workers across the globe. The idea of
“fair trade” emerged as the primary, progressive alternative to the existing he-
gemony. Fair trade argues that trade is a good thing as long as the playing field
is leveled — creating uniform, global standards around worker rights and the en-
vironment, setting fair base prices, ensuring profits accrue to producers and not
just corporate intermediaries, etc. Local producers in the global South can’t
compete with large corporations in the North that benefit from agricultural subsi-
dies or government tax breaks for building new factories. Imagine the behemoth
Wal-Mart competing with a local clothing store in Panama City when on top of
the advantages of'its size, advertising budget and more, Wal-Mart is getting over
$1 billion in tax breaks and other subsidies in the United States that help it keep
costs artificially low. Wal-Mart wins and U.S. taxpayers and Panamanian busi-
ness owners are set up to lose. That’s not fair. That’s cheating.It’s also not fair
when U.S. corporations move their factories overseas to exploit poor workers in
the global South for greater profits and drive down wages and worker standards
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in the U.S. and everywhere. Workers across the globe are played against each
other and, again, they all lose while big business rakes in the bucks. A robust
fair trade agenda mandates equitable labor standards across the globe, no matter
where a company does its business, as well as environmental and human rights
standards that ensure a floor that we don’t let any company sink below, any-
where in the world.

All of which makes economic globalization a lot better. And, as Hector Saez ar-
gued, this allows the benefits of economic globalization to shine. After all,
there’s something to the efficiency principles that undergird modern capitalism.
Saez says, “It’s hard to argue against the theory of comparative advantage. We
have to argue against the institutions that surround it.” Fair trade arguably al-
lows different regions of the world to produce what they’re best at, at the best
price point, and trade with others to everyone’s advantage. Theoretically, espe-
cially if environmental costs of shipping or local crop diversity and security
aren’t factors, it makes sense for Chile to grow strawberries and Washington
State to grow applies because of their climates, and then the US exports applies
South while Chile sends strawberries north. A further benefit is that through
trade, we also export social norms — and not only through labor and environ-
mental standards we can write into trade pacts. Many (though not most) of the
Hollywood films we export to Russia, Afghanistan and Indonesia introduce the
idea of equality for women in powerful and potentially revolutionary ways (in
addition to some less desirable cultural messages that we also export...). Fair
trade standards on worker justice and the environment have the potential to
spread positive norms as well, with the added benefit of economic incentives for
such awareness and practice.

Local Economies as an Alternative to Neoliberal Globalization

Yet the problem with trade-driven economies, argues Corrina Steward, is that lo-
cal economies become oriented around meeting external needs as opposed to in-
ternal ones. People feed the market first, then themselves. But from the preser-
vation of local culture and variety, to the practicalities of local self-sufficiency in
the event of global shortages or disasters, to the environmental wastefulness that
comes from shipping resources and goods around the world, there are strong ar-
guments against any trade whatsoever. And obviously, given the fact that
throughout history, trade has most often played out as resources and wealth trad-
ing hands from the poor to the rich worldwide, disenchantment with trade is un-
derstandable. Steward cites, as examples of the localization movement, commu-
nities in Latin America such as the landless peasants’ movement (MST) in Brazil
engaged in take back the land movements, creating seed banks of indigenous
crops, relying on locally grown food and restoring local markets as social and
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cultural spaces and not just economic. Such movements dovetail with the envi-
ronmental critiques of trade as ruining local crop diversity and security and wast-
ing gas and pollution on shipping, as well as with cultural critiques of global
trade as devastating to local cultural uniqueness and variety.

But the “back to the land, off the grid, unplug and go entirely local” vision has
some problems, too. Politically, we have come to measure success and progress
in terms of economic growth and a purely self-sufficient local economy produces
no new wealth. Through increased productivity, the community can increase its
wellbeing. And through individual productivity or lack thereof, an individual
can have more or fewer resources. But the total economic pie of the unit —
whether a family, a community or a nation — won’t grow since growth is a rela-
tive concept. Geopolitically, gross domestic product (GDP) is the benchmark for
national accomplishment — but GDP is meaningless without trade. So to the ex-
tent that economists and politicians alike promote economic growth as the singu-
lar ambition of the world’s nations and people’s, completely localized and self-
sufficient economies would seem politically unlikely.

A Call for Balance

Moreover, Alyce Gowdy-Wright points out a pragmatic obstacle to localization.
The movement of capital across countries has led to a movement of people as
well. Officially sanctioned or undocumented, people have shifted across the
globe as local economic opportunities in their home countries evaporated.
Speaking of the community she lives and organizes in, Gowdy-Wright talks
about Miami, Florida, where more than half of the population is foreign born.
America’s immigrant communities expanded in the wake of economic globaliza-
tion and are evolving and enriching the story of our country. Certainly none of
us who share community values and value inclusion want to send immigrants
home, but how much does the immigration we champion and defend depend on
the form of economic globalization we critique? Plus, while many immigrants
would prefer to return to their home countries if meaningful opportunities existed
there, for those who stay, immigration — new and old — realistically creates
demands for goods and foods from around the world, which demands trade.
Thinking about the United States alone, could we really produce everything for a
multicultural nation within our own borders? Gowdy-Wright’s points suggested
that while localization may have once made sense, and might still idealistically,
the pendulum may have swung too far in the global direction to swing entirely
back.

All of which calls for a balance — the diversity and creativity of trade blended
with the equity and sustainability of local economies. Perhaps the vision isn’t
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just humanizing trade nor reviving local self-sufficiency but finding a new hybrid
for a new era.

Omar Freilla posits that a key component of making global and local economies
work for everyone worldwide is the issue of ownership. Freilla, who runs a
worker-owned cooperative in the South Bronx of New York, explains that
whereas most global trade today is dominated by large, multi-national corpora-
tions headquartered in the global North, it’s not a huge improvement when cor-
porations from the global South enter the trade game, dominated by elites from
those countries. The challenge, then, is ensuring that small coffee growers in
Central America can compete equally with large factory enterprises. And that
means changing the scale on the retail end beyond just improving the rules of
trade. Small growers can’t make it with Wal-Mart, which will only deal with
large bulk producers, but locally-owned grocery stores and coffee shops can deal
with smaller-scale producers. And what’s arguably lost in “efficiency” is gained
in variety, not to mention a more fair and just distribution of money and opportu-
nity to everyone worldwide.

In other words, whether the rules of trade are fair or not — providing fair profits
and opportunities to small, local providers in every corner of the globe as well as
environmental and labor safeguards and standards — that doesn’t mean that the
distribution of the goods of trade will necessarily be fair. Freilla’s argument is
that the Wal-Mart model of multi-national, wealthy investor-owned corporations
which pay their workers a pittance, provide few benefits and destroy local
economies in their wake will never be part of a fair economy, even if their stock
comes from so-called “fair trade.” For the entire economy to be fair, justice and
equity must also be considered at the final leg of the consumer chain, offering in-
centives to small, worker-owned local businesses where that helps ensure market
profits are spread as widely as possible.

Aristotle said, “Everything in moderation,” which is an ironic quote to arrive at
after claiming to explore radical questions and revolutionary answers. But per-
haps the most revolutionary response to economic globalization which has in-
vaded every space of our society and every pore of our being is to put it in its
place, not with a reactionary swing in the complete opposite direction but by bal-
ancing the opportunities of globalization with the needs of communities. For
communities that want to provide for themselves but also share their goods and
resources on a regional or even global scale, ensuring fair prices, worker rights
and environmental sustainability, we must build an economy for the future that
works best for the whole while also working for every part.
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David Schweickart’s Presentation

Let me begin by saying what Michael Albert and I agree about. We agree that:

e Capitalism is a deeply flawed economic system that needs to be replaced by
amore humane social order. Capitalism gives rise to obscene inequalities; it
is ecologically destructive; it is undemocratic.

e The Soviet model of central planning is not the answer. Even if democra-
tized, the system would not be desirable. The model itself, as an economic
model, is fundamentally flawed.
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e We need to be able to articulate an alternative model to both capitalism and
centrally-planned socialism that is economically viable and ethically desir-
able. Critique is not enough. Perhaps it once was, but no longer. The Left
has to be able to answer the question, "What is your alternative?" We've got
to be able to respond to the sort of remark Winston Churchill made with re-
spect to democracy: capitalism is the worst of all systems—except for all the
alternatives. We need to be concrete here, and not just offer pious generali-
ties. We have to be able to specify institutions that can withstand critical
scrutiny by both professional economists and committed activists.

e Participatory democracy should be a fundamental value of the new social or-
der: people should have the right to participate in the decisions that affect
them—in the workplace as well as in society at large.

We agree on a lot—and yet we disagree fundamentally on a number of key issues,
the most fundamental being our assessment of ""the market" as mechanism for al-
locating resources and distributing goods and services.

In my view, "the market" is not in fact a unitary mechanism, but should be re-
garded as three quite distinct markets: a market for goods and services, a labor
market and a capital market. In my view, it is those latter two markets—the labor
and capital markets—that do the most damage under capitalism. We need to stop
treating labor as just another commodity to bought and sold; we need to get rid of
those financial markets. We do nof need to get rid of that first market. In my
view, a competitive market for goods and services, while not wholly benign, is
vastly preferable to alternative mechanisms for handling day-to-day decisions
about production and consumption, whether these alternative mechanisms be
centralized planning as in the Soviet Union, or the decentralized participatory
planning of ParEcon.

Michael wants all markets abolished: "Markets aren't a little bad, or even just
very bad in some contexts. Instead, in all contexts, markets instill anti-social
motivations in buyers and sellers, misprice items that are exchanged, misdirect
aims regarding what to produce in what quantities and by what means, misremu-
nerates producers, introduces class divisions and class rule, and embody an impe-
rial logic that spreads itself throughout economic life.""

I'll return briefly to our disagreement at the end of this talk. What [ want to con-
centrate on here are the basic institutional structures of a model that I believe
would address the most fundamental evils of capitalism. This model, I believe,
is now on the horizon. It is eminently defensible both to professional economists
and to lay people. It represents the natural extension of the democratic impulse,
which has been developing now for several centuries, from the political realm
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into key areas hitherto regarded as off limits to democracy: the workplace and
investment decisions. I call it "Economic Democracy."*The basic model has
three fundamental features.

1) Enterprises are governed democratically by their workers. Ultimate author-
ity rests with the workforce, one person, one vote. Workers elect a worker
council, which selects and monitors management.

Workplace democracy is the replacement for the capitalist labor market. La-
bor is no longer a commodity, to be bought and sold. When you join an en-
terprise, you join a community, with full voting rights.

2) Enterprises compete for customers in a relatively free market. That is to say,
the market for goods and services is carried over from capitalism.

3) Capital markets are replaced by what I call "social control of investment."
Funds for investment are generated from a capital-assets tax, a flat rate tax
imposed on all enterprises—not from the private savings of wealthy individu-
als. (This tax may be regarded as a "leasing fee" paid by the enterprise for
the use of a portion of society's collective capital.")

These funds are allocated to regions on a per-capita basis—that is to say, if a
region contains X% of the nation's population, it gets X% of the nation's in-
vestment money—and then to public investment banks in the regions. These
banks then give out these funds to

a) Existing enterprises wanting to expand production or upgrade their
technology,

b) Individuals wanting to start up new enterprises, and

c) Local governments wanting to upgrade infrastructure, build more
schools and parks, etc.

In essence, "capital" under ED is public money, generated by a business tax,
which flows to where the people are. This contrasts with capitalism, which gen-
erates its capital from the private savings of private individuals, who are free to
invest wherever they choose, thus compelling people to go to where the capital is
flowing.
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Let me point out that this model did not spring out of thin air. It synthesizes
trends that have been going on for some time. Humanity has long been searching
for an alternative to capitalism—one that preserves the undeniable dynamic
strengths of capitalism while eliminating its destructive effects. Consider the
two basic aspects of the model.

First of all, workplace democracy: As capitalism came to dominate the European
economies, it destroyed the livelihoods of millions, turning independent peasants
and artisans into wage laborers, individuals having nothing to sell but them-
selves, their capacity to labor. Working people found themselves "alienated,"
having no control whatsoever over their conditions of work, no say whatsoever
as to what they were producing or how it was to be produced.

In reaction, producer cooperatives came into being. Experiments with democ-
ratic workplaces date back to the early nineteenth century. Thousands of worker
cooperatives exist today, some of them quite large. The Mondragon Cooperative
Corporation in the Basque region of Spain is by far the dominant economic en-
terprise in that region and is now the third largest employer in all of Spain. The
network of worker cooperatives in the Emilia-Romagna region of Italy's has been
for years one of Italy's most vibrant industrial sectors. In the U.S. today there are
some 2,500 businesses that are majority worker-owned.’

Democratic Workplaces

Democratic enterprises have been studied extensively. And the conclusion of
virtually every study is the same: democratic workplaces work! They are almost
always as efficient as their capitalist counterparts, and often more so. This is not
so surprising. Everyone is motivated to work efficiently, since everyone's in-
come is tied directly to how well the enterprise does. Moreover, workers usually
better positioned than distant owners to see when managers are incompetent. In
a democratic firm they can act on this knowledge before things spiral out of con-
trol.

Consider now, social control of investment: Once capitalism began to surge
forth in Europe, increasing prosperity but also wreaking havoc, society fought
back, attempting to counter its most destructive features. It's no accident that
state has grown ever larger as capitalism has advanced—providing funds for infra-
structure, education, basic research, social security, environmental protection,
etc. Itis now obvious that the state can generate investment funds via taxation,
and can allocate them using criteria other than sheer profit maximization.
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Of course the capitalist class has set the basic priorities of the state so as to pro-
mote their own interests, but even capitalists realize that relying on financial
markets alone to channel investment is a recipe for chaos.

Moreover, many local initiatives have developed to direct the flow of at least
some capital into areas where it is most needed: Community Development Credit
Unions, legislation to require banks to reinvest a part of their holdings into the
communities from which their savings have come, etc.

Of course, at present, these institutions control only a tiny fraction of the nation's
investment funds, but they point to a radical conclusion. Ifthere were no "capi-
talist class" functioning to generate and allocate capital, if these roles were ab-
sorbed into the democratic process, then rational development that accords with
the real needs of the population would become possible.

These are the three basic features of Economic Democracy: workplace democ-
racy, a competitive market for goods and services and social control of invest-
ment. ['ve proposed several other features in what I call, in my most recent book,
the "expanded model" of Economic Democracy. Let me mention them briefly, to
give you a fuller picture. Economic Democracy would also include

o The government acting as employer-of-last-resort: if you cannot find em-
ployment elsewhere a government agency will employ you (at a low but liv-
ing wage) to do socially-necessary work.

It is important to understand that we cannot have full employment under
capitalism. The threat of unemployment is the disciplinary stick that keeps
the workforce in line. Not only is unemployment necessary, but the condi-
tion of the unemployed must be humiliating enough and miserable enough
for the threat to be credible.

Under Economic Democracy this disciplinary stick is not required, since
workers' basic motivation is positive. Everyone's income is a share of the
firm's profits, so everyone is motivated to work effectively—and to encourage
co-workers to do likewise. Of course irresponsible or incompetent people
can be discharged, but the whole workforce does not have to be kept in line
by fear.

e A quasi-capitalist sector comprised of small businesses and perhaps a sector
of entrepreneurial capitalist firms.
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It is important to distinguish between the "entrepreneurial capitalist" and the
capitalist qua capitalist. Entrepreneurs remain important under Economic
Democracy, be they capitalist entrepreneurs or socialist entrepreneurs. But
the people whose social function it is to "supply capital"—these are the people
we don'tneed. To rely on private individuals with far more money than they
can spend to provide the investment funds that will shape the future for all of
us is historically explicable, but no longer makes sense. A tax on capital as-
sets is a far more transparent and effective mechanism for generating in-
vestment funds.

e A policy of "socialist protectionism" that blocks low-wage competition from
poor countries but rebates the tariff proceeds to those countries.

Economic Democracy does not object to competition per se. Indeed, it re-
gards some forms of competition healthy. But it does not regard as healthy
competition that forces workers to compete with each other to see who will
work for the lowest wage, or countries to compete to see which has the least
stringent environmental or labor legislation. These forms of competition
will be blocked.

At the same time Economic Democracy recognizes an obligation to help na-
tions in need of developmental assistance. Hence the tariffs imposed to
block unfair competition will be rebated to the poor country on whose prod-
ucts the tariff was imposed, either to the government, if it is progressive, or
to labor and environmental groups in the country.

I have argued at length elsewhere that such an economic structure would be at
least as efficient as capitalism, more rational in its growth, more egalitarian, bet-
ter able to cope with the ecological challenges we face, and vastly more democ-
ratic. Let me note briefly a couple of the arguments.

We can have full employment under Economic Democracy. Since the incentive
for efficient production is positive, not negative—everyone's income is a share of
the firm's profits—the threat of unemployment is no longer needed to keep the
workforce in line. This means a huge increase in economic security for almost
everyone, and a huge increase in self-respect. Remember, when a person cannot
find a job, society is, in effect, saying to that person: "There is nothing you can
do that we need. You are useless, a parasite. We may give you a little some-
thing so that you don't riot or starve, but basically, you are worthless." (Is it any
wonder that unemployment breeds pathological behavior?)
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Subtle but Important Difference

Firms under Economic Democracy compete, but not as intensely as do firms un-

der capitalism—for they tend to maximize profit per worker, not overall profits.

Firms compete for market share, but they do not try to drive their competitors out

of business. The subtle difference has far-reaching consequences.

e Monopolies are less likely to develop under ED than under capitalism.
Competition is more like athletic competition, not Darwinian survival-of-
the-fittest competition. There's an incentive to "win," but losers don't lose
everything. They rarely go bankrupt.

e Firms do not need to "grow or die." A democratic market economy is fully
compatible with ecological sanity. A capitalist market economy is not.

e Social control of investment allows us far more pro-active control over de-
velopment than we have under capitalism. In particular, funds under democ-
ratic control are available to begin redesigning our communities, our regions
and our nation so that we might live more lightly on the earth—and hence
preserve our planet for posterity.

A final note on Economic Democracy: it's not so difficult to imagine a transition
from what we have now to Economic Democracy —at least not in theory. It's im-
portant to understand that not all that much need to change—in order for every-
thing to change. Let me tell a story. This isn't a prediction, but it represents a
real possibility.

