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TA KOINA KAI

H HTEMONIA:
AAAEZ NOAITIKEE
ITIX APXEX

TOY EIKOLTOY
MPATOY AINNA

THE COMMONS
AND HEGEMONY:
ALTERNATIVE
POLITICS AT THE
ONSET OF THE
21st CENTURY

AAEzANAPOE KIOYNKIOAHE

ALEXANDROS KioupPKioLIS

‘Eva véo patvopevo xpwpdTioe ta «xpovia g

Kpiong» atn pvnpoviakn EAAGSa: n e§ugpavon evog
MOIKIAOXPWHOU HWaaikoU KOWVWVIKWY npwtofou-
AoV Kat pop@wpdtwv aAnAeyyUng Kal ouvepya-
olag —and KovwVIKA LaTPE(d, KOVWVIKA PpovTIoTA-
pla, kévtpa aMnhoPonBelag kat diktua avialayng
UNNPECIWV WG OUVETAIPLOTIKA BifAonwAeia Kal
sot[qtéplq (BA. Nasioulas, 2012 solidarity4all, 2016),
TN OUVIPIATIKNA TOUG NAEIOYNIa, Ol KIVAGELG AUTEG
ntav nadid g avaykng. Aviédpacav og cuvBnKeg
0nou n ayopd Kal 10 KPAtog OUPPIKVWVOVTaV N Kat
Katéppeav entpépoug, e§aleipovtag tn duvatdtnta
noMawv va autoouvinpnBolv Kat va kaAUyouv
Baoikég KovwVIKEG avaykeg. Tautdxpova, OpWG,
ouvioTouv BUAakeg pag dAAng avtilnyng yia v
olKovopia, Tnv Kovewvia kat v noAmkn. Ayovtat
néPa and v KateotnPévn avtinpoowneUTKN
dnpokpatia, v otkovopia Tng ayopdg Kat Tov ve-
oiAeAelBepo kanitahopo. Qotdoo, dlaxwpidoviatl
Kal and ta «napadoatakd» evaAAaKTika oxnpata
T0U 0001aAIGHOU Kal TOU KOMHOUVIOHOU.

Tnv aMn auth avti\ngn npoonaBei va
wnhapnoel, va evvolohoynaet Kat va avadei§el
n Bewpntikn cudhtnon yia ta «kowvdx». Edw Ba
OKIOYPAQACOUHE TNV MOMTIKN AOYIKN TWV KOIVWV-
™ ouvbpopn toug o€ dladikaaieg moAlTikng
unokelpevonoinong, otn SianAaon twv oUyxpovwv
UMOKEIHEVWYV TNG KOWVWVIKAG aAAaynG- Ta Opla tng
MoAITIKNG TOUG Kal T oKonipotnTa g oU{eugng
NG JE HIa BLaPOPETIKN, «NYEHOVIKNY» MONTIKA,
€QO0OV OHWE N AOYLKN Kal N NPAKTIKA TN «NYE-
poviag» avaoxnpatiotouv ek BABpwv.

Ta Kolvd: apxdpevn Kataokeun piag aAAng
noAtuKAG

Me 10 anpaivov «kotvd» evvooupe epe€ng tov
KOIVO Mapovopastn Twv dlagopwy oplopwy Twv
«KOWVWV» N TWV «NOpwv Kovng 6e€apevng»
[“commons”, “common pool resources” katd tnv
Ostrom (1990, pp. 30, 90)] 11 TN «Baaiopévng ota Kol-
V4 opdTpng napaywyng» [“‘commons-based peer
production” katd toug Benkler & Nissenbaum
(2006, pp. 395)] h TOU «KOLVOU» [“common” katd tov
Nick Dyer-Witherford (2012, p. 2)]. Mpdkettat yia
ayaBd kat népoug nou napdyovtat cuAoyikd f/
Kat anoteAoUv aviike(geva Kovng 161oKtnaiag.

H npdoBaon ota Kowd yivetat e toug (dloug
0poug yla 6An T guvagn Kowvotnta (ot Kotvoi opol
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A novel phenomenon has colored the “crisis
years” in post-referendum Greece: the weaving of
a colorful mosaic of social initiatives and forms of
solidarity and cooperation — from social medical
centers and social auxiliary education classes
(frondistiria), to centers of bartering for goods
and services, to cooperative bookshops and
restaurants (see Nasioulas, 2012; solidarity4all, 2016). The
vast majority of these initiatives were born out of
need. They were responses to situations where
the market or the state shrank or even partly
collapsed, endangering the capacity of many
people to be self-sufficient and cover basic social
needs. Simultaneously, they represent pockets of
an alternative conception of economy, society and
politics. This, however, while being distinct from
the “traditional” alternative forms of socialism
and communism.

The theoretical discussion of the “commons”
attempts to delineate, to grasp and to highlight
this alternative conception. Here, we will sketch
out the political reasoning of the commons; their
contribution to theories of political subjectivity,
to the fashioning of the contemporary subjects of
political change; the bounds of their politics and
the expediency of its conjunction with a different
“hegemonic” politics, on the condition, however,
that the logic and practice of “hegemony” are
drastically reconfigured.
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notkiMouv, ekivawvtag and v nAnpwg eAeuBepn
npoofacn kat OAvVOVTIAG WG TOV YEVIKO AMOKAEL-
opod, n.x. and évav Piétono nou Kivduvelel, pe
noAég duvatdtnteg avapeoa ota duo dkpa). To
Koo ayaBo to diaxeipidoval ot KOVOTNTEG Mo
10 dnpioupyoUv N T0 KATEXOUV HEDT ano LOOTIHES,
OUMHETOXIKEG dladikaoteg.

Yndpxouv noMhoi Slagopetikoi TUNoL Kovwy
ayaBwyv, ano toug PualkoUg NGPOUG KOWVAG
de€apevng [xwpot akielag, apdeutikd kavahia K.a.)
(BA. Ostrom, 1990, p. 30)] WG Ta KOWVG PEOO MAPAYWYNG
0T0UG EPYATIKOUG OUVETALPLOPOUG Kal Ta Ynel-
akd ayaBd, onwg 10 avolKtd AoyIoHIKG (Benkler
& Nissenbaum, 2006- Dyer-Witheford, 2012, p. 2), [1a Tn
diepetvnon tng noAitkng AoyIkNg Twv Kowvwvy, 10
KUplo onpeio 6nmou npénet va ataBoUpe ival 0Tt
avagEpovial o€ NOPOUC Nou TeAoUV und cuAAoyIKO
€\eyxo Kat yivovtal avukeipevo piag diaxeipiong
anod Kovou —N Kat napdyovtal Kat katavéyovtal
anod Kovou— e Baon NpakTikEG CUANOYIKAG
OUMHETOXNG €Nl {oo1g 6polg, ot onoieg diapetyouv
anod t Aoyikn 1600 TG 1B1WTIKAG 000 Kal TG
Kpatikng-onpdaotag 1dloktnaiag (strom, 1990, pp. 1-30,
90- Benkler & Nissenbaum, 2006, pp. 394-396- Dyer-Witheford,
2012- Hardt & Negri, 2012, pp. 6, 69-80, 95),

And t okomd auth, ta «Kova» Ogv anoteholv
anAwg évav Tpito, CUPNANPWHATIKG MOAO «KOWVW-
VIKNG olkovopiag», onou MKO, pn kepdookonikoi
POpEic Kat BeENOVTIKEG 0pyavwOELG MApEXOUY
KOWVWVIKES unnpeaieg napdAAnAa pe 1o kpdtog
npovotag n ot B€on autou, kel dnou o dnpdato
Katappéel N anooUpetal uno 1o BApog NOAITKWY
Atdtntag Kat 1diwtikonoinang dnpdaciwy ayabwv
Kal unnpeotwv. Ta KoWVG EVOUPKWVOUY KOIVWVIKEG
OXEOELG Kal NOMTIKES HOPEC La0TUNG ouvandpaong,
ouvevvonang, aMnAeyyung, Hotpdopatog ayaBwy
Kal 1dewv, ouvepyaaiag Kat Npotagng Twv atopikwy
K0l KOWVWVIKWV avVayKwv £vavil 1ou KEPOoug n Twv
ENTAYWY KPATIKWVY Kal ETAIPIKWY YPAPEIOKPATIV.