Suppose we had a stock market collapse. There would be an enormous clamor
from below for the government to do something—for the pensions of millions are
at stake. Suppose a progressive government is swept into office. It then buys up
the stock of the publicly traded companies for almost nothing and turns these
companies over to the workers, to be run democratically. (Notice, the capitalist
class has been mostly eliminated, since their paper assets have become nearly
worthless. The expropriators have been expropriated, not by an angry proletariat
but by the irrationality of their own financial markets.) The government then in-
stitutes a capital-assets tax. It then nationalizes the banks—which are also in deep
trouble—and apportions the capital-asset tax to them.

There you have it— Economic Democracy. For most people, at first, very little
would have changed. And yet, soon enough it would become apparent—a capital-
ist economy had been replaced by something very different—a democratic order
genuinely responsive to human needs.
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In the meantime, there's work to be done. The model also suggests economic re-
forms for which we should be struggling now. Four come immediately to mind.
There are others.

More worker cooperatives

More technical and financial support for worker cooperatives

A capital-assets tax on corporations to fund community development
More job security and some participation rights for workers in capitalist
firms

e Fair trade, not free trade (socialist protectionism)

Let us now turn briefly to ParEcon. This model can also be characterized by
three basic features:

1) Alljob-complexes are to be equally empowering, both within enterprises and
across the economy as a whole.

2) Remuneration is to be based on effort only, not on one’s contribution to so-
ciety, for the latter includes such morally irrelevant factors as talent, training,
job assignment, tools and luck.

3) All elements of production and consumption—Iabor, resources, consumer
goods—are to be allocated by participatory planning, not the market.

I think this model is fundamentally flawed. I think the vision Michael advocates
is excessively, I'd even say obsessively, egalitarian.

[ understand the underlying impulse. We want to live in a society where every-
one has meaningful work, and we want to live in a society that rewards labor
fairly. But Michael wants more than that. He wants mechanisms in place that
would equalize job-empowerment across the nation, and insure that only effort is
rewarded. I don't think the mechanisms he proposes to accomplish these goals
are viable. Moreover, if implemented, they would have serious negative conse-
quences.

It should be noted that much of what ParEcon aspires to in this regard could be
accomplished under Economic Democracy, if workers find these reforms desir-
able. In a democratic workplace, workers have the power to redesign jobs so as
to make them more satisfying. Indeed, I would expect a democratic workforce to
do just that—perhaps not going so far as ParEcon requires, but certainly in the di-
rection of enhancing job satisfaction for all. The ability to do this is one of the
many virtues of workplace democracy.
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A Parconista contingent within a democratic firm might also persuade their fel-
low workers to have their incomes based solely on effort. Of course they would
have to come up with some way of measuring effort and figure out who is to do
the monitoring and measuring. They would also have to persuade their peers that
this would not lead to a loss of efficiency—and hence a loss of income. Frankly, |
doubt that could persuade their comrades to make such changes, but there is
nothing in the structure of Economic Democracy that precludes such an attempt.

Allocation under ParEcon

My fundamental objection to ParEcon is to its allocational mechanism—the set of
procedures and institutions that replace the market. In ParEcon, enterprises do
not compete for customers. Decentralized, participatory planning is supposed to
replace market competition in determining what gets produced in society. Critics
of central planning point to two fundamental kinds of problems inherent in the
system.

1) There's the information problem—how are producers to know what to pro-
duce? One solution is to let a central authority play "father knows best" and
tell people what they're going to get. Ifthis solution is deemed unacceptable
(as it is to almost everyone, including Michael), then producers need to
know, in detail, what items people want and in what quantities. The market
solves this problem by letting consumers choose. Producers must respond to
consumer demand, producing more of what people want the most (judged by
their willingness to pay), cutting back on things that are less in demand.
This adjustment of supply and demand takes place automatically, without
any central authority deciding the quantity and quality of what should be
produced (the Soviet model). It takes place without individuals having to
specify in advance what they want to consume during the course of the year,
without any consumer councils weighing alternative possibilities, without
voters having to vote on the aggregated production plans (as they must do
under ParEcon). Instead, people shop. Producers see what people are buy-
ing. They respond.

2) There's the incentive problem—or rather incentive problems.
e How do we motivate producers to care about what people want? How

do we motivate them to produce more of the items in demand and cut
back on those that aren't?
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e How do we motive enterprises to upgrade their products, to refine them
to make them more functional or more appealing?

e How do we motivate them to produce efficiently, to use the resources at
their disposal in an effective manner, and not squander them?

e How do we motivate the workers themselves to work conscientiously?
e How do we motivate enterprises to innovate, to introduce new products
or new technologies?

In a market economy, all of these questions are answered with one word: compe-
tition. Those enterprises that are concerned to find out what their customers
want, to marshal their labor and non-labor resources efficiently and to innovate
make more money than those that don't or work shorter hours. If we give up
market competition, what is to replace this crude—but effective—motivator?

Michael is aware of these problems. He tries to address them. I don't think he
succeeds. I won't say any more at this point. I'll let you be the judge.
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Michael Albert’s Presentation

It is tempting to start by replying to some of David’s assertions about my views,
but I won’t. That wasn’t the assignment. I’ll try to present a case for an alterna-
tive economy called participatory economics. Ordinarily, the way I would do that
is to start with four values: self-management, diversity, equity, and solidarity,
and I would also talk about meeting needs and developing potentials without
waste — which is efficiency. But I’'m not going to do that either, because this
panel is sponsored by the solidarity economy people. So I’m going to start with
one value, solidarity, and see where we can get just with that.

It seems to me that if we want solidarity now, then we try to win related reforms.
We fight for better trade relations. We fight for firms to pay attention to the
plight of those who must breathe dirty air. We fight for changes which will cause
economics to be motivated more by the effects on human communities than indi-
vidual advancement. We probably all agree on that. But if we want a truly soli-
darity economy, that means we want to change the economy in such a way that
its institutions literally produce, rather than destroy, solidarity. The economy’s
institutions should enhance people’s mutual concerns and understanding of each
other’s situations and inclination to relate to one another positively rather than
generating a rat-race in which you try to get ahead, and if others suffer, well
that’s the way the cookie crumbles, because the economy makes that the only vi-
able form of behavior.

So, if we want a solidarity economy, one thing that we certainly have to do is
have the economy not create constituencies of people, classes who have opposed
interests. If we create constituencies that have opposed interests then we don’t
have solidarity. What we have, instead, is those constituencies competing and
struggling with one another for the advancement of one group to the disadvan-
tage of the other. So the first thing that you need, and that | imagine David and |
agree about, is that you can’t have a sector of people who own the means of pro-
duction and the economy, and who advance themselves by way of their profit at
the expense of people working for them. If we want a solidarity improvement,
we could retain that situation, and ameliorate some of the suffering that it causes.
But if we want an economy that literally produces solidarity, then it can’t pro-
duce that class division, so we have to get rid of private ownership.

I am not going to dwell on that. But something that Participatory Economics
says, which may or may not be correct, but that ParEcon believes deeply, is that
getting rid of private ownership of productive assets isn’t the end of the class is-
sue. There is another class issue. There is another division among the population
that can be produced by an economy. This additional division is not based on a
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monopoly of property — that’s what capitalists have, a monopoly of productive
property. It’s based instead on a different monopoly, a monopoly that has to do
with the division of labor — a monopoly over empowering work.

If one set of people, typically about 20% of the population, does all the work that
conveys information, skills, confidence, even personal initiative and energy, es-
sential in participation in deciding what’s going to be done in the economy, and
another sector of people, typically roughly 80%, is involved in labor that not only
does not convey those attributes, but that squashes those attributes of out peo-
ple’s lives, because it’s rote, it’s redundant, it’s repetitive, it’s tedious, it’s debili-
tating, it’s exhausting — then the former group, the 20%, will dominate the latter
group, the 80% and will have an interest in maintaining the monopoly on em-
powering work that gives them their greater status, their greater influence, their
greater power, their greater income. The other sector, the 80%, will be essentially
struggling against that dominant constituency or class. I would call the first
group the coordinator class, and the second group the working class.

Solidarity Economy Must Be Classless

So, since it seems to me that we have to have a classless economy if we want a
solidarity economy, then not only do we have to get rid of the system that puts
the capitalists on top, but we also have to fix the division of labor to eliminate
this division of people into two classes, the coordinator class and the working
class.

Another kind of fundamental change that is necessary to have a solidarity econ-
omy is that the economy shouldn’t give people a set of incentives which causes
them to essentially be anti-social. The economy should not cause people to seek
only their own well-being regardless of the situation and the implications for
others. This has to do mostly with allocation. If an allocation system provides
neither the information that we would need to have solidarity, nor the incentives,
nor the environment, nor the conditions that we would need to have solidarity,
than it’s not a solidarity allocation system. This is the market system. To the ex-
tent it even works, it propels us into being anti-social. It creates a context where,
as a famous baseball manager used to say, “nice guys finish last.” He was right.
As adescription of the way the economy in the United States works, nice people
finish last, it’s true. If you pay attention to the well-being of others you are ham-
pered in the fight to climb in a market system.

Suppose we move now to trying to envision another economy, a truly solidarity
economy — I think we’ll see that participatory economics is truly a solidarity
economy — we have to try and address these issues. So how do we solve the divi-
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sion of labor question? Well, suppose we visited another country and we looked
at its workplaces, and we saw that 20% of the people in the workplaces earned
way more than the other 80%. And not only that, we saw that the 20% made all
the decisions, dominated all the outcomes. In meetings, even in a workplace set-
ting that was formally democratic, 20% set the agenda, 20% have all the infor-
mation at their disposal, 20% have the social skills, the confidence, and the cir-
cumstances to determine outcomes, and 80% were basically spectators, and not
mostly not even showing up.

And suppose we looked, and it turned out that the 20% each day came to work
and started the day eating a chocolate bar. The 80% didn’t. The 20% got all the
chocolate, and the 80% had none of it. It may sound a bit silly, but bear with me
for a minute. So the 20% has all the chocolate, and the 80% has none, and then
we discover also that eating chocolate in the workplace gives you skills, confi-
dence, information, energy, and that the absence of chocolate exhausts and de-
bilitates you.

Fair Share, No Monopolies

Well, if that was the situation, it wouldn’t take a genius to realize that we would
have to get rid of the chocolate distinction if we wanted to get rid of the class di-
vision. Between the 20% and the 80%, we’d have to redistribute the chocolate.
We’d have to create a situation in which people have a fair share of chocolate,
rather than some people having a monopoly on the chocolate.

If you arrive at that conclusion for this odd example — and I would be very sur-
prised if any of us wouldn’t — and therefore you believe that conditions which
produce elevated participation, skill, knowledge, and confidence for some, and
reduced participation, skill, knowledge, and confidence for others are critical,
then we can translate the analogy over and look at American work, and actually
look all over the world in workplaces, and we see that same division. And more,
now we realize that what creates the difference for people, isn’t genetics or de-
sire, it’s a monopoly not on chocolate, but on empowering work. And if that’s
the case, if we accept that, if we believe that having empowering work does in
our economies what having chocolate did in the analogy, then what we would
have to do to eliminate the 20/80 class division is to redistribute the empowering
work. We would have to adopt what participatory economics calls balanced job
complexes.

That is, we’d have to change the division of labor so that each person, in the
workplace and across the economy, has a mix of responsibilities and tasks that
compose what they do each day, which is balanced for empowerment effects —a
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balanced job complex. Everybody by virtue of their position in the economy is
comparably prepared and empowered to participate in self-managed decision-
making, which I think we would all agree is an important value. So to eliminate
this class division, and to have real participation and real self-management and
not merely that everyone gets a vote but only 20% matter — only 20% have the
means, the circumstances, the confidence, and the skills, by virtue of their situa-
tion in the economy, to participate economically.

If we want to have real participation, and we want to have real self-management,
then we have to create the conditions that are conducive to it, and that propel it.
That, [ would say, requires that we alter the division of labor, and so one of the
components of the system of participatory economics is the balanced job com-
plex to try and deal with this class division.

Market Abolitionism

The second component bearing particularly on these concerns is, as mentioned,
an allocation system. And it’s true, as David noted earlier, that I am what you
might call a market abolitionist. I actually think that in fifty or a hundred years,
or even less, one hopes, people will look back and will find markets to have been
the single most horrendous and destructive creation of humanity in all history.
So, I’'m a market abolitionist, but I do realize that we have markets, we can’t act
as though they don’t exist, and I know they’re not going to disappear tomorrow.
Nonetheless, we can think about an allocation system that would operate differ-
ently. So Participatory Economics makes a proposal there too, for what’s called
participatory planning. It’s a system by which workers, now organized into self-
managing workers councils, and consumers, now organized into self-managing
consumer councils, have to arrive at what they are going to do and what the eco-
nomic tasks, and outcomes will be. That’s the so-called plan, the so-called aims
for an economy. And the way they do that is by a kind of cooperative negotia-
tion. It’s by a planning process that has no center, it has no top, but which en-
gages in a back-and-forth process which molds and alters the people’s agendas in
accord with preferences, and I think in accord also with true social costs and
benefits.

We don’t have a lot of time. I can’t give a full presentation on participatory plan-
ning, I think, in the time that’s available. But what’s going on in participatory
planning is basically straight forward. We want to eliminate the authoritarianism
of central planning. We want to eliminate the anti-social competitive dynamic of
market competition. We also want to eliminate another dynamic which is within
markets, even without private ownership. Profit is gone because there’s not an
owner to profit, and that’s good. But there’s still surplus and surplus in a market
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system, even one that’s post-capitalist, will be distributed among the workforce.
This provides various motivations and incentives, and it also provides, I think,
very deleterious, very harmful effects having to do with the way markets operate,
including the way they don’t take into account ecological effects, the way they
don’t take into account social effects beyond the buyer and seller, and the way
the cause the buyer and seller to confront each other as adversaries in the exact
opposite of solidarity. So, again I don’t want to go into too much detail.

Participatory Economics is not just a solidarity economy, I think it’s also a self-
managing economy. What does that mean? It means it’s not democracy. Democ-
racy is like a tactic, just like consensus is a tactic. By democracy I mean one per-
son, one vote, and majority rule. By consensus I mean, probably everyone here is
familiar with it, a process by which there’s a discussion, and a debate, and a ne-
gotiation, with the possibility of blocking and of resolving. And in addition you
can also easily imagine, different kinds of votes, two-thirds are required, you
could imagine more or less time going into the discussion, more or less time go-
ing into assessing the results of the discussion and so on. These are all tactics.
What do they aim to accomplish? Well, from my point of view, what they should
aim to accomplish is self-management, meaning that people should have a say in
decisions in proportion to the degree they are affected by them. I think Participa-
tory Economics can convey that, not to the tenth decimal place, but as a broad
social project, it can convey that, not only — and this is a claim that nobody
should buy based on what I’m saying here — but not only in the sense that if this
group of us here is a workplace, we can all participate in the decisions inside this
workplace in a self-managing way, but even over the economy as a whole, over
what’s produced and consumed, and in kind of investment happens, and so on.

I think Participatory Economics is also an equitable economy. What does that
mean? Equity is a term meant to address how much people get. There’s a social
product, but how much do people get from the social product. What’s our share?
We can receive a share based on the property we own and the productivity of that
property, profits, but I’m ruling that out completely, and David rules it out at
some levels but not at others. I rule it out completely, because I think there’s
nothing ethical or moral about it. It’s in my mind a kind of a barbaric notion,
morally, but I also think it has no economic value. It accomplishes things that
can be accomplished in better ways without the by-products of markets that are
harmful.

What’s the next possibility for remuneration? Well, we can have an economy in
which you take what you can get, which is basically the kind of economy that Al
Capone or the graduates of the Harvard Business School advocate. Really, that’s
their mantra. They like an economy in which bargaining power determines the
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shares you are able to take. And that’s what a market system does. It enables
you, or in fact it tells you, to levy prices and to levy the amount of quality or
non-quality that’s going into your goods in such a way as to increase your in-
come. Income is a function of bargaining power. It’s a thuggish economy.
Whether or not that’s what one believes markets do, I think we can all agree that
we don’t want a thug’s economy in which power determines what you get.

The next option, an option typically advocated by many socialists, is that we
should get in accord with the output we ourselves contribute to the social prod-
uct. By my labor, I do some production, and it yields some output, and the ques-
tion is, should I get more than that? IfI do,  would be getting what someone else
produced. Should I get less? Then somebody else would be getting some of what
I produced. So the idea is, and it sounds plausible, that we should get back basi-
cally what we produce.

However, I think like remunerating for property and power, this is also a bad
idea. I think it’s ethically bad, and also economically bad. When Michael Jordan
was earning $20 million a year for playing basketball with the Chicago Bulls,
how many of you think he was overpaid? Hands up. It is unanimous. Okay, that’s
your values speaking. But by this standard of remunerating people for the value
of their output, Jordan was way underpaid. Leftists might not want to hear that,
but the value of watching Michael Jordan play basketball was vastly higher than
the amount of income he received. The owners of Nike, and the owners of the
Chicago Bulls, and other people had enough bargaining power to take a lot of
that, but the actual value to people seeing Michael run up and down the court,
was much, much higher than the $20 million or whatever it was that he got.

I don’t think we should remunerate essentially inborn talents and skills, genetic
endowment, as one of our criteria for how much income people should get. But I
also don’t think we should remunerate people who happen to be using better
tools than other people, who happen to be doing something that’s more highly
valued than other people, who happen to be working with others who are more
productive than other people. I don’t think those are the norms that we should
use to determine incomes. What I think we should do for remuneration, and Par-
ticipatory Economics has developed a system that [ believe accomplishes this, is
that we should remunerate for how long people work, for how hard people work,
and for the onerousness of the conditions in which they work. So that’s equitable
remuneration, I think, and it turns upside-down the norms of income we’re famil-
iar with. Balanced job complexes turn upside-down the division of labor we’re
familiar with. Participatory planning turns upside-down the allocation system
we’re familiar with. So while I commiserate with the difficulty David mentioned
of presenting something that’s almost like capitalism in thirty minutes, imagine
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trying to present something that is entirely and fundamentally different in all as-
pects, ParEcon, in thirty minutes.