Ltov BaBpod nou évag epyatikdg n aypotikag
OUVETAIPIOHOG, €va diktuo avtaAhayng npoidviwy,
€V «KOWVWVIKO» 1aTPEI0 N PPOVTIOTNPIO, Hia KAA-
Aitexvikn kohektiBa SlapBpwvovtal pe autdv tov
TPOMO Kat auto to nvelya, yivoviat eotia KaAAi-
€PYELaC Plag AAANG NOATIKAG Kal KOWWVIKOTNTAG.
KaBiepwovouv tnv optviia CUPHETOXIKN dnpio-
Kpatia évavit Twv kABetwv dopwv Tou Kpdtoug
aAd kal Twv eTalpikwy tepapxiwv. Mpodyouv



The commons: beginnings of the construction
of a different politics

By the signifier “commons”, from this point on, we
intend the common denominator of the various defi-
nitions of the “commons” or “common pool resourc-
es” (as per Ostrom, 1990, pp. 30, 90) or “commons-based
peer production” (Benkler & Nissenbaum, 2006, p. 395) or the
“common” (Dyer-Witherford, 2012, p. 2), These are goods
and resources which are produced collectively and/
or are objects of common ownership. Access to the
commons takes place on the same terms for the
whole community in question (the common terms
vary, extending from completely free access to
generalized exclusion, eg. from a natural reserve
that is endangered, with a wide range in between
these extremes). The common good is managed by
the communities which create or possess it, through
equal, participatory processes.

There are many different types of common
goods, from the natural resources of a common
poo[ (fishing spots, irrigation channels etc. See Ostrom, 1990,

p. 30) to the common means of production in
workers' cooperatives and digital goods such as
free/open source software (Benkler & Nissenbaum, 2006;
Dyer-Witheford, 2012, p. 2),

In investigating the political reasoning of the
commons, the crux is that they refer to resources
which are under communal control and become
the object of collective management —and/or are
collectively produced and distributed— on the
basis of practices of group participation on equal
terms, which evade the logic of both private and
state-public property (0strom 1990, pp. 1-30, 90; Benkler
& Nissenbaum, 2006, pp. 394-396; Dyer-Witheford, 2012; Hardt &
Negri, 2012, pp. 6, 69-80, 95),

From this point of view, the “commons” are
not merely a third, complementary pole of “social
economy” where NGO's (non-government orga-
nizations), non-profit organizations and volunteer
groups provide services in parallel with the social
welfare state, or in its place, at a point where
the public sector collapses or retreats under the
pressure of austerity measures and the privatiza-
tion of public goods and services. The commons
embody social relations and political structures
of collective decision-making , communication,
solidarity and cooperation, the sharing of goods
and ideas, where precedence is given to individu-
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ouvepyaoia kat tnv aAAnAhoPonBela évavtl ng au-
ta€iag tou képdoug. Luvenwg, népa anod v aueon
XPELO QUTWV TWV KOWVWVIKWY Npwtofouliwv og
KaipoUg Kpiong Kal népa anod tov oUveldntd n pn
xapaktpa evog noAitikoU oxediou, ta alyxpova
EYXELPNHATA TWV «KOWVWV» KAVOUV €8W) Kal Twpa
npagn pwa dAAn noAitikn Béapiton, pia AN nBikn
Kal KOWVWVIKN ouvepyacia, Sla@opetikn and tig
KUPLOPXEG KOWVWVIKEG Kal MOAITIKEG HOPPES.

MapdAAnAa, Siaypagouv to nepiypappa evog
dA\ou TPAMoU KovwVIKOU PETAoXNPATIoHoU PEoW
G ouMoYIKAG 6pGang (Kiounkiokag, 2011, ae. 157-205),

Mpwtov, Evepyonolouv Pia NPaKTIKA Mpoel-
Koviang pe Tnv onoia o okonag tng diadikaaiag,
dnhadn n BeopoBétnan tng culoyikng autovopi-
ag, TG KOWVWVIKNG AAANAEYYUNG Kal TNG KOWVWVL-
Kng euBuvng, evoapkwvetal ota bla ta péoa pe ta
onoia enidlwketal.

AeUtepov, aonddovtal pia noAtkn eypevols
kat opi{ovuiag aAdayn¢ —dnhadn pia autévopn Ki-
VNTONoinon Twv KOIVWVIKWY dpWVIWV oTov GUETD
XWPOXPOVO TOUG Kat otn Bdon tng {ong ouppe-
toxng. H ouMoyikn autodieuBuvan otic opaipeg
NG NPOCPOPAC UNNPECLWV