We Need an Ecological Economy

I think we should also ask of an economy that it be an ecological economy. Left-
ists have this value of sustainability; it drives me crazy. If the best that we can
ask for is that the human race is not suicidal, we’re in deep trouble. Sustainability
is not a very big request, really. I’'m not sure what value we should have for the
ecology, but we all know what we mean. An economy should take into account
the ecological as well as the social implications of actions. It should allow con-
sumers and producers to make decisions about their activities that are solidari-
tous but also ecologically sound. You can’t do that if your prices, your indicators
of value, are way off. If your indicator of values says that a gallon of gasoline
should cost $3, but the truth is that it should cost $15 or $20, because of the dam-
age that it is doing to the ecology, then using the mis-assessed prices you can’t
make a solidaritous or ecologically sound judgment. All you can do is try to ad-
vance your own circumstances in light of mispriced gasoline prices.

But markets misprice everything. They do it worse in some cases than in others.
So I think we could use an ecological economy, a solidaritous economy, a self-
managing economy, an equitable economy, a diverse economy, and that’s what |
think Participatory Economics provides.

Let me just say, who cares?

I think it’s a serious question. Many people, even on the left, don’t care. That is,
many people on the left feel like, “What difference does it make? We’ll get
around to this later. We’re not going to get economic democracy, we’re not go-
ing to get market socialism, we’re not going to get centrally planned socialism,
and we’re certainly not going to get Participatory Economics tomorrow. Tomor-
row we might be able to fight for something that we want right now. Why does
any of this vision stuff matter?”

I think it matters for two reasons, or more than two, but two that I want to ad-
dress. It matters partly to provide hope, and to provide incentive, and to over-
come the idea of TINA, that “There Is No Alternative.” I believe, perhaps idio-
syncratically, that lack of hope has become the main obstacle to developing so-
cial movements. Our underlying doubt about the possibility of anything better,
and our underlying doubt about the possibility of obtaining anything better, se-
verely restricts out commitment and energy. I don’t think it’s the case, as it was
when I got started, back in the 1960s, that what prevents people from dissenting



64 1. New Visions & Models

is confusion about whether or not poverty hurts or exists, or confusion about
whether or not racism hurts or exists, or sexism hurts or exists, or confusion
about whether those things are unjust, criminal, and horrible. I think people un-
derstand all that now. What people don’t have is the feeling that there’s an alter-
native.

If I said come join me in a movement against aging, come join me in a social
movement against aging, I think most of you would sort of digest it for a few
seconds, and then laugh at me. You know, you would think, “what?” But aging
kills more people than poverty. It diminishes our lives more than cancer does. It
restricts everything about what we can do as we get older. It afflicts basically
everybody who is lucky enough to get to be older. So why the hell shouldn’t we
form a social movement against it? Answer: because that’s insane.

But why is it insane? It’s insane because aging is not a function of the institutions
around us. And it’s insane because we can’t affect aging by forming a social
movement against it, because fighting against aging is like blowing in to the
wind, or organizing against gravity. It makes no sense.

But consider the broad public. When we talk to them, we keep saying poverty is
horrendous. They know that. We keep saying war kills and it’s horrendous. They
know that. What we don’t say is what the alternative is, and why winning some-
thing in the short-term can contribute to winning the alternative in the long-term,
and why their activity would make a difference. We don’t overcome the obstacle
which is the same obstacle that prevents people fighting aging. They don’t think
poverty and suffering are good, they just think they are a fact of life. Detailing
how bad they are is no more relevant to them than detailing how bad aging is, In
fact, it is only annoying.

When people say to us, “Go get a life. Grow up. Face reality,” that’s exactly
what [ would say to someone who said to me, “Let’s go organize against aging.”
And I think people say those things to us for the same reason. They see poverty
like we see aging. They see it as just a fact of life, and until we have the abilty to
convey in an inspiring way the possibility of something better, and the possibility
of attaining it, that obstacle remains to forming movements. Alright, so that’s one
reason for vision.

Vision is Important
The second reason why I think vision —whether we’re talking about economics in

this panel, or about kinship, or culture, or politics, or whatever — is important is
because what we want to attain, where we want to arrive, has implications for
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what we do to get there. If we do things just based on hatred of capitalism, we
can wind up with something that is not much better than what we left behind and
that certainly isn’t in tune with out fullest values.

It seems to me that, for instance, Participatory Economics, says to us that our or-
ganizations, our institutions that we create as vehicles for our power to influence
society, should be organized in such a way that they melt into the type of future
society we desire. We shouldn’t organize in such a way that what we build pre-
sents an obstacle to arriving where we want to go. If Participatory Economics is,
as it turns out, what people decide they like and they desire, and that it became
what motivated people and informed what they see and want, then it would im-
ply, for example, that our movements should have balanced job complexes. Our
movements should not look like corporations. They should not have donors or
fundraisers who know them dominating outcomes. They should not have some
people in corner offices making all the decisions and other people doing all the
work. They should embody the structures that we’re trying to work toward,
partly to learn about those structures, partly because it’s exemplary, and partly to
avoid the catastrophe of being motivated by a desire for classlessness, but wind-
ing up, nonetheless, with a society, like the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, and so on,
with a new economy that’s not capitalist, but that still embodies the class divi-
sion and has a new ruling class above the workers, in this case the coordinator
class.

Secondly, take something like participatory budgeting, or any other project that
we might embark on. Again, it seems to me that if we have an understanding of
where we’re going — not just what we don’t like, but what we want, and we need
that to be inspiring, where we’re going — then the way we do things would differ.
We would talk about even short term programmatic aims in a way that tends to
raise consciousness and to develop desires and commitments aiming toward this
future that we’re seeking. We wouldn’t fight for gains now in a way that’s dead
end-ish, or that’s leading someplace other than where we seek to go in the long
run.

So, you can do a participatory budget with a mindset that over time self-
managing democratic control should extend to the whole economy, not just, we
probably agree on this, not just to government budgets. It changes our words.
There was a battle at Harvard University just recently about the wages of campus
police, students there were supporting the campus guards at Harvard, who were
fighting for higher wages, and one of the students them came up to me and said,
“you know, [ know we should do this. We’re going to do a hunger strike in sup-
port.” They won, by the way. “But really, what does this have to do with ‘An-
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other World Is Possible’? How does a dollar extra per hour for these campus po-
lice move us toward that, when we just win the dollar, and that’s the end of it?”

And I said, well, you’re right, but why not fight for it, not just because you have
to but because it’s right. People who work hard do deserve more. People do de-
serve a good income. But you can fight for the limited change in different ways.

So, suppose you said, “we support these demands, we’ll hunger strike to win
these demands, but we’d also like to open a new discussion on the campus at
Harvard. We want to know — why do the professors earn more than the guards?
Why do the professors earn more than the people who are cooking in the dorms?
Why do the professors earn more than the people who are cleaning their of-
fices?”” Suppose you added: “We don’t think it is morally or economically justi-
fied. The guards and the cooks work harder, longer, and under worse conditions.
We think it’s a function of a monopoly over information, skills, and circum-
stances, that has nothing to do with an economic need of society per say and that
has nothing to do with anything moral.”

That kind of fight about a dollar an hour could have led to turmoil on the cam-
pus of Harvard, because everything about Harvard, the whole identity, every-
thing, would be called into question by that debate. So that’s what I’m saying.
Where we’re going, what we want, can inform how we talk about what we’re
seeing and doing in the present. So our fight for a modest gain becomes part of a
process, part of a trajectory, that’s actually leading forward instead of just being
an event unto itself.

The Case of Argentina

[ was in Argentina, recently, sitting in a room. [ was there talking to people who
had occupied factories about their experiences. There were about fifty people
from various factories, and they wanted me to speak, and instead we started by
going around the room and having people report on their experiences in these oc-
cupied factories, and then I would try to speak. By the time we got through about
fifteen people, there were tears all over the room.

And by the time we got all the way around, people were just — it’s hard to de-
scribe. What was going on was people were saying, “We took over the factory.
We were hell-bent on democracy. We were hell-bent on real justice and equity,
and on paying attention to reality, and on serving people’s needs. And damned if
over time, our workplace, which at first we re-constructed and were proud of,
didn’t start looking exactly like it looked before we did anything. And over time
it began to feel exactly the way it felt before.” And they actually said things like,
“you know, I know what I want, but I’'m afraid my old boss was right — there is
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no alternative. I’'m afraid there’s something about humans that yields these hier-
archies; that yields these differential powers among us leading to different in-
comes; that yields our workplace losing its concern for the well-being of people
who are consuming what we produce, and instead just being concerned about
gathering funds.” And they went around the room. Some people cried. Some
were saying that it was their life’s work, their life’s dream, and yet they were do-
ing the experiment and feeling like it was hopeless, and feeling like it lasted a
while, but it’s unraveling.

When I spoke, I tried to suggest, what later exploring the experience with people
revealed was the case, that while they tried to make incomes equitable in the
workplace, and while they tried to replace the people who left, the owners and
the managers and so on, they didn’t re-construct the workplace with a new divi-
sion of labor. They kept the old division of labor but under them, initially popu-
lated with workers as managers, with workers filling in the slots of engineers.
You go into the occupied workplace, and you talk to a woman in the workplace,
and you ask, “what are you doing?” and she says, “the finances, I am the chief
financial officer. ” And you ask, “Well, that was probably pretty difficult over
the past six months, to make the change. What were you doing before?” “I was
working with the glass at the furnaces, all day, sweltering doing the same thing
over and over.”

“Well, what was the hardest part of being able to do the finances? She said, “It
was learning to read.” This is not the United States. The hardest part was learn-
ing to read. “What about dealing with the finance books and the difficulties of
that?” I asked. She said, “That was a snap, you know, once I could read, once I
could do that stuff, the rest of it wasn’t particularly difficult. It took me a while
to learn, but it wasn’t that hard.” So much for the idea that workers doing rote
and repetitive tasks aren’t fit for other responsibilities.

But what the workforce did, on taking over the factory, was that they put work-
ers doing all the same tasks that were being done before by managers and engi-
neers and so on. At first, doing the elite job, it’s a worker, they came from the as-
sembly line, who has the same consciousness as everybody else, the same desires
that we talked about. But over time, the position in the workplace, the position in
the economy — like imagine yourselves as a prison guard, for a graphic example
— the position in the economy distorts the values, slowly but surely, of the person
doing the work.

So we talked about the taking over of the plant needed to go further than it did because it
didn’t talk about the division of labor. Keeping the old division of labor subverted their
other accomplishments causing the workplace to revert to its old character.
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Markets as Anti-Social

And then we talked about the implications of markets for what they were doing.
Even if they did have a new division of labor, the market would still push inexo-
rably, horrendously powerfully, toward an anti-social attitude, motivation, an
logic, and it would also push toward the emergence of a class division. It would
be a longer discussion, but let me try to say briefly: this is the Yugoslav work-
place we are talking about, in fact, or the Argentinean.

We’ve taken over as workers, and we’re all in charge of the workplace, working
on the market. We are working in a market system. We are trying to meet needs
based on how a market functions. We have to compete. If we don’t compete, we
go out of business. We’ll get out-competed. So we compete, but what does that
mean? We have to reduce our costs. You all know what reducing costs means. It
means we have to make decisions which increase the output at less cost. We have
to cut back on the welfare features, the daycare center that we wanted to put in,
or maybe we did put in, but to compete, we to cut it, it’s too expensive. Some
other firm doesn’t have that, so they have more revenues to invest in advertising
and infrastructure. We want to clean up our own pollution, because we care
about the community, but we can’t do that anymore, either, because some other
firm doesn’t do it, and if we do it, we won’t have the funds to compete with
them. We wanted to have a sensible workday, but we can’t have that anymore.
We have to speed up.

So, are we going to be able to make those decisions to cut those costs? Think of
us as a workforce in our own firm. We have new norms of remuneration, a work-
ers council, real self management. But, in the market, is any of us going to be
able to make the cut back decisions? This is a longer discussion, but here’s what
happened in Yugoslavia. They went to the Wharton School in Pennsylvania, or
to the Harvard Business School, or to Oxford, or to comparable schools in Yugo-
slavia, and they found people who by their education, and by their disposition,
and by their training, were perfectly happy making decisions that would hurt oth-
ers and not themselves. The people they sought out had developed a capacity to
do that, and were well-armed and well-trained to be able to do that. They moved
into the workplace, and the workers didn’t give them a balance job complex, they
didn’t pay them like everybody else, because then they would have been subject
to the effects of the cost-cutting decisions too, and they would no longer have
been good at them.

So instead the workers put these new cost cutters they hire, these new managers,
in air-conditioned offices. We give them a guaranteed situation, and then we say,
“Okay, cut costs, screw us. Make the decisions that will cut our costs so we can
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compete in the market.” So the reason these Argentine workers in occupied fac-
tories were experiencing a kind of roll back of their circumstances and even val-
ues was that old divisions of labor and old market practices, unaddressed, were
subverting their many innovations. Again, knowing what we want can inform
how we understand our current actions and choices.

The key point is that our attempt to eliminate the class division between coordi-
nators and workers will be subverted, not only if we retain an old division of la-
bor, but even if we overcome the old division of labor, but retain the market. So
what Participatory Economics says is, look, if we’re serious in the long haul
about having a classless economy, about having an equitable economy, about an
economy where people have a say in decisions in proportion to the degree which
they are affected, and if we are concerned about an ecological economy, not just
sustainability, but ecological wisdom, then it seems to me we need a new set of
institutions that foster, and promote, and make viable those values. And the case
in Participatory Economics is that it does that, that its basic institutions, it’s not a
blueprint, but it’s basic institutions: workers and consumer self-managing coun-
cils, balanced job complexes, equitable remuneration, meaning remuneration for
how long, and how hard, and how onerous our socially valuable work is, and par-
ticipatory planning, can deliver on these values of classless economy, solidarity
economy, etc. And not only that, it can help us to see how we can fight now in
ways that will relate to working people’s true aspirations but lead where we want
to go. We tend to produce movements, structures, behavior patterns, and cul-
tures, on the left, that are actually quite hostile to working people. They are quite
imbued with the values of the coordinator class, the working person’s worst
nightmare. They are imbued with the values and the denigration of that which is
worker-identified, and it comes from lawyers and doctors and engineers. It’s not
hard to see why, but I do think it has a great deal to do with why and we’re hav-
ing a hard time progressing. So I think ParEcon can help us both envision and
make strategy.
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First Round of Audience Questions

1. Inthe system of Economic Democracy, if entrepreneurial capitalist en-
terprises were welcomed into this system, how would it prove any dif-
ferent from our current system?

2. Indiscussing the implementation of these models, what is a scenario in
which Participatory Economics could come into fruition within the next
50 years?

3. In these models, how do you synthesize centralized and decentralized
planning, and ensure that the society moves forward on certain social,
economic, and political priorities? How do you regulate economic de-
velopment to serve certain overriding societal goals and directions?

David Schweickart’s Response:

Okay, how do you avoid the entrepreneurial capitalist becoming the regular capi-
talist that we have today? That’s a good question, but I think it has a straight-
forward answer. There's a structural solution to the problem you pose. As long
as the individual entrepreneur is active in the enterprise, that’s fine. But when he
retires, or decides to move on, then the entrepreneur sells the business to the
state. The state takes over the enterprise, and it’s turned over to the workers.
This mechanism encourages entrepreneurship, without having entrepreneurs
evolve into a dominant class like we have today. The key point is this: a person
can make money, even a lot of money, so long as he or she is actively engaged in
a business, but that person cannot make money from ownership alone. There are
no stocks or bonds in Economic Democracy that pay dividends and interest for-
ever.

The question about the relationship between Economic Democracy and such
things as racism or the destruction of our natural environment is an important
one. When I talk about the structure of Economic Democracy, I am fully aware
that economic structure is not the whole story. The quality of a democracy de-
pends on the consciousness of the people, on their values, on what they see as
priorities. That’s why social movements focusing on such things as racism or
sexism or homophobia or ecology are so important. Economic democracy makes
it possible to have a society without racism, but democracy itself does not elimi-
nate racism. Nor does it eliminate consumerism. If people want to consume ever
more things, and disregard the ecological consequences of their behavior, then
democratic control over investment priorities, in and of itself, won't prevent envi-
ronmental catastrophe. So we need an environmental movement that will change
those priorities. Such a movement cannot succeed under capitalism. Capitalism
requires ever-expanding consumption. If consumption slows, we get a recession
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—orworse. A democratic economy, by contrast, does not have to grow to remain
stable and vibrant. Ecological sanity is possible under Economic Democracy as
it is not under capitalism. But we need a strong environmental movement to en-
sure that this possibility becomes a reality.

Michael Albert’s Response:

I’'m going to set aside the entrepreneurial capitalism issue, but mention some-
thing else. The economy is a very entwined system, inexorably so. So, imagine
that we have the wrong price of pencils, just pencils, or anything else you might
want to think about. If we have the wrong price of something, then that price is
used in calculating the prices of everything else. Any wrong price — what do |
mean by “wrong price?” I mean a price which inaccurately reflects true social
costs and benefits — ecological, social, personal, etc. If there’s a wrong price, it
contributes to other wrong prices. That’s why the wrong price of gasoline is
much more important than just being the wrong price of gasoline. It throws off
everything. So, the idea here is that there is a tendency for certain features to
grow, and [ would agree with the questioner that there are tendencies for the fea-
ture of private ownership to extend itself and expand over time; you can see it
historically.

The scenario of implementation — I don’t know how long it’s going to take. I cer-
tainly hope it will take less time than more time. It’s easy to view the Participa-
tory Economic project, if you will, alongside a feminist project, and an anti-racist
project, and an inter-communal project, which isn’t trying to disappear cultural
differences, but is trying to provide integrity and space and so on, and an eco-
logical project, and politically, an anti-authoritarian participatory democracy pro-
ject. An economic project alongside all that is a process that looks maybe some-
thing like this: it contains many broad social movements, but the social move-
ments are entwined; they’re in a part of something larger. Not a coalition, a least
common denominator thing, “we’re all against the war, so we all work together
against the war, and hate each other on everything else... or at least we ignore
everything else.” Not that, but something that’s the greatest sum of all its parts.
An alliance which gets its gender definition from the feminist movement, gets its
anti-racist definition from the movements around race, gets its labor definition
from the labor movement, and gets its ecology from the ecological. Each compo-
nent of the broad overarching project understands that their success depends
upon the development of the whole project and therefore the whole alliance.
Each constituency therefore accepts the leadership of the constituencies that are
most effected by each realm. And so the program of the whole thing is all its
parts summed up. That doesn’t mean there are no differences; there’s continuing
difference and debate, but also solidarity.
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We want to produce a new society; a society isn’t a lock-step homogenous thing.
We ought to be able to have movements inside a good society that have dis-
agreement and difference, but that yet unify in the broad. So that’s what we build
to reach the new society, to build it, win it, melt into it, something like that.

Alongside that big overarching movement of movements, workers councils form
in workplaces, consumer councils form in neighborhoods, and also perhaps have
besides them assemblies that are political institutions. We can also imagine
workplaces that that are created new, or occupied, in the short-run, and that are
made ParEcon-ish, let’s say, or whatever it is.

And so, we have an unfolding process in which we’re winning reforms and we’re
improving people’s lives now but it doesn’t end, it continues to grow and ad-
vance. Anybody in here who thinks that a reform is a bad thing, I should perhaps
point out, needs to think again. Reforms improve people’s lives. If the Left is
critical of, or rejects, reforms, it means we are callous and uncaring in the short-
term. That should not be the case. But, we aren’t reformists, so we fight for re-
forms with those apparatuses mentioned above as part of a process that talks
about the immediate gains, and organizes for them, and develops movements for
them but in a way that leads forward.

We don’t go to New Hampshire in an electoral campaign and count votes to see
whether we’re succeeding. We don’t go to Seattle, and look to see whether peo-
ple get in the building or not, to see whether we’re succeeding. We look at
whether or not consciousness is changing, whether or not commitment is grow-
ing, whether or not more people are deeply embedded in our project and in our
movements, and are getting their lives improved by our movements and continu-
ing to fight for a larger vision. With that kind of a project, with a project that
deals with class the way we’ve dealt with race and gender, and we still need to
go further on those fronts, but we understand the need for the movement not to
be a repository of Jim Crow racism, which it was once. We need the movement
not to be a white club or a male locker-room, which it was, once. We understand
that it won’t incorporate women, and it won’t incorporate people or color if it has
those features. We need to do the same thing around class. We need to under-
stand if the movement really reflects and manifests coordinator consciousness,
coordinator values, coordinator will — that means managers, lawyers, doctors,
engineers — their way of looking at the world — it won’t empower, inspire, in-
volve, be led by working people. We’ve overcome some of those problems, and I
think we’re well on the way. I don’t think it takes forever. I think history shows
it doesn’t take forever. It’s remarkable that we’ve accomplished what we have
with what we had.
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Desirable Outcomes

The last question is a fundamental question. You’re right that it isn’t only a ques-
tion of participation; it isn’t only a question of self-management. There’s also a
question of desirable outcomes. What you’re suggesting by the question, I think,
is that there are some issues in which desirable outcomes will be enhanced by a
degree of central deliberation and instruction, so to speak. And, this is a differ-
ence we have. I think what you suggest is true if there’s a repository of wisdom
that everyone else is excluded from, then the people with that wisdom can yield
better outcomes than everyone else can. But if we have a society in which that
monopolization of knowledge and information has been undone, we still have
experts, of course, who know more about this or that, but they share their pro-
jects so we can all use them in deciding our preferences, then what we need is an
economy that meets people’s preferences. We don’t need an economy that pro-
ceeds by simply obeying what a central planner says it should do. We need an
economy that develops, that invests in, that pursues channels that are in accord
with people’s freely expressed and appropriately weighted preferences and de-
sires. That’s not only self-management, a good in itself, but it will also yield bet-
ter results, because the definition of a good result is a result that meets people’s
needs, and it’s people who know their needs best; people who know their prefer-
ences best.

One last thing. You asked about racism in the economy. Well, it’s very impor-
tant. ParEcon does a lot to affect racism, like giving people balanced job com-
plexes, giving people equitable incomes. It’s simply impossible to have a racial,
or any other kind of unjust hierarchy or power differential inside the economy,
but you can still have racism, and that’s why you need anti-racist movements.
That’s why you need movements around culture and around gender, to attain
sought goals around those things too. A good society isn’t just a good economy,
but also gender, race, politics, ecology, etc.

Second Round of Questions

1. Inthe system of Participatory Economics, what scale is appropriate for
the participatory planning process? Also, is community supported agri-
culture could be a positive step toward Participatory Economics and par-
ticipatory planning?

2. The system of Economic Democracy can provide examples with scale,
like the Mondragon Cooperatives, for instance. How can Participatory
Economics also work towards real-life initiatives on a larger scale, and
that can contend with capitalist forces?
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3. Can either model prove effective at both the local, and regional scale,
and also grow to prove effective at a larger scale?

Michael Albert’s Response:

Yes, to community-based agriculture, yes to almost anything else that people
fight for, with a caveat. If we fight for these things in a way which makes them
an end in themselves, which makes them an island of sanity in a sea of horror,
then that is not so great. If we fight for them in a way that produces institutions
of our own, and movements of our own, but that aren’t going forward, that aren’t
continuing on, then no, that is not so great. So, it depends very much how we do
it. If we do it in a way that is talking about the deep need for participation, for
self-management, for participatory planning on a grand scale as well as locally,
if we do it in a way that connects what we’re doing now with what’s going on
broadly, and with what we seek in the future, then yes, very much so.

ParEcon doesn’t work on a small scale better than a large scale; it actually works
better on a large scale than on a small scale. If you have a small workplace — as
but one example, and this is going to sound a little bit silly but it’s true — if you
have a small workplace, and you change it over to ParEcon, everyone is right on
top of everybody else, and if two people don’t like each other it can be a disaster
for the whole group. If you have a larger workplace you simply separate people
who don’t get along. That might sound trivial, but actually in the experience of
many collectives, it becomes a real problem for people. The larger scale also lets
you develop balanced job complexes far more simply. The larger scale facilitates
participatory planning rather than making it more difficult, but that’s a more
technical argument. But in any case, ParEcon is not a model or a system that only
works on a small scale — I mean it for the United States and all over the world,
same as anybody else that proposes an economic vision.

Can you do it on a small scale in the short-run? Sure, to a degree. You can create
a participatory economic institution right now: a publishing house, a café, a den-
tist’s office, an organization that does travel stuff, and on and on. They exist. |
mean, these are real ones that I’'m talking about. And what you do is you incor-
porate balanced job complexes, you incorporate equitable remuneration, and you
incorporate self-management, and you struggle against the market, which is
pushing against what you’re doing. Sure, you can do it that way, and the result
will be better or worse depending upon our values, depending on how they are
talked about, and how they are pursued: Is it a trajectory that leads forward or
does it fall apart. That’s the critical thing with everything we fight for or build,
not the intrinsic character of the demand, or of the project in some sense, but the
way it contributes to the overall project of building a new society.
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To get people on board is critical, I think, and I think that the issue is how to ap-
peal to constituencies. Suppose we are trying to get people on board in the anti-
war movement in 1969, in which women sitting in the anti-war movement are
less comfortable than they are in the society outside. It isn’t whether or not the
movement has a good demand to end the war; it isn’t whether or not the move-
ment is courageous or energetic that undermines reaching women, it is that the
movement despite good aims around war, and good energy, is sexist. It’s that the
movement’s internal characteristics are disempowering, even repellant, to vari-
ous sectors of the population. What I’'m suggesting is that a movement which
doesn’t address in a forthright and very upfront and aggressive fashion, the issue
of the difference between the 20% who monopolize empowering work and the
80% who are left with only disempowering tasks, the issue of the class difference
between the working class and the coordinator class, will not be inspiring to, and
will not galvanize and incorporate in leadership — which is necessary if it’s going
to be a valuable and effective movement — working people. And we’ve seen it for
decades.

So I agree with the need to have a process, and a movement, and a project, and a
vision that’s inspiring and that gets people involved, but I think that’s precisely
what a ParEcon movement has a possibility of contributing around this critical
issue of working class involvement, and working class leadership, and working
class participation, because it really does seek a classless economy, not a new
class rule economy, not out with the old boss in with the new.

David Schweickart’s Response:

As for community supported agriculture, I happen to think that’s really a good
idea, one which would be more feasible under Economic Democracy than under
capitalism. In Economic Democracy investment funds come to communities
every year. People have to make decisions as to investment priorities. So if the
communities decide that they would like to invest in community supported agri-
culture, the funds are there to do so.

As for contending forces: When you start talking about workplace democracy,
this resonates with lots of people. Ask anyone: Would you rather have the ability
to vote for your boss or not? You say, “Hey, look, you can vote for your mayor,
your congressmen, even your president—-who can send you off to war to kill or
die. Why can't you vote for you boss?" Then you add, “Don't tell me it won't
work. There are lots of statistics that show that workplace democracy does
work, that enterprises that are structured democratically are usually more produc-
tive than comparable capitalist firms.” The fact of the matter is, capitalist forces



76 1. New Visions & Models

work hard to keep this question off the political agenda. If we had public, tele-
vised debates on workplace democracy, you’d see a lot of support, as well as
support for the proposition that corporations are out of control and that we need
to do something to rein them in.

As for the state/local level question—things can be done at these levels: Coopera-
tives can be setup. Local governments can be pressured to support such endeav-
ors, perhaps providing loans and technical assistance. They can also give tax-
breaks to companies that offer their employees more participation-rights and
greater job security, rights that are central to our vision of full Economic Democ-
racy. We can't have full Economic Democracy at just the state or local level, but
experiments and reforms are possible there that prefigure the larger vision.

Third Round of Questions

1. At what point do we start to dismantle the life that we know now, and
when can these models begin? More specifically, how does either of
these models apply to higher education processes, or to the transition
from the university to the workplace?

2. How do the crises and contradictions inherent in capitalism help to bring
about either of these models? Also, in either of these models, how do we
democratically decide which types of consumption in an economic sys-
tem are unnecessary or harmful?

3. The Santi Asok Buddhist movement in Thailand can possibly provide an
example of a market that is non-isolating. This is a socially engaged,
back-to-the-basics community of monks that make almost everything
they use, and they sell the surplus in their stores and vegan restaurants at
or below cost. They follow a system of merit-based economics, and be-
lieve that if you make a profit, you lose the same amount of merit. How
can these examples of “good markets” be accommodated in the Partici-
patory Economics system?

David Schweickart’s Response:

The question of higher education has been raised. Do university professors make
too much, compared to staff, for example? It is often suggested that we are privi-
leged because we have tenure. To start with the latter issue: I think everyone
should have "tenure." Democratic firms tend to offer this—not explicitly, but the
fact is, democratic firms rarely expel members, not without serious cause. When
demand slackens, everyone works less, takes home less money. You don't vote
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to lay off colleagues so that your own income won't suffer. This is almost never
done.

As far as redesigning the university's salary structure, this could be done if the
university were run democratically. I think there would be more equality than
there is currently if everyone, faculty and staff alike, were able to determine sal-
ary scales. Atthe same time, I don't think the issue of intra-firm inequality is the
major issue at the present time. Yes, many CEOs and other top administrators
make obscene amounts of money. But such inequality is not the major problem
with capitalism. One of the insights to economic democracy is that it isn’t the
fact that rich people are consuming too much that's the problem; it’s what they
are doing with what they don’t consume. It’s investment, not consumption, that's
the problem, the fact that the control over where and how the social surplus gets
invested—which determines the quality of our collective life—is not in our hands.

I think it's a mistake to overemphasize income inequality. It's okay to denounce
those CEO salaries, but it's a mistake to suggest that what we want is income
equality across the board, or something approximating that. I happen to think
that such relative equality would tend to come to pass, over time, in a democratic
economy, since intra-firm inequalities would have to be justified to the workers
in the enterprise. But we have to think about what should be emphasized in
building a movement. It's a question of transition. If we’re going to build a seri-
ous movement for social change, we can’t be telling huge numbers of people—
people whose skills and expertise we need—that we’re going to cut their salaries
way back, come the new order. That threat needlessly polarizes, and pushes the
upper middle class to support the ultra-rich.

If we are able to usher in a democratic economy, we will need to scale back con-
sumption for most people, not just the wealthy, for ecological reasons. As things
now stand, consumption is ridiculous and out of control, but it can't be brought
down overnight. It can't be brought down under capitalism at all, at least not
without a major recession—which of course, hits the most vulnerable the hardest.

People need an alternative to ever-increasing consumption. This is where de-
mocratic workplaces are important. What is the alternative to consuming more?
Working less. That is not an option under capitalism, but in a democratic work-
place, it is. We don’t want a movement telling people that all their stuff is junk,
and so we'll be taking it away. We need a movement that persuades people that
consumption is not the royal road to happiness, and convinces them that there is
aviable alternative. We have to think of the transition from consumption to lei-
sure as more gradual. Workplace democracy is crucial.
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Let me conclude with a brief remark on that fundamental difference between Mi-
chael and me, our assessment of the market. The question of community-
supported agriculture was raised earlier. Let's think about a farmers’ market.
People bring produce to market. The fact that customers can choose which farm-
ers to buy from keeps prices in line. So there's competition—but individual farm-
ers are not trying to drive their competitors out of business. Neither producers
nor consumers are being exploited by these markets.

The point is, markets are not inherently evil. Competition is not always bad. It's
true that markets don't always get the prices right, but what's the alternative?
ParEcon offers one—we’ll sit at our computers and make lists of our annual
needs; we'll get feedback; we'll revise our lists; the process will go back and forth
for several iterations; ultimately society will vote. Will this procedure get the
prices right? Is such a procedure preferable to letting democratic producers and
economically-secure consumers interact freely? You decide.

Michael Albert’s Response:

For me, regarding the first question, the education question, the issue with educa-
tion is if you have a society in which, again, 20% are monopolizing the empow-
ering work, and 80% are doing the route work, then you need an educational sys-
tem which does what? For 80%, it must teach you how to endure boredom and
take orders. If you remember being in school, watching the clock, praying for the
end of the day, but sitting there waiting, you’re enduring boredom and you’re
obeying orders. But if you’re in the fancy track, the 20%, you’re excited about
what’s going on. You are getting ready to rule. The horrible stunting of most
people occurs because it’s necessary to rob most people of their capacities. Edu-
cation is not about fulfilling capacities, it’s literally about damping down capaci-
ties.

Fifty years ago, there were few women doctors. It wasn’t because they were ge-
netically incapable of doing it, which is what most people claimed — it was be-
cause the educational system had them in the 80%, almost entirely, so it robbed
them. So the first thing about ParEcon and the implications for the educational
system is that it requires that the educational system graduates people into soci-
ety who are prepared to participate, and who have fully developed their capaci-
ties. In other words ParEcon promotes good education, not stifling capacities.

After the 1960s, the U.S. government sponsored something called the Carnegie
Commission to investigate what went wrong in the 60’s. The Carnegie Commis-
sion investigated, and they came up with an answer. They decided that the popu-
lation was being overeducated; that people were graduating and they actually ex-



There is an Alternative: Economic Democracy & Participatory Economics 79

pected to have a life; they actually expected to have some say in what happened
to them; and then they became the workers, or saw that they were about it, and of
course had no say, and got angry. Now, that wasn’t the whole of what happened
in the 60’s, but there was truth to it, and as a result, the policies that emerged
were to raise costs of education, cut back the resources for schools in which the
constituency in the schools isn’t going to be in the 20%, and so on. It’s capital-
ism — or coordinatorism — are work.

There was a question about crisis. I don’t believe in building movements that are
founded on the idea that we’re going to resurrect society on the basis of a crisis.
First of all, I don’t think it’s in the cards. But second of all, I don’t think that kind
of movement is likely to arrive where we want to go. If we have a crisis in the
United States on the scale the questioner raises, we are far more likely to get fas-
cism than we are economic democracy or Participatory Economics, unless we
have a massive movement that is already striving not on the basis of crisis, but
on the basis of positive vision and positive aspirations for a new alternative that
people understand, and that has become a part of their life, and part of their de-
sires. | hope we don’t have crises, unlike some people on the Left. It’s not going
to help us unless we are already helping ourselves quite a lot, and it would cause
horrific pain.

Markets: the system tries to trick us about lots of things. For instance, efficiency,
efficiency is a good word. Efficiency just means accomplishing what you desire
without wasting things that you care about. That’s what efficiency means. But
most of us get nauseous when we hear the word efficiency, on the Left, because
it means accomplishing what the owners desire without wasting what the owners
care about, and so it’s contrary to our interests. So efficiency actually winds up
hurting us when it’s corporate efficiency, and capitalist efficiency, even though
efficiency per se is a good thing — efficiency at meeting needs and developing
potentials.

The way markets are talked about is similar. The popular discussion makes us
think that stores are markets, that exchange is markets, that prices are markets.
But that’s not markets. All that is present in any economy. Markets are a system
in which buyers and sellers compete; each tries to fleece the other. It’s a broad
system, it’s a societal system. What you described in Thailand, well that is what [
would call people taking markets and adapting them, bending them, having in
mind exactly the kinds of values and desires that I’'m talking about, and trying to
move toward an allocation system which embodies those values. It is a bit like if
you live under a dictatorship and impose constraints on it that are more consis-
tent with democracy. They are good, but that doesn’t mean dictatorship is good.
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When Chavez in Venezuela says to the Bolivians, “Let’s exchange,” and the Bo-
livians say, “Okay, the market price is x,” and Chavez says back, “I don’t give a
damn what the market price is. Let’s exchange in a cooperative way that is bene-
ficial. We’re richer, you’re poorer. We have more resources, you have less. We
have the oil, so let’s set a rate that gives you more of the benefits.” So he’s bend-
ing markets, and he’s bending them in precisely the way I’m talking about, and
that’s part of fighting for Participatory Economics, so I don’t have any problem
with doing things like that at all, particularly if they are part of a larger on-going
project. I think it’s great. But it is best if it’s imbued with a consciousness that
it’s ultimately calling for something utterly different, not just for the old ways re-
fine, but for a whole new society.

You’re right. I didn’t offer details about participatory planning, partly because
there’s not enough time. Usually when I talk it’s an hour and a half or two hours,
and three hours of discussion. It’s very hard to discuss a whole new system
quickly. But there is a book, ParEcon: Life After Capitalism, that does run into
all these issues, and it does raise the complaints and the concerns that people
have, including ones that people don’t often raise that I think up, and it tries to
addresses them. I agree, it would be wrong for anybody, based on this talk, to
say, “Okay, I like Participatory Economics.” The most I want to try and get
across is the idea that we should try for classlessness, we should try in our vision
and understanding of what it means, to win real classlessness. We should try to
understand what the implications are for our work.

And if we want that, then we see, here’s this guy who’s saying this model of Par-
ticipatory Economics can deliver that. He doesn’t seem to be insane or incoher-
ent. Lots of people are starting to agree. So it’s probably worth looking into, but
looking into it means seriously looking at it, thinking about it, and addressing it.
Luckily books about ParEcon are not written like Empire, say. They are not ob-
scure. They are not designed to make people feel ignorant. They are plain and
straightforward, and you have to and can judge for yourself, I agree.

My last little point, almost a joke, is that I agree that we have to put economic
democracy, self-management, and participation on the table, but to me that’s not
eliminating the bosses. Imagine this is a prison, and a couple of officers are run-
ning for warden and everyone can vote. Some people will vote, some people will
feel like they don’t want to be a part of choosing a person who governs me, rules
me, and creates the environment that [ find abhorrent. Can we see that any place
else? Does it only apply in the prison? Of course not. It is, instead, typical of all
votes in the U.S.
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How about if we have a poll and ask the American population whether they
would like to vote for their boss, the president. 50% already say no. Of the 50%
that say yes, about 30%, I would guess, maybe a little bit more, vote based on
whether or not they like the person’s personality. I actually think that’s not a bad
idea. The person’s going to be around for four years, totally visible, creating an
environment, a mood, and since everything else they say is a lie, why not judge
based on what we can actually have knowledge of, their personality. It’s only we
leftists who simultaneously develop the capacity to say, “They lie — listen to
them. They lie —judge what they say.” It’s a peculiar stance that the Left has. We
got the first half right, they lie. Not only do they lie, but we know what their real
interests are, we know what their real desires are. We have an analysis that says
that it’s inconceivable that any of the candidates who might win are interested in
getting out of Iraq, unless the population forces them too, and then we say “Let’s
listen to what they have to say about Iraq.” I think the people who say, “Let’s
vote for the one who dresses nicer, and who looks friendlier,” are actually more
rational, and the most rational are the ones who don’t vote.

On the other hand, suppose God comes down and says, “We’re going to have an
election. We’re going to run, I don’t know, it doesn’t matter, Bush against
Chomsky. We’re going to have six months of discussion, and during the six
months of discussion, I, God, am going to oversee every exchange. If a candidate
lies even just once, I strike them into dust. Not only that, if they mislead, or say
anything other than what they actually intend to do — they are dust. And the dis-
cussion is going to be pervasive throughout the whole society. Everybody is go-
ing to be able to hear everything that is going on, and so the candidates’ plans
will be clear. Not only that, whoever wins in this free election from the American
population, whoever gets more votes and becomes president, I, God, am going to
make sure that they carry through the program that they have discussed, and that
nothing impedes doing that.”

How many peoEJle would vote in that election? 120% of the population would
vote. Every single person in the United States, and a whole lot of people that no-
body knows exists would vote. Why? Because something’s at stake. If there’s
truth, there’s real difference, and there’s real issues. But if we’re voting for a
boss, we’re voting for one of two people who is a boss, it’s not so exciting and
really not very rational.
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Introduction to the Economics of
Liberation: An Overview of PROUT

Nada Khader

Nada Khader has been working on social justice issues since
September 1995. Her personal experience with community or-
ganizing in the United States around issues of social, economic
and racial justice has revealed the various obstacles in the path
to becoming a serious, powerful, unstoppable force for progres-
sive social change. She believes that it is difficult for our voices
to obtain meaningful mainstream media coverage in ways that
give us space to articulate our full analysis of current events,
and that the 501c3 proliferation has also weakened our ability
to engage in substantial political work that needs to happen in
order for progressive candidates to be elected and given ade-
quate exposure. She also realizes that a decreasing quality of
life and a decline in real wages since the 1970s have made or-
dinary folk more concerned about meeting their family’s needs
as opposed to attending community meetings and events, and
that our capitalist framework has also atomized people where
we feel compelled to behave primarily as individual consumers
as opposed to a surge of powerful collective catalysts of pro-
gressive change. Nada remains optimistic that we will find the
strength and wisdom within ourselves to work collaboratively
on meeting the pressing issues of our time, and that we will start
with a fundamental re-examination of our economic system as
the starting point needed in order to move forward into a
brighter future.

Introduction to the Workshop

I attended the first ever US Social Forum in Atlanta, Georgia, in June 2007 to
be with thousands of others who believe that serious progressive social and
economic change is necessary in the very short term in order to help heal our
planet and ourselves from decades of environmental destruction, harmful ex-
ploitation and abuse of our natural resources. I presented a workshop at the fo-
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rum on PROUT, an alternative economic model that is based on worker-owned
cooperatives, economic decentralization, regional self-sufficiency and a func-
tioning world government in which to address international conflict and ten-
sion.

In my workshop, I showed a 28 minute video entitled “The Economics of
PROUT?” that was produced by Paul Narada Alister from Australia. I then fa-
cilitated a discussion about what we can all do now to move towards a more
cooperative model of organizing human economic activity, including shopping
from cooperatives, community gardening, supporting the co-housing or hous-
ing cooperative movement, buying locally grown produce as much as possible,
setting up a bartering system to meet real human needs and so forth. It is with
pleasure here that [ present a synopsis of PROUT developed by the PROUT In-
stitute of Australia (http://pia.org.au) with input from Dr. Sohail Inayatullah,
Jayanta Kumar and Acarya Shambushivananda.

Introduction to PROUT

PROUT (an acronym for Progressive Utilization Theory) is a social and eco-
nomic system first proposed by the eminent Indian philosopher, Shrii Prabhat
Ranjan Sarkar (1921-1990). It is arguably the only socio-economic theory to
emerge out of the developing world that has direct applicability to the devel-
oped world.

1. PROUT draws on environmental, social and spiritual wisdom accumu-
lated as a result of thousands of years of human struggle and experi-
mentation.

2. A PROUTist economy is based on the cooperative system. It is com-
munity based, decentralized and promotes an economic voice for
women. PROUT satisfies human needs by promoting the utilization
and rational distribution of all resources, physical, mental and spiritual.

3. PROUT also has a program for globalization based on the concept of
political centralization and economic decentralization.

4. PROUT has a theory of class and a historical analysis based on the con-
cept of collective psychology.

Building Communities

The primary goal of PROUT is to build healthy communities which, like living
systems, need to be nurtured and cultivated. An economic system cannot be di-
vorced from the people, the community and the bioregion in which it is em-
bedded. Therefore PROUT opposes the neoliberal agenda of deregulation, pri-
vatization and free trade. These policies bleed wealth from local communities
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and the already impoverished ‘third world’ into a comparatively few centers of
global economic dominance.

PROUT advocates a constitutional guarantee that all persons have the right to
obtain their minimum requirements of life, in particular food, education, health
care, clothing and housing. After that, surplus wealth can be distributed as de-
termined by the community values of the day. PROUT also promotes a system
of cooperative community budgets to determine the shares of annual aggregate
income going to households, government and business.

New Definitions of Economic Progress

Per capita GDP is a defective measure of economic progress. It counts every
new nuclear missile, tourist casino and cigarette sale as positive growth — as
contributing to prosperity. It ignores tremendous disparities in wealth between
rich and poor.

PROUT recognizes that human beings are not just Homo economicus. We have
intellectual, emotional, cultural, social and spiritual needs in addition to the
economically obvious physical needs. To satisfy these needs requires the man-
agement of many kinds of 'subtle' capital in addition to physical and financial
capital. Satisfying these diverse needs underlies our productive activity and our
community life. A healthy community with a healthy economy requires ...

e Anexpanded definition of economic resources: Future economic the-
ory and practice will have to come to terms with a much broader defini-
tion of economic resources to satisfy the spectrum of human needs.
Sarkar’s second PROUT principle states that “There should be maxi-
mum utilization and rational distribution of all mundane, supramundane
and spiritual potentialities of the universe.” Australian PROUTist
Jayanta Kumar explains that this principle begins the process of defining
resources and capacities as wider than the purely physical. An equal
footing is established for comparing subtle and economic values. For in-
stance, the aesthetic value of a forest is no less important than its eco-
nomic value as woodchips. In fact, Sarkar’s fourth fundamental principle
establishes the subtle value as more important.

Kumar further explains that maximum utilization is not the same as in-
discriminate use or exploitation. Utilization means proper use and im-
plies the opposite of abuse and non-utilization or resources stagnation.
When people are starving, the production of materials for war is clearly
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misutilization. In similar circumstances, the hoarding of produce for
trade advantages is criminal non-utilization. Maximum utilization of
physical resources provides the means of properly generating the basic
social requirements and amenities. Economic growth, properly directed,
is not a goal but a necessary condition for a society expanding through
improvements in the quality and span of human life. Economic devel-
opment implies proper balance and distribution in this growth process,
and maximum utilization of subtle resources implies full consideration
of peoples’ development and expression in the midst of this economic
development.

Rational distribution refers to access to subtle resources as well as an
equitable and constantly adjusted income policy. Minimum requirements
must first be guaranteed to all and then the surplus can be distributed to
merit, provided that the differential gap is progressively closed and the
minimum level adjusted upwards. Some socialist countries succeeded in
cutting the tails of income distribution — the extreme highs and lows —
but failed to maintain constant adjustment and so disparity has grown
again. It should be noted that this principle extends to include the re-
quirements of the animal and plant worlds; their requirements as inde-
pendent life forms and not simply as functions of human existence. This
principle thus includes the existential value of all living creatures.' Un-
der a PROUT economy, with the development of technology for the
general welfare of all as opposed to profit-maximization, people will be
able to work fewer and fewer hours a day in order to support themselves
and their families. They will have more time to pursue sports, poetry,
hobbies, personal development as well as more time to spend with fami-
lies and friends.

Multi-bottom line accounting: PROUT supports the introduction of
triple- and multi-bottom-line accounting to ensure efficient manage-
ment of the full spectrum of resources, in that we must take into consid-
eration the impact of our economic activity on people, the planet and
the economy. Furthermore, PROUT is based on Neo-Humanism which
is a system of ideas that does not see humans as the center of our eco-
system; rather PROUT is aligned with Indigenous traditions from
around the world where we see ourselves as part of a web of life where
animals and plants and other inanimate entities have as much right as
we do to flourish in good health and prosperity. Both capitalism and
communism are based on a materialistic outlook and do not necessarily
support the notion that plants and animals have existential value sepa-
rate from any utility value that we may ascribe to them.
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e New economic indicators: To measure social and economic progress,
PROUT embraces alternative economic indicators such as those devel-
oped by the Calvert-Henderson group and others. The Calvert-
Henderson Quality of Life Indicators, first published in 2000, are the
result of a six-year study by a multi-disciplinary group of scholars from
government agencies, for-profit firms, and nonprofit organizations who
see the need for more practical and sophisticated metrics of societal
conditions.”

¢ Resource taxation: PROUT supports shifting the tax base by gradually
replacing personal income tax with a rational system of taxes on finite
natural resources.

Economic Democracy

Economic democracy in PROUT is achieved through 1. Economic decentrali-
zation; 2. A cooperative based economy; and 3. A significant voice for women
in economic planning and decision making. Local communities can solve local
economic problems more easily because they are closer to the source of the
problem and by definition the problems are on a smaller scale. Economic de-
centralization also decentralizes population and so contributes to sustainable
population centers.
Sarkar argues for five principles of economic decentralization:

1. Local people should have control of local resources.

2. Production should be guided by local consumption needs and not the

profit motive.
3. Production and distribution should be organized through the coopera-
tive system.

. Local people should have employment priority in local industry.
. A community should not import what can be produced locally.

(S N

Three Tiers of Enterprise

PROUT divides the industrial system into three sectors:

1. Most businesses, especially those producing the essential requirements
of'life, are best operated as cooperatives. For example, the agricultural
and housing sectors fall into this category.

2. Businesses too small for cooperative management and producing non-
essential goods are private enterprises.

3. Very large-scale industries and key/strategic industries are public utili-
ties. Key industries operate on a no-profit, no-loss basis.
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PROUT advocates a monetary system managed by a central bank run as a pub-
lic utility with numerous cooperative banks providing ordinary people with
their banking needs.

PROUT supports the development of a balanced economy, in which the agri-
cultural sector, agro- and agrico-industries, manufacturing and the service sec-
tors all develop in balanced proportion. The agricultural and manufacturing
sectors of so-called developed countries are being decimated by free trade. This
is a worrying trend.

A cooperative economy will encourage a large not-for-profit sector which contrib-
utes to the accumulation of social capital. It would also recognise the productive
role played by mothers and caregivers not employed within the formal economy.

Globalization

In the long term, PROUT envisages the establishment of a system of tiered
communities from the local to the global level. The lowest level would be the
block, a bioregion having about 100,000 inhabitants. At the global level, a
world government is essential to solve pressing problems such as global warm-
ing and human rights abuses. However a world government cannot be imposed
from the top. When local communities around the world have economic secu-
rity, they will naturally see the advantages of a world administration. PROUT
promotes the concept of political centralization and economic decentralization.
It is very important to mention that PROUT is not a rigid ideology that is to be
implemented the same way all over the world but is rather a set of principles
that will vary considerably in its implementation according to time, place and
person. Local cultural expressions and traditions, as long as they do not violate
human rights as defined by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights are to
be respected and encouraged. Schooling should always be in the indigenous
language and all the languages of the world should be encouraged and pro-
moted as part of our collective human patrimony. This approach can make the
notion of globalization work for all, a world where human beings are free to
live, work and develop their potential wherever they choose to do so, as they
merge their economic interests with the overall interests of the local area (al-
lowing no scope for a group of people to come into an area, exploit the re-
sources and local people, and siphon the profits outside the area).

How will it happen?

The contemporary world is threatened by three main sources of instability.
First, economic instability arises from gross concentration of wealth which
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generates speculative bubbles, most obvious today in the equities, futures and
foreign exchange markets. All speculative bubbles inevitably burst. The flip
side of wealth concentration is institutionalized poverty encouraged by policies
of the World Bank, IMF and the World Trade Organisation. So the second
source of instability is social instability, which in the worst case is expressed as
violence and war. A third source of instability comes from environmental deg-
radation and climate change. Given these sources of instability, each of them
potentially catastrophic, it is hard to imagine how ‘business as usual’ can con-
tinue much longer.

According to Prout, societies transform themselves through dialectical struggle.
The existing order (the thesis) in decay is gradually or rapidly replaced by pro-
gressive ideas (the antithesis). The antithesis to capitalism is already emerging.
Civil society including communities, women, workers, indigenous people, art-
ists and green organizations all over the world are setting the agenda where
large business corporations and governments have failed.

Personal Change

An important lesson learned by political and social activists in recent decades,
and arising in particular from women’s experience of social struggle, is that so-
cial change requires personal change. Outer change must be accompanied by
inner change. Keeping this in mind, PROUT encourages three kinds of per-
sonal transformation:

¢ Universal outlook: the struggle to accept all women and men, regard-
less of social status, economic class, cultural or ethnic background, as
equal members of one universal family. PROUT is the application of
family spirit in the social and economic arena.

e Ethical lifestyle: Personal ethics underpin all political and economic
practice. A limited vision of ethics is contributing to the disintegration
of contemporary society. To build a healthy society, PROUT promotes
the acceptance of cardinal human values, defined by Sarkar to mean
the spirit of benevolence, a sense of aesthetics, rational thinking, dy-
namicity and equipoise’

e Spirituality: This is the constant endeavor to maintain one’s connec-
tion with Spirit, the well-spring of hope and the source of all that is
sweet and subtle in human life. Many people consider the regular prac-
tice of meditation or contemplation to be helpful in this regard.
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To conclude, PROUT offers an alternative set of principles to both capitalism
and communism that can help us move towards this “other world” that so many
of us are aspiring for. PROUT takes into account the various dimensions of
human existence and does not neglect the rights of plants, animals and other in-
animate entities. Today, there are PROUT conferences and workshops held all
over the world, in Australia, India, Taiwan, Philippines or Maharlika, Europe,
North, Central and South America. There is a PROUT Institute of Australia as
well as a PROUT Research Institute in Caracas, Venezuela, (Www.priven.org )
that is helping to document some of the issues facing the thousands of worker
owned cooperatives that have sprouted up since the Bolivarian Revolution has
taken hold in Venezuela. We face an exciting moment in human history where
immense change must happen in a short amount of time; we must all work to-
gether to help our planet regain the balance and dignity that has been so long
denied us. Let us boldly take the first steps into this new era.
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Building a Solidarity Economy
from Real World Practices

Emily Kawano and Ethan Miller

Emily Kawano is an economist and the Director of the Center
for Popular Economics and the U.S. Solidarity Economy Net-
work. She taught economics at Smith College, worked in the na-
tional office of the American Friends Service Committee, and
has been involved in popular economics work for over 18 years.
While working in North Ireland, she served on the N.I. Social
Economy Network Working Group and worked with two Belfast
Community Development Agencies to develop and deliver a so-
cial economy training program for community groups seeking
to start up social enterprises.

Ethan Miller is a writer, organizer, musician and independent
researcher whose work focuses on cultivating a democratic cul-
ture and economy of solidarity, dignity and justice. Author of a
number of articles on solidarity economics, he is a founder and
current coordinating committee member of the U.S. Solidarity
Economy Network (www.ussen.org), as well as a website editor
for Grassroots Economic Organizing Online (www.geo.coop)

and the coordinator of the Data Commons Project, a national
data-sharing cooperative working to create a public directory
of solidarity economy initiatives (http.//dcp.usworker.coop).
Ethan lives, works and tends the local orchard at the JED
Community Land Trust (www.jedcollective.org), an intentional
community and cooperative subsistence farm in Greene, Maine.

Neoliberal Globalization and Why We Need a Solidarity Economy

This workshop began with a warm-up exercise in which people formed a ‘human
sculpture’ to express the impact of neoliberalism, currently the dominant eco-
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nomic model in the world. If neoliberalism had a slogan, it would be something
like “markets good, state bad.” It’s about freeing up markets in ways that em-
power big business, by pushing through favorable rules in trade and investment,
and lowering corporate taxes. It means attacking government through privatiza-
tion (e.g. water, schools, social security, Medicare), deregulation (e.g. health,
safety, and environmental protections), and downsizing government.

The exercise provided a bit of grounding as to why we need an alternative to
neoliberalism. Through an interactive physical exercise, participants used their
bodies to represent their feelings and ideas about neoliberalism. They expressed
sentiments of anger, losing control, and feeling choked, and a sense of things be-
ing taken away; they highlighted the term "race to the bottom."

Following up from this exercise, we had a discussion of the term 'neoliberalism,’
which seemed confusing to some in the group, given the other meanings—
contradictory to the conservative meaning of neoliberalism—that many associate
with the term liberalism. We suggested that the 'neo' in neoliberalism means
'new,' and the 'liberalism' of the term harkens back to its original meaning of the
freedom of individuals from the divine rule of kings or an absolutist state. So this
‘new liberalism’ argues for individual, and particularly corporate, rights to be
free from interference from the state.

We on the Left have a great critique of neoliberalism, but there’s less clarity
about what should take its place. Fortunately there is a wealth of material upon
which to build. Alternative economic practices and policies have always existed,
but there’s been an upsurge throughout the world as of late, in part due to the
ravages of neoliberal globalization. The 'solidarity economy’ is a framework that
pulls these practices and policies together into a more coherent and powerful sys-
tem.

In this workshop, our goal was not to propose a specific definition of the solidar-
ity economy, as much as to facilitate a process through which participant would
define it themselves. We supplied some of the puzzle-pieces (in the "Stepping
Stones" exercise) and the group identified a set of shared ethical principles that
link diverse initiatives together.

Stepping Stones to a Solidarity Economy

In this participatory exercise, people learned about and discussed a wide range of
existing economic alternatives that we can use as stepping-stones to build a soli-
darity economy. We broke into small groups and distributed stacks of cards, each
of which gave a short description of a solidarity economy initiative. The groups



Building a Solidarity Economy from Real World Practices 95

read over and discussed the cards, then chose their favorite three or four. We
then came back together and each group took turns sharing and discussing their
favorite cards.

This is a list of all the stepping stone cards at the time of this writing, however,
the cards are a work in progress, continually open to changes and additions.

Stepping Stones Toward ‘Another World’

What is it Called?
Worker Center/ Worker Justice Centers.

What is its Aim?
To organize workers where traditional unionization drives are almost impossible: infor-
mal sector, transient workers, undocumented workers, sweatshop workers.

How Does it Work?

-Brings together workers and others by providing education, literacy training, advocacy,
social service advice, legal aid.

-Builds upon this social/community nexus in order to organize for worker rights.

Successes:

-Garment Worker Center shortened work day and helped 7 workers from Forever 21 to
receive $100,000 in back pay.

-Coalition for Humane Immigrant Rights of L.A. improved working conditions for day la-
borers at Home Depot and obtained a city-funded center in the parking lot of a Home
Depot.

-Coalition of Inmokalee Workers staged a 4yr boycott on Taco Bell and won penny-per-
pound pass through which nearly doubled the worker’s paychecks.

The categorization is meant to group similar initiatives, but there are many ex-
amples where cards could be listed under additional categories.

Stepping Stones Toward ‘Another World’

What is it Called?
Zapatista Autonomous Communities

What is its Aim?

-To be independent of the Mexican government’s neoliberal policies and military op-
pression.

How Does it Work?
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Following the 1994 uprising, many communities in Zapatista-controlled territories have
declared themselves autonomous from the government. They run their communities in
a participatory and democratic manner. They have shoe-making, weaving, and health
clinic cooperatives. They are dependent on the international and activist community to
buy products, contribute money, and create enough visibility to prevent the Mexican
government from attacking them.

Successes:

They have continued for 11 years. Even though they are probably not economically sus-
tainable, the community feels empowered and people have much more dignity and self-
respect.

Wikipedia Article: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/EZLN
EZLN website: http://www.ezln.org.mx/

Finally, this is not meant to be an exhaustive nor authoritative list of elements of
the solidarity economy. Some may be disputed. Many more could and should be
added. We hope that you will help by contributing to the Stepping Stone cards
which are available on our website: www.ussen.org

Supporting local, democratic communities
e Co-housing

e Gaviotas

e Zapatistas autonomous communities

e Community schools

e Regional tax-base sharing
Redistribution

e Progressive taxation
e Basic income grants

Property rights & Commons

e Common property management
Creative commons
Slum dwellers international
MST - Movement of landless workers, Brazil
Community Concession agreements
Community land trusts

Environmental sustainability
e Organic agriculture
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Brownfield development
Conservation easements
Living machines
Biomimicry

Finance & investment
e Democratizing the Fed
Tobin tax
Local currency
Micro-lending
Economically targeted investment
Participatory budgeting

Consumption & distribution
e Fair trade
e Alonovo

Work, Labor & Production

o  Worker centers
Factory take-overs, Argentina
Living wage
Corporate social responsibility
Cooperative movement
Social economy
Father quotas in parental leave
Community-supported agriculture
Community gardens

Measurement
e Alternative economic indices

In the discussions that followed our sharing of the Stepping Stone cards, the
group talked about the recent surge of cooperative development in Venezuela. In
2000 there were less than 100 co-ops in Venezuela, and now there are thousands.
This is a good example of an alternative to the market economy within Vene-
zuela. Yet this rapid growth of a cooperative sector also presents great chal-
lenges: many of the cooperatives are struggling because the model is being im-
plemented without the necessary process of education for participatory democ-
racy. Cooperatives without a culture of cooperation are less likely to succeed.

Some participants also mentioned the village of Gaviotas in Colombia as an im-
portant example of an inspiring solidarity economy initiative not mentioned in
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our Stepping Stones. Gaviotas is a self-sustaining and socially-egalitarian com-
munity amidst a landscape otherwise riddled with violent conflict between leftist
guerillas and the paramilitaries. They have developed innovative water purifica-
tion systems, biofuel production, and have reforested and changed the local cli-
mate. It is an example worth learning more about.

Building a Solidarity Economy Framework

Drawing on the real world examples provided in the Stepping Stones exercise,
we talked about the importance of a framework—the solidarity economy—that can
link these inspiring but often isolated initiatives and projects together. How do
we put all these elements into a larger context, where they can be more success-
fully linked together in a spirit of movement building?

The "Values for a Solidarity Economy" exercise mimics what has happened
around the world with the concept of the solidarity economy. Instead of a few
people coming up with a big model about how the economy should work, the
solidarity economy framework has emerged from people looking around them,
seeing alternatives that are bubbling up, and trying to make sense of this diverse
set of creative efforts.

This approach is very different than that often taken in the past by the Left in re-
gard to alternative economics: develop a big model, debate the model, and then
split it into 400 different factions based on disputes about little details. The soli-
darity economy approach is more of a dialog to bring people together to find
common ground from which to organize and build movements. The detailed de-
bates are still encouraged and fostered, but they happen in the context of a
movement that we all can share, because the movement is being built through
our creativity, and though our collective problem solving.

In small groups, we discussed: “what are the basic values and principles that the
Stepping Stones share? What values do they hold in common?”” Each group was
asked to come up with five values that summarize the connections between these
different stepping-stones. The small group report-backs were remarkably similar.
The core values and principles that were consistently mentioned were:

e stewardship of the environment/sustainability

e cooperation

o shared well-being (with an emphasis on the importance of diversity)

e cquality

e cexploring and promoting non-monetary and non-traditional forms of wealth
¢ democracy and participation
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This set of principles is completely consistent with those that have been articu-
lated around the world as characterizing the solidarity economy. Shared values,
of course, don't automatically translate into collective organizing. These values
may be articulated differently by different groups; they may be only partly and
imperfectly realized in actual practice; there may be varying commitments to
these values by diverse participants in a given organization; and, in some cases, a
particular economic structure might generate effects that are in line with the val-
ues while not consciously articulating them as an organization.

Building a solidarity economy, then, is not a matter of simply identifying shared
values; it is a process of organizing around those shared values to build a shared
story of economic possibility. The common values form the fertile ground in
which new relationships between diverse groups and actors can be built.

With more time, the next step for the group might have been to identify concrete
forms of linkage and alliance between some of the diverse Stepping Stones. How
can these shared values translate into concrete, shared action? What kinds of ex-
amples of solidarity economy movement-building can we identify or imagine?
How can we work to build this nascent movement in our daily lives and work?
We hope that these are some of the questions that participants carried home with
them.
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Beyond Reform vs. Revolution:
Economic Transformation in the U.S

A Roundtable Discussion with Stephen Healy, Emily Kawano, David Korten,
Julie Matthaei, Germai Medhanie, and Dan Swinney

Moderator’s Introduction

Julie Matthaei:

My name is Julie Matthaei, and I will be the moderator for this session. | am a
professor of economics at Wellesley College, and have recently started an or-
ganization called Guramylay: Growing the Green Economy. Last summer, Gu-
ramylay created a website, www.TransformationCentral.org, and we are always
looking for people to submit material on economic transformation and positive
economic alternatives. I am also a member of the Solidarity Economy Working
Group for the U.S. Social Forum; we put together this track of social and solidar-
ity economy related workshops.

I have been writing about economic history for over thirty years, trying to under-
stand the forces for positive transformation in the United States at the present
moment. Right now I feel that the US is at an incredible historical conjuncture, a
time which is bursting with potential for radical economic transformation. In my
writing with Barbara Brandt, we call this time “the Transformative Moment,”
because we have been able to document a deep-seated and multifaceted trans-
formative response to the imbalances, inequalities, and lack of freedom created
by the reigning “hierarchical polarization” paradigm.' This paradigm of social
life, which has ruled Western societies for thousands of years, undergirds our
current unequal and exploitative economic system. It is based on hierarchy and
polarization by class, race, gender, sexuality, ability-disability, nation, and so on.

For the last half century, social movements have been organizing in the U.S.
against these different hierarchical polarities, such as the worker, Civil Rights,
feminist, ecology, and gay rights movements. Each of these movements has un-
dergone a process of maturation, as well as of interaction and integration with the
other movements, through coalition politics and the efforts of members who ex-
perience multiple types of oppression. At the present time, these social move-
ments are beginning to come together, especially through the worldwide Social
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Forum movement, around a shared opposition to oppression and exploitation in
any form. There is a growing commitment both to systematic change, as ex-
pressed in the Social Forum slogan, “Another World is Possible,” as well as to a
diversity of ways forward, as expressed in the Zapatista slogan, “Un solo no, un
million de si” (Only one no, and a million yeses).

This historic first U.S. Social Forum is part of the Social Forum movement, and
represents this coming together of movements to create a new country and a new
world. The organizers of this track of sessions are hoping to use this forum as
an opportunity to organize and energize economic alternatives in the U.S.
through the creation of a solidarity economy network, similar to those which ex-
ist in Latin America, Europe, Africa, and Canada.

Today we have a fabulous panel here to talk with us on the subject of “Beyond
Reform or Revolution: Economic Transformation in the U.S.” [ organized this
panel because I believe that it is crucial for advocates of economic transforma-
tion to transcend this polarizing dichotomy.

I ' was part of the New Left of the 1960s, what we could call the “old New Left,”
since the many of us who are still active are now in our fifties and sixties, old
compared to the new generation of leftist activists. As advocates for deep-seated
economic and social change, we used to argue incessantly about what was truly
revolutionary as versus what was “just a reform.” Reforms were not only not
revolutionary — they were considered to be counterrevolutionary since they eased
the plight of workers and postponed the needed revolution. Deeply influenced
by Marx, we saw class struggle — and worker organizing — as the most important
type of political organizing. Anything which did not work towards socialist
revolution and getting rid of markets altogether was denigrated as being “reform-
ist.” As asocialist in my early twenties, | joined the feminist movement to try to
win women into the revolutionary struggle. 1 ended becoming a socialist femi-
nist, however, and organized around a range of women’s issues. For this, [ was
attacked by leftists, mostly white men, for reformist organizing for rights for
women rather than working for the socialist revolution, which was supposed to
solve the problem of women’s oppression altogether.

Much of the reform versus revolution debate has died down since then, in large
part because of the vibrancy of purportedly reformist, non-class-centered, non-
socialist social movements — such as the Civil Rights, feminist, and ecology
movements — and also due to the comparative stagnation of revolutionary labor
organizing.” However, the reform-revolution distinction still lives on in the U.S.
left— especially in discussions of radical economic transformation. I hope that
this panel will help put it to rest once and for all, especially as a critique of the



102 II: Defining the Solidarity Economy Through Diverse Practices

current transformative economic practices and institutions which we will discuss
here today, and at various other panels throughout this conference.

The basic assumption underlying this panel is that the reform vs. revolution di-
chotomy is not helpful. There are many different kinds of economic transforma-
tion happening now, and none of them are perfect, but they are all bringing
change. Trying to exclude some from our movement on the basis that they are
“reformist” is not useful. At the same time, I want to argue that we can learn a
good deal from constructive criticism within and across movements. For in-
stance, the cooperative movement has done some fabulous things, but it does not
explicitly include other progressive values; it is not inherently anti-racist, femi-
nist, or environmentalist.

Cooperatives and Social Movements

To help guard against single-issue organizing, Canadian activists have organized
social economy networks which include social movements as well as coopera-
tives, community development organizations and the like, so that they can take
advantage of social movements’ critiques of their work. This helps create a
multi-faceted multidimensional approach to economic transformation. I would
like to set up that kind of dialogue here, where people talk about the different
types of economic transformation they are involved in, and we can engage in
constructive criticism of one another. Not a “this is the right thing and I’'m going
to convince you” approach, like we had in the 60’s and 70’s, but an inclusive dia-
logue where everyone can examine how they are — or are not — incorporating
progressive values into their life and their work.

I have invited five speakers to our roundtable: David Korten, Emily Kawano,
Dan Swinney, Stephen Healy, and Germai Medhanie. 1 have prepared three
questions which you all will have a chance to answer. Then we will open the
floor up for questions from the audience, and for discussion.

Introduce yourself and your organization, and talk about how your organi-
zation is involved in economic transformation.

David Korten:

I'have three significant organizational affiliations. I am board chair of Yes maga-
zine, which is helping to define a new mainstream grounded in principles of jus-
tice and sustainability. I’'m a board member of the Business Alliance for Local
Living Economies (BALLE), which is rebuilding local economies around these
principles. And I’'m a founding member and active participant in the Interna-
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tional Forum on Globalization, which exposes the truth of corporate-led global-
ization as a power grab by global corporations and financial institutions of the
old economy we must now put behind us.

I am also the author of When Corporations Rule the World (1995 and 2001) and
The Great Turning: From Empire to Earth Community (2006), among others.
My work draws on the experience and lessons of twenty-one years living over-
seas working on economic development. I began with a mainstream perspective,
but gradually came to recognize that economic development by the conventional
model is a process by which the rich expropriate the assets of the poor and turn
them into garbage at an accelerating rate, in order to make money for people who
already have more than they need. Economic mismanagement has immersed the
human species in a potentially terminal crisis of environmental and social devas-
tation that threatens our very survival. We now face the imperative to rethink the
nature and purpose of economic life in the most fundamental way. We must
move beyond the growth model, reallocate resources from rich to poor and from
harmful to useful applications, and invest in the regeneration of human, social,
and natural capital.

Of the three organizations in which I have a major role, I want to focus here on
the Business Alliance for Local Living Economies (BALLE). It was launched in
2002 by the Social Ventures Network (SVN), which is a business responsibility
group distinguished by two characteristics. First, its members are entrepreneurs
who own their own businesses, which give them the freedom to bring their val-
ues into their businesses. They are distinguished from members of other business
responsibility groups by the fact that they have a fire-in-the-belly commitment to
the idea that business should serve society, not the reverse. Discussions in SVN
led to a conclusion that the deep changes we need cannot just come out of indi-
vidual responsible enterprises. They require building a new economy comprised
of responsible, locally-rooted businesses that function within a framework of
community values and accountability.

Because we identified absentee ownership as a source of serious economic pa-
thology, we absolutely bar participation by publicly traded corporations on the
ground that they represent the most extreme and pernicious form of absentee
ownership.

BALLE now has 52 chapters around the United States and Canada with roughly
15,000 business members. The networks generally form around “Local First”
campaigns devoted to building public awareness of the distinction between pa-
tronizing local businesses to keep your money in the community, and patronizing
box stores such as Wal-Mart. As the business members participate and get more
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involved, there is a gradual opening and expanding of perspective to embrace the
other environmental and social values. Our premise is that as local living econo-
mies grow in size and strength, they give people more choices as to where they
work, shop, and invest. This allows us all to withdraw more of our life energy
from what we call the global suicide economy and transfer it to the new local liv-
ing economies. We believe that business is not simply about financial profit.
When you are operating your business within a community context, part of your
return comes from living in a healthy community and a healthy environment.

Emily Kawano:

My name is Emily Kawano, and I’m the director of the Center for Popular Eco-
nomics. We are a collective of some 60 economists that works to promote eco-
nomic justice through organizing and demystifying the economy. We work with
community groups and activists engaged in a wide range of issues. We believe
that the economy is deliberately mystified and obfuscated, which leads people to
think, “Oh, this is beyond what I can understand — I’ll just leave it to the ex-
perts.” We believe that the economy is much too important to leave in the hands
of the so-called experts. The economy is made up of all of us — we live and ex-
perience it every day of our lives, and therefore we all have a stake in how it’s
structured and run. We should all have some say, some input, into shaping eco-
nomic decisions, policies, and institutions.

That’s the core of our work — trying to help people understand how the economic
system works and strengthening their engagement in making it better. We do
trainings and produce publications and other resources. We use participatory
methodology in our trainings because economics can be so scary and off-putting
to many people. We start by connecting the economy to people’s own experi-
ences. We build from there to help people understand issues such as: why would
the Federal Reserve create a recession (as it did in the early ‘80s), why has ine-
quality increased, why is Wall Street happy when unemployment goes up, what
is neoliberalism and what are its main policies, what is monetary and fiscal pol-
icy?

CPE does a bang-up job of helping people understand the workings of capitalism
in general and specifically the critique of neoliberal capitalism, a particularly cut-
throat model of capitalism (there are many different models of capitalism). The
problem is that the critique and analysis of global capitalism can leave people
feeling disempowered and discouraged. So it’s really important to show and dis-
cuss what alternatives are out there. What is going on right now that we can
bring together, build on and make coherent. How can we create a systemic vision
of what the alternative would be? The framework of the solidarity economy pro-
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vides such a unifying vision, one that is built on real world examples and experi-
ences. There are a serious cracks in neoliberalism and an historic opportunity to
create change.

Dan Swinney:

I’m Dan Swinney. I founded and direct the Center for Labor and Community Re-
search (CLCR) in Chicago. Our work is focused in building the solidarity econ-
omy in what is called the traditional market and traditional state, and we have
been working in the field for twenty-five years. I came out of the labor and plant
closings movement, and after all the work we’ve done in manufacturing, I’'m
convinced that 80% of the 200,000 jobs and 4,000 factories lost in Chicago in the
1980s and 1990s could have been saved. If we had been proactive and focused
on the details of how companies really operate, embraced what we call capital
strategies’, and broadened our alliances to include sections of the business com-
munity, we could have done a great deal to prevent the kind of deep poverty that
we see in urban as well as rural communities. At CLCR, we work to develop
and modernize our manufacturing base because we think it should really be at the
heart of'a dynamic and progressive modern society, and because we see this kind
of development as a way to end poverty. We think that the best way to oppose
low road globalization strategies is a positive alternative that meets the practical
needs of people, is embraced by a broad section of the society, including a sig-
nificant section of the business community, and reflects our social vision.

The two projects I want to discuss are the Chicago Manufacturing Renaissance
Council (CMRC) and Austin Polytechnical Academy(APA). I’m the Executive
Director for CMRC, which represents top labor, business, government, educa-
tional, and community leadership around the development strategy of leading the
race to the top in global high-performance high-value-added manufacturing. The
CMRC is founded on the explicit social partnership of labor, business, commu-
nity, and government; and it promotes development that is economically, so-
cially, and environmentally sustainable and restorative.

The CMRC is doing a variety of projects, and one [ want to tell you about is the
launch of Austin Polytechnic Academy—a public high-school. We opened with
145 students in the freshman class in September 2007. It’s a union school, not a
non-union charter school, and it is profoundly linked to the modern manufactur-
ing economy. APA is premised on the fact that 40% of the small privately-held
companies in manufacturing are going to lose their labor force in the next 10
years, which means that if they don’t solve the problem of the labor market,
they’re out of business. These are companies that are now competing in the
global economy, paying anywhere from fifteen to fifty dollars an hour for pro-
duction jobs. We’re not just talking about a “living wage,” we’re talking about
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three times that. So, in this situation, there is an opportunity for us to intervene
on behalf of the public sector in production. Austin Polytech is located in an Af-
rican-American community that was devastated by deindustrialization. Our pro-
gram will prepare kids for three tracks in manufacturing: high-skilled technical
positions, management, and ownership. It’s exactly the same model of a school
that started Mondragon in 1942. That’s how Mondragon started. They created a
polytechnical school that gave their students the technical competence, and the
social values to then intervene in production, and lead in its development with
the values of the broader community at the core of the initiative.

APA has a pre-engineering program, a top-rate principal and teaching staff, and
twenty-five manufacturing companies that are our partners. Our company part-
ners are pledging internships and summer jobs. They are invested in our project
because they need a next generation of workers to lead in production, as well as
to aspire to become owners of these companies, as many are without an obvious
successor. In this way, our school is now preparing young people in Austin to
have the competence and aspirations to develop, manage, and own production in
their community. We have already been told that we will probably do five or six
other schools throughout Chicago.

Stephen Healy:

My name is Stephen Healy. I am about to start teaching this fall at Worcester
State, a teaching college in western Massachusetts. I’ve been involved since
1996 with a group called the Community Economies Collective, which is an aca-
demic research-based organization operating in both the United States and Aus-
tralia. [ am actually here to speak on behalf of J.K. Gibson-Graham, who pub-
lished the End of Capitalism and A Post-Capitalist Politics. Julie Graham, who is
the U.S. half of the J.K. Gibson-Graham writing partnership, is recovering from
an extended illness, and was unable to be here today, so [ am going to do my best
to try and summarize the work that has been inspired by their writings. There are
actually several members of the Community Economies Collective here, graduate
students that have been working with Julie, trying to think about how, from an
academic location, we can do socially-engaged research at a local or regional
level that rethinks the process of economic development. Our goal here is to dis-
seminate a vision of the economy that isn’t something organized in relation to an
over-arching set of imperatives or a logic, nor simply reflective of the interests of
the so-called capitalist class, but is instead a heterogeneous space. In the same
way that we have racial diversity, ethnic diversity, sexual diversity, or a diversity
of social concerns, the economy is actually composed of many different relations
of production, different types of exchange and compensation, and different forms
of owning property. Someone mentioned open-source, which is just one exam-
ple.
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If you produce this different representation of the economy, where every facet of
it is up for grabs, you can then teach people that they are part of this existing
widely dispersed set of practices that span not only into their working life, but
also their homes, their community relations, and their relations with their
neighbors. If they feel a part of that, they can take responsibility for these rela-
tions, and they can engage in the process of development in a different sort of
way. Most people know that Mondragon Cooperatives, for instance, was pre-
ceded by a polytechnical institute, but actually Jose Maria Arizmendi started that
school over dinner conversations with about five people. It was initially an idea
that took off. That is the power of trying to think differently. It is the precursor
to imagining a different world.

There has been a longstanding historical tension between academic groups and
community groups — a suspicion of the academy. I think largely because Julie
has lived in the Pioneer Valley for thirty years, and was part of the women’s
movement there, she was able to create a model that allows us to think about
how we can just sit down and have a conversation with groups like the Alliance
to Develop Power or Collective Copies, in order to think about the way in which
we could direct our academic research in the service of a different practice of lo-
cal economic development. Just to give an example, we’ve been talking with
Caroline Murray from the Anti-Displacement Project for about ten years or
more. That group initially started as an organization that was trying to retain af-
fordable housing in an area where there was a lot of development pressure to go
market rate, because of all the college students. Through sheer force of will, the
ADP has been able to retain a significant amount of affordable housing. They
have around $30 million in housing assets that is owned and controlled by the
low-income residents living there. But they didn’t stop there, they actually went
on to form a worker cooperative that deals with landscape and maintenance. That
was an expansion of their mission, and it was a way of providing employment for
their members, and also supporting their organization. More recently, in collabo-
ration with local unions, they have founded an alternative hiring hall and labor
education center, and have gotten really involved with immigrant rights groups
and so forth. What is so interesting here is that really there’s a link here between
the efforts of the volunteer-based economy, the ADP, a different way of engag-
ing with unions and other community organizations, and the market economy as
a whole. This labor center potentially fundamentally transforms people who
would otherwise have to go to a temp agency like Slave Ready — I mean Labor
Ready — in order to find employment. They also got the district attorney at the
state level involved in investigating, among other things, Labor Ready’s pay-
docking and transportation fee practices.
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I guess on some level | have always felt self-conscious about the “localness” of
our efforts because I came out of the sectarian Marxist movement, saying to my-
self “what are you doing being involved in these local reformist efforts?” But as
a geographer, what I’ve learned is to say to myself, “wait a minute, things can
jump scales.” Experiments such as those conducted by the ADP can go from the
local to the regional to the national to the global. In the same way that experi-
ments in the natural sciences require replication in order to gain validity, social
experiments conducted by the ADP also require replication. The role that
scholar-activists can play in this process is to encourage the replication of these
experiments simply by talking about them in the classroom and other settings.
The idea that conversation plays a critical role in constituting social reality—
what Judith Butler calls the performative effect of discourse—is not new. Where
did feminism start from? On some level, as Julie has said many times, feminism
was a bunch of ideas, conversations at different locations, that eventually became
the basis for thinking about gender in a fundamentally different way.

Some of the economic experiments being conducted in our home region of the
Pioneer Valley are attempting to propagate themselves in precisely this way. One
local example is Collective Copies, which was born out of a capitalist organiza-
tion, a strike where the capitalists left the area. The community provided the
loans for the workers to buy out the owners and start this business, which has
been running for twenty-three years. Today they have $1.4 million in sales and
three locations, and because the workers are in control of the surplus, they are
able to give back to the community, and they donate to everything from the Da-
kin Animal Shelter, to the UMASS GLBT organization, to environmental
groups. So, there is a link there between the cooperative movement and every
other type of concern. Just a thought, more than that, an example. Collective
Copies is interested and actively involved both in promoting cooperatives as an
economic model as well as spreading the idea that worker-owned businesses can
be powerfully connected to local social movements and the democratic process.

Germai Medhanie:

My name is Germai Medhanie. Because my organization is very new, I don’t
have much to report, but I would still like to talk a little bit about what we would
like to do. The organization is called Guramylay: Growing the Green Economy,
and our website is www.TransformationCentral.org. With the website, we are
trying to tell people about the positive things that are happening within our
movement. These are stories about ordinary people who are starting transforma-
tive initiatives, whether it’s creating jobs, working with the land and growing or-
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ganic products, or informing children about global warming. That is power, and
it inspires others.

The other thing that I want to talk about in Transformation Central is about im-
migrants’ experiences. I’'m an immigrant, and I really want to bring immigrants
to tell their stories, stories that have not been told because they have never had
the invitation or opportunity to share them. Right now, conditions in the U.S. are
hostile to immigrants, and they may feel it is too risky to expose themselves. In
addition, there is often a language barrier.

I want these immigrants to tell stories about the good and the bad things about
living in the United States. It could be their first experience as car-washers or
dish-washers, and the ups and downs of living here as an immigrant. True stories
will help other new immigrants who come to this country learn what life had
been for those who came before them, and can help guide them to make better
choices.

As I see it, for many immigrants, in particular for immigrants of color, it is
harder to succeed now than at the time that I came, twenty-eight years ago. At
that time, we were able to work part-time at minimum-wage jobs, and also able
to go to school part-time. Now, with the high cost of education, housing, and
transportation, it is difficult to survive on a minimum wage income. It is almost
impossible to both work and go to school. When the economy is bad, anti-
immigrant sentiments get intensified, and it is a bad time to be a new immigrant.
One way to help is to have recent immigrants who are US citizens tell their sto-
ries, describe how they succeeded, and be vocal for immigrants’ rights. This
could be a healing process for both the new and old immigrants to assess the
myth that “America is the land of opportunity” because there many Americans
who live in the shadow of that myth.

Also, at Guramylay we are interested in promoting a greener economy. We want
to create an alternative market in the Cambridge area using public space. We
want to bring producers or inventors who are creating green products to an out-
door market, an alternative to a mall. We want to connect the people who want to
consume green products that are made in a socially and environmentally sustain-
able ways with people who are producing these types of products and services.
These markets could serve as an educational vehicle as well as be an outlet for
small green businesses to introduce their products to the public and also to sell
them.
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Talk about the biggest challenges you have encountered in your own
work, and how your group has been working to solve them.

David Korten:

First of all, as in so many progressive efforts, and in this room, the racial compo-
sition of the Business Alliance for Local Living Economies is very white, which
is a serious issue across the progressive movement. It is very clear to us that the
depth of change that needs to happen cannot happen unless we build solidarity
across racial lines. We need to find and ally with groups in communities of color
that are working on parallel kinds of economic initiatives.

We became very conscious in the Social Ventures Network (SVN) of another
important challenge. SVN was the meeting place of many of the iconic socially
responsible businesses like Ben & Jerry’s, Odwalla, and so forth. At the time we
founded BALLE, many SVN members were becoming conscious that these
companies, one by one, were going public, selling public shares, to raise money
for expansion. Once their shares were in play, the values-driven owners were ul-
timately driven out as the shares were bought up by bigger corporations that did
not hold the same values. At first the responsible businesses claimed victory, in
the belief that they were infiltrating the dominant system in order to transform it.
Gradually, however, they woke up to the reality that being bought out was the
beginning of the end. Their companies and products were absorbed, but the so-
cial mission was not. This remains a serious problem. There has to be a transition
at some point in any business to a new set of owners as the original owners age
and retire. We have not solved the problem of how you do that in a way that
maintains the independence and the values of the business.

Third, there is the huge issue of how investment funds can be channeled to local
businesses without stripping the original owners of control. Many investors are
interested in supporting this process. The whole economy and financial system,
however, are geared towards demanding maximum financial returns to their in-
vestments, which means maximizing returns to the richest people around. If
we’re going to move towards greater equity in the economy, we actually have to
reverse that process so that money from people of wealth is moving into commu-
nity investments that actually transfer ownership equitably to people who are not
previously owners. This creates a huge dilemma. How can we manage the finan-
cial process to move in the direction of greater equity in ownership and income,
instead of inexorably increasing the concentration of wealth as the existing sys-
tem is designed to do?

Emily Kawano:
One of the biggest problems that we face is the “TINA syndrome.” For those of



Beyond Reform or Revolution: Economic Transformation in the U.S. 111

you who don’t know this phrase made famous by former British Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher — TINA stands for “There Is No Alternative,” meaning there
is no alternative to the reigning model of capitalist globalization, the neoliberal
model. It does, at first glance appear to be invincible, but I agree that this is a
transformative moment. There are lots of cracks in that model. People in the U.S.
might be the least likely to perceive these cracks, but all throughout the world
there is a huge upsurge and opposition to neoliberalism. The global institutions,
the IMF, the World Bank, the World Trade Organization, are all under siege.
The failures of this model to deliver economically, as well as in terms of equity
and sustainability are really glaring and inescapable.

Itis a challenge, to get past the TINA syndrome, particularly in the United States
where many people are resigned to this model of neoliberal globalization. A
common attitude is that it’s here to stay and we have to make the best of it.
Piecemeal reforms become an end unto themselves, instead of being seen as part
of a transition towards transformation of the system. We need to understand that
the neoliberal model is seriously flawed. There’s growing resistance to it and I
believe that it is coming down. Look at all the left-leaning governments in Latin
America that have ridden to power on a platform of anti-neoliberalism — Brazil,
Venezuela, Uruguay, Bolivia, Chile, and Argentina.

We should help people understand what neoliberalism means. If it were to have a
simple slogan, it would be “Markets good, State bad.” Neoliberal policies aim to
‘liberate’ markets by removing controls on trade, corporate investment and inter-
national finance — all of which is good for big corporations. At the same time
neoliberals want to cut taxes and roll back the state: weakening environmental or
worker safety regulations, privatizing schools and water services, and cutting
back social welfare programs. Neoliberals have been waging a war on the public
good — our public institutions, our environment, our social solidarity, our sense
that we should take care of one another. More and more, markets rule our lives
and everything is valued in terms of price and profit.

Some people argue that we shouldn’t use don’t the term neoliberalism because
it’s alienating economistic jargon. But neoliberalism is a term that is worth get-
ting into popular circulation because it is so widely used throughout the world
and it has such clarity, especially in comparison to the terribly mushy term of
globalization. I think it’s paternalistic to think that regular folks can’t learn a
new term.

Another big challenge that we see in our work is that of fragmentation due to a
single issue approach and identity politics. It’s time to come together, to work
together to create systemic change, rather than piecemeal solutions. Again, the
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solidarity economy has the potential of unifying a lot of single issue organizing
efforts.

Dan Swinney:

CLCR is a very small organization, but we’re now engaged in very big projects.
think one of our biggest challenges is managing growth. This is something that
we all need to address if we really are about fundamental change, as opposed to
being comfortable opponents in a failing system. We must anticipate success,
which means going to a larger scale, and contending to define the development
agenda for society, not just carving out some little niche for ourselves. For better
or for worse, that is what we are trying to do in Chicago.

We have a partnership that includes key leading mainstream organizations in
Chicago: the Chicago Federation of Labor (not just a local union or two), the Il-
linois Manufacturers Association which represents 4,000 manufacturers, the
CEO of Chicago Public Schools, and so on and so forth. It is often challenging
to maintain and manage these relationships, but this is a challenge we are forced
to confront if we aren’t to be marginalized in this process. You can have a lofty
idea and then blow it because of your inability to manage or cope with the de-
tails, and then it is much harder to even get back in the game.

One challenge we have in this context is remaining true to our vision as we grap-
ple with the details of change. As I said before, we think that manufacturing is
central to our modern society. There are complicated questions associated with
manufacturing. What will it look like in 20 years? What is its role in terms of
the environment? How do we change its products and the processes to restore
the planet? We need to stay focused on some of the key larger issues as we grap-
ple with the details. To fail to be successful in maintaining that tension could
undercut everything that we are doing. The same is true with language. An es-
sential part of our program is our partnership with the labor movement. But
much of the labor movement is comfortable with an anti-corporate mantra. In our
view, we’re not anti-corporate. We’re against the Low Road in corporate Amer-
ica, and in favor of the High Road. CLCR is a corporation and so are many of the
organizations in this room The corporate enemy is typically a subset of the
13,000 publicly traded companies that are Low Road, predatory, and do real
damage to our society by their total focus on short-term financial gain no matter
what the consequence to our local or global society. On the other hand, there are
eight million privately-held companies that are locally-owned and that often have
owners whose values are similar are to our own. These businesses are poten-
tially really important allies. So if we have a language that, by virtue of their le-
gal structure, excludes them from our discussion, we have more opponents rather
than more friends.
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Competency. One of our major partners is government, yet one of the major
problems is the incompetence of government. We are a defender of the public
sector yet we can’t become apologists for public sector failures. In the CMRC,
we have been actively engaged in the candid critique of major systems like
Community Colleges, but always offered a positive agenda for transformation
and a determination to see that agenda implemented and a real competency-based
system established.

We’re in a constant battle to show how the public sector can intervene in areas
that are normally reserved for the private sector and to do so in a way that dem-
onstrates competence. There are a lot of people, even our friends, who are really
hesitant to be critical of the public sector in light of the character of the political
debate in our country. So finding our space within that has been a challenge.

And then finally-maintaining an adequate revenue base is a challenge. We were
a not for-profit and when we started; we relied on foundation support. Now
some foundations don’t support our work. They like to help poor people but they
don’t understand initiatives that could really end poverty. So 50-60% of our in-
come comes from fee-for-service. We ourselves have had to know how to gener-
ate our own revenues to maintain the scale of our work, as a business focused on
social goals.

Stephen Healy:

I didn’t realize I was going to have to talk about the difficult part of things.... I
find teaching to be a really big challenge. I just came off a two-year stint — |
mean job — at Miami University teaching students who came from households
with an average income of $120,000 a year, so [ was kind of out of my element
as a working class kid. My intellectual and political commitments constantly
came through in my teaching, and I found that, for the most part, the students
who wanted to get into business school were also anxious about being able to re-
produce the material privilege they had grown up with. My fundamental conclu-
sion was that they were not closed to ethical ideas, or to having different values,
but that they were too afraid to take those concepts seriously. Even the well-to-
do feel this kind of anxiety or unease. What I ended up wondering was, in what
way does this psychological anxiety relate to the type of neoliberalism that Emily
was talking about?

Then I came across an article by this political philosopher named Wendy Brown.
She wrote this piece called “Neoliberalism and the End of Liberal Democracy.”
What she talked about is that one of the key components of neoliberalism is edu-
cative, in that it tries to produce people who think of themselves as risk-
calculative subjects with preferences. In other words, neoliberalism structures
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our relationship with the economy in the following way: we are risk-averse, we
want to reproduce our material privilege, and in order to do this we have to give
administration of the economy over to the experts, who clearly know what is best
for continued economic growth. So in other words, neoliberalism contains this
component that makes us into passive subjects. Rather than being a part of the
economy, rather than being subjects with ethical commitments, a propensity for
struggle, antagonism, conflict, questioning, imagining, and desiring, we actually
have an investment in our own passivity. Don’t rock the boat, and things will go
swimmingly, right? Even young people coming from really privileged families
seem to have bought that idea. In spite of their relative privilege, they feel like
they are not in a position to worry about anything other than themselves.

Challenging this idea, challenging people’s own investment in their own passiv-
ity, calling on them to be a differently politicized subject in relation to the econ-
omy is a big challenge for me as an educator. It shows up in different forms for
people who are more from my class background. There is a different set of anxie-
ties, the thought “I’ve just got to worry about surviving” — that sort of mentality.
It also shows up in me.

It’s very difficult to be an academic proletarian, teaching four classes this fall
and trying to retain my activist commitments. I need to continue to have an in-
vestment in this sort of work of exploring and fostering community based
economies. The most effective way to do this is to engage in collective activist-
academic research projects. This can take a variety of forms, including a two day
road trip with colleagues to the USSF.

Germai Medhanie:

One challenge we have is how to obtain public space for our market project.
We have to go about choosing which space is the best suited to bring more peo-
ple and it has to be an affordable space. We have to deal with permits, with in-
surance, with public policy, as well as with politics. Sometimes it is difficult to
know who owns the land, and then deal with a police and fire detail. To do all of
these things costs money, and it is always the case that it is very challenging for
small organizations to raise funds.

The other challenge we have is how to maintain the trust of some leftist progres-
sive people in the movement. They may think that creating a market and promot-
ing consumption is too capitalist and business-oriented. We need to assure them
that this is also a transformative way to bring change, and we will build that trust
through communicating with them by including them in the process.
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Those are the kinds of challenges that we face. We are new, small organization,
and we need to work within our limits as a small organization. We want to do a
lot, but to a certain extent, we need to recognize our limits. It is a challenge to
recognize these limits while we are working and holding on to the mission of the
organization

First Round of Questions:

A discussion ensues about the structure of the corporation. Dan Swinney thinks
that the distinction between high road and low road is more helpful, because, as
he says, “there are non-corporate structures that can be corrupt. I’ve been ac-
cused of turning workers into capitalists because ‘if you own a company, how
can you help but be corrupt?’ The most corrupting influence, I think, is a union
office. So we have to build a movement that understands the limits and possibili-
ties of these structures, and fights for the values and the systemic change we
want within their context.” He talks about how we have to be expansive in our
language so that we can also be expansive about who we work with, because
there is a lot of creative ferment going on in forming economic alternatives.

An audience member talks about his organizing with the Northwest Bronx Com-
munity and Clergy Coalition in the Northwest Bronx, and the trade-offs he has to
make to ensure that there are true and attainable benefits to the community. They
are contending to develop retail space, and get a community benefits agreement
and a labor peace agreement. Although the stores that will be going in the devel-
opment will still be traditional “big-box stores,” this will give community mem-
bers access to better jobs and lower-priced products. Hopefully, this organizing
can be a springboard for more efforts to build an alternative local economy.

David Korten defines one of the main problems with corporate structure is that
corporations are currently defined as people under the law, and therefore they are
protected under the Bill of Rights in the same way a person would be. One audi-
ence member acknowledges that, “Yes, there are ways that we can move towards
our vision of another world using existing legal structures, but I would love to
see part of the solidarity economy focus on challenging this relatively new status
of corporations. It must be challenged and revoked, so that corporations are no
longer considered as “people” with rights,” He wants to hear more about what
kind of political movement might be able to mobilize against the current legal
corporate structure.

Julie Matthaei first points out that our consumer decisions influence the econ-
omy. We can all influence the economy at the individual level by being involved
in democratic workplaces, or by building citizenship to build a participatory de-
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mocracy. Currently, most people are very passive in relation to the economy, and
the profession of economics generally encourages this. Economists teach main-
stream propaganda, that everything is fair, and that we should all leave the curves
to the economists. We are taught to be more self-interested and more
materialistic.

Bringing the point about democratizing the workplace and the economy to a
more concrete level, Adam Trott tells a story about solidarity in his own worker
cooperative, Collective Copies. Recently, Collective Copies started selling
products from other cooperatives in order to promote and support them. This past
year, they sold $20,000 in chocolate bars from Equal Exchange at a very small
mark-up, and this set-up makes everyone happy: the worker-owners at Equal
Exchange, the worker-owners at Collective Copies, and the customers. In regards
to ownership, he says that, “I would just like to promote with all my heart local
leadership and local ownership. But who owns these companies? I don’t want
just one owner, even if they work really hard, [ want them all to be owners. Be-
cause if the local economy means that only not one person gets exploited, then I
don’t know if that’s the type of economy that I want.”

The discussion turns to the connection between political democracy and eco-
nomic democracy. One audience member argues that we need to work for the
former before we can ever hope to achieve the latter: “It’s not “we have to pass
these laws, we have to change these corporations,” we actually have to build de-
mocracy from the grassroots. And it’s only by people working on a day-to-day
basis and deciding things democratically do they develop the skills that they can
recognize and work on a political level democratically. We have been trying to
focus on doing it the other way around.”

Among the resources that were brought up in this discussion were: Open
Capital www.opencapital.org, and Social Enterprise Coalition
www.socialenterprise.org.uk,

Comment on the overall process of economic transformation in the U.S. and
in the world, in terms of opportunities and challenges, including solidarity
economy networking

Stephen Healy:
To speak from my own professional context, Julie Graham and Katherine Gib-
son, as geographers, have been talking about what we are calling here the soli-
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darity economy for about ten years or more. Ten years ago, the spirit of the eco-
nomics discipline, which is very Marxist in its orientation, was “that’s crazy
talk!” There was an enormous investment in taking on the huge behemoth capi-
talism, and it was a really masculine and macho thing to do, and here Julie and
Katherine come along talking about gift economy, and volunteering, and coop-
erative businesses, and people dismissed it as small, interstitial, and ineffectual.
But of course the thing they didn’t think about was if a lot of small things are
happening everywhere, like photosynthesis. .. then maybe it’s not a small thing.
Ten years later, who’s laughing now? Me — [ mean them. There was just this ex-
plosion of interest in this way of thinking about local development on different
scales. It’s just so inspiring for me, and I feel like I’m swimming in a sea of pos-
sibilities, and places to learn, and things to talk about, and people to talk with.
It’s just so much less lonely. That whole town v. gown, community group v.
scholar thing, at least in our own region, is going away, partially out of necessity.
As the issues of resource depletion and global climate change become self-
evident realities to increasing numbers of people, my suspicion is that interest in
developing locally based regionally linked systems of production, exchange and
consumption will continue to expand. So I think things are changing pretty rap-
idly, and I am happy.

Dan Swinney:

I actually want to go back to the point about optimism. I’'m scared to death.
There’s a crisis that’s global, that’s environmental, that’s economic, and that is
destabilizing our world. We are at a moment when we could either face decades
of darkness that could see enormous destruction, or an opportunity for real fun-
damental change. While I’'m heartened by what we’re doing, I know that we’re
way behind the growing power of the Low Road, and we are losing at this point.
We urgently need a program that speaks to how we would differently organize
the economy in a comprehensive way from the micro to the macro level.

I think that the scale of the issues of the environment and poverty do not allow us
comfort in being marginal. In this work we have to recognize there’s a contin-
uum from very little influence with small projects to very large-scale projects.
Working with that continuum is the function of a social movement that really is
committed to being a truly transformative movement rather than just a feeble
light in a hostile dying world.

Finally, we need to be bold in creating alliances. In the work we’re doing we
find that the political coalition around that is remarkably large. I work as much
with Republicans as I do with Democrats, Independents, and Greens. At this
point, I think the ideas we’re talking about can really be the catalyst for a move-
ment that’s broader than anything we’ve seen in the last 60-70 years.
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Emily Kawano:
I completely echo the feeling that we are on the verge of a crisis. When I say that
there are these huge cracks in neoliberalism, and that I believe that it’s coming
down, that doesn’t mean that I’m unreservedly optimistic. I am hopeful, but also
feel that it’s a very dangerous time. Things could go just as easily in a very bad
direction, a dark age of fascism, xenophobia, greater social fragmentation come
to mind. That’s why it’s so important to build a base of actual practice and soli-
darity —to provide evidence that there are viable alternatives that exist all around
us.

Just to step back a little bit - for those of you who might not be familiar with the
term “solidarity economy,” I’m sure you’ve picked up a sense of'it, but it’s not a
term that’s bandied about much in the U.S. So, to elaborate a bit: the solidarity
economy is more of a framework than it is a model. It doesn’t have a blueprint; it
doesn’t have rigid prescriptions. It’s a framework built around principles of soli-
darity, cooperation, egalitarianism, sustainability, and democracy. Also, it is rela-
tively new, and it’s very much in the early stages of being defined. There’s a lot
of debate about the definition, the framework, and how it’s going to grow. So
don’t worry if you’ve never heard the term before. It just doesn’t have a lot of
currency in the U.S., but that’s something that we want change - to build aware-
ness about the solidarity economy, to simulate debates and constructive dialogue.

The last thing that [ want to say goes back to the values issue. We’ve been hash-
ing this out all morning. Is the solidarity economy defined by good values: cor-
porate social responsibility, socially responsible investment, ethical consumption
and the like? I argue that values are important, but in order to enable those val-
ues, we need to think about structural, systemic change. Yes, there are capitalist
corporations that behave responsibly — provide decent wages, benefits, working
conditions, minimize pollution, and maybe even give workers some say in the
running of the business. But the problem goes beyond good intentions to the dy-
namics that are driven by the system, the competition and the rules of the game.

At the heart of neoliberal cut-throat capitalism is a system that drives even well-
intentioned capitalists to do bad things. For example, CEOs (corporate executive
officers) are answerable to their stockholders, and if they don’t produce a high
enough rate of profit, then the value of their stock will go down and they become
vulnerable to a hostile takeover. They don’t want that want because they’ll lose
their job. So there’s pressure to boost profits by cutting wages, benefits, out-
sourcing and so forth, particularly if the competition is doing so. Small retailers
feel the pressure of competition from big box retailers like Wal-Mart. They may
be committed to good practices and supporting the local economy, but are often
driven out of business, forced to relocate, outsource, cut wages and so forth by
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the competitive game that companies like Wal-Mart play. Appealing to people’s
values, or moral suasion, is by itself, not sustainable given the way our economy
is structured. It might work in the short term, but it won’t work in the long term.
In the long term, we need a systemic change along with a shift in the values un-
derlying the whole system, not just the values of individual capitalists.

Germai Medhanie:

I am hopeful about what is going to happen. I don’t think it is going to get much
worse than it already is — the economy is in terrible shape, and the Bush admini-
stration is in denial. There are many people who are overwhelmed by debt; they
are swamped, and they can’t get out of it without making hard choices. The high
stakes that are attached to these crises are forcing people to figure out new ways
to tackle economic and environmental crises at all levels.

For example, one group that I belong to, the New Haven Bio-Regional Group,
doesn’t have many people of color — I’m probably the only one in the group. It’s
a serious problem in terms of lack of diversity. In order to help bring change,
they are finding new ways to get to know their community. They created a pro-
ject called “walkabouts.” The group gets together once a month or every other
week, and they find a neighborhood — it could be a Hispanic neighborhood or a
Black neighborhood — and they walk through it and explore how the neighbor-
hood is doing. They meet the community, and they introduce themselves, and
they try to relate and see how similar and how different it is from their predomi-
nantly white neighborhoods. The idea is to create a sense of community, because
New Haven belongs to everyone.

When they do the walkabouts, they also choose topics to talk about; I think it’s
really a new way of organizing — it is like field work, learning by being there.
You see it, you feel it, and you smell it. Y ou meet others, and build community.

I have had experience with walkabouts and talkabouts when I was back home in
Asmara twenty-nine years ago. During the Eritrean revolution, we found out that
it was dangerous to stay in one place and talk politics. If we did, the authorities
assumed that we were talking politics, so a lot of our organizing was done by
walking and talking. When we walked and talked, they thought that we are go-
ing home, but in fact, we had an agenda. We needed to use whenever method
worked to organize, and to walk while talking was the best way to mobilize for
social change. The Bio-Regional Group is also working on small local business
development. They want to bring together small businesspeople together. It is of-
ten difficult for small, local businesses to survive in competition with large cor-
porate competitors. This group is strategizing to pressure the city, state, and fed-
eral government for policies to support local businesses.
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David Korten:

I think there is enormous potential in what you’re doing in the solidarity econ-
omy network. We are each so involved in our own initiatives that we rarely take
time to step back and look at the broader picture in the way we are here.

The combination of climate chaos, peak oil, and the collapsing U.S. dollar are
going to dramatically shift the economic incentives from the global to the local.
Those communities that are working to build local self-reliance in food and en-
ergy are going to have a huge advantage.

I was very taken by Dan’s recent point that we should not confine ourselves to a
particular part of the political spectrum. If you look at polling data you find a
huge consensus on key values that transcends the normal division between con-
servatives and liberals. The bottom line is people want to see greater priority
given to the needs of family, community, children, and the environment. And
that’s what we are talking about here, shifting from an economy that is focused
on money and financial values to an economy that actually serves life — children,
family, community, and nature. I think we have enormous potential to draw in
people who otherwise would identify as conservative or even Republican. An
important piece of this is the statistic that 72 percent of Americans believe that
big companies have too much power over too many aspects of American life.

I very much side with Emily’s position that we need to deal with the structural
issues around corporations, and particularly publicly traded corporations that in-
stitutionalize the most perverse form of absentee ownership and embrace short-
term financial gain as their only value. As she notes, the argument that we can
make the system accountable through our individual decisions as investors and
consumers is specious. Pitting large unorganized groups of ordinary investors
and consumers against highly organized global corporations is folly, especially in
the situation of an unregulated market designed to benefit the irresponsible at the
expense of the responsible. The incentives are backwards. We need to change the
rules to favor doing the right thing.

I differ, however, with another part of Emily’s argument — the argument that the
problem rests exclusively with the system. In my book, When Corporations Rule
the World, 1 self-consciously kept the focus on the system, rather than on person-
alities. More recently, thanks to George Bush, Ken Lay, and a host of other
deeply flawed personalities, I have come to realize that we are also dealing with
certifiable sociopaths who are psychologically incapable of making sound moral
judgments. A recent article in Fast Company, called “Is Your Boss a Psycho-
path?” makes this point.” We need to keep in mind the fact that we are dealing
with a combination of dysfunctional institutions and dysfunctional individuals.
The most frightening piece is that dysfunctional personalities tend to be particu-
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larly attracted to the power that high-level positions in government and corpora-
tions give them and these organizations are prone to elevate them to positions of
power because they embody the values of the predatory system. In this way the
institutions of the current global suicide economy actually suppress the develop-
ment of a healthy moral consciousness and sensibility, and actively reward pa-
thology. It is a crime against humanity.

Second Round of Questions:

Questions are asked about the problems with the current linear growth model of
neoliberal economics. Emily Kawano talks about redefining growth in more so-
cial ways, with human indicators rather than financial indicators, and also about
distinguishing between the real need for growth in developing countries, and
over-consumption in developed countries. Essentially, they are on different parts
of the marginal utility curve. Julie Matthaei points out the connection between
our current monetary system and an insatiable need for growth: “The nature of
that system where there is not enough money in circulation for everyone to even
repay their debts plus interest, because there’s not enough money in the econ-
omy, fundamentally creates a necessity for growth. We have to keep chopping
down rainforests, and have to keep mining and destroying the earth just to keep
the economic system from completely crashing.”

Another audience member points out that developing countries are often harmed
by neoliberal growth, where wealth is distributed so unequally. She argues that,
“in developing countries, we don’t need that type of growth either. For example,
in Venezuela, we have an economy that’s been growing all the time because we
have oil, and in spite of that we had 80% of the population living in poverty for
many years. So the concept of growth has to be tossed out, along with demand
and supply curves.” Instead she argues for more humanistic and spiritual meas-
ures of progress.

The conversation turns to socially responsible investment and shareholder activ-
ism, and questions are asked about how to find institutions where we can invest
our money responsibly. Yvon Poirier mentions the International Association of
Investors in the Social Economy (INAISE). David Korten cautions, however, by
saying that, “investing in the solidarity economy is better than investing in the
predatory economy, but it’s not enough until we figure out how to make it work
in a framework of redistribution. A lot of it is moving beyond a society that is di-
vided between what I call the “money people,” who are the investors, and the
working people who live by their labor. This is where you get the worker-
ownership. We should all be doing some kind of productive work, and we all
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ought to have some ownership stake in productive assets —that’s when we begin
to get a balanced community.”

Questions are then asked about how we can move past the concept of economic
scarcity. Stephen Healy provides an example where the laws of scarcity don’t
apply, and where the traditional economy is a supplement to the informal caring
economy — elder care. He states that, “a quarter of the population in this country
is involved in informal chronic elder care. That is about 25 million people, and,
in terms of value, some researchers at Harvard estimate it $200 billion. This is
almost twice the size of the nursing home care and visiting nurse care industry
combined. In this case, the market economy is the supplement to the caring
economy that really takes place in the households. So if we’re going to have real
health care reform in this society, for instance, we need to think about supporting
the informal market. This would be a chance to exercise some solidarity...”

Stephen Healy continues by discussing how movements for economic alterna-
tives can’t wait for the perfect crisis; they need to start building the groundwork
for their movements right now. The Argentinian Autonomista movement, for ex-
ample, started during the boom years when public sector employees were being
displaced. Radio programs, mutual credit systems, and other alternatives were al-
ready in place before Argentina’s economy crashed in the early 1990s. He con-
tinues: “And this makes me think about the conditions in which we can build
really impressive solidarity economies. Well, let’s think about one. How about
after a civil war, amongst an ethnicity that was being severely repressed by a
nasty dictatorship, oh yeah, that’s when the Mondragon cooperative got started,
right? By the Basque people, under the nose of Franco, using the language of the
nineteenth-century Catholic social doctrine. These initiatives really could start
anywhere, or anytime.”

Among the resources that were brought up in this discussion were: “Money as
Debt” hosted on Google Video, and Post-Autistic Economics Network
WwWw.parecon.net/
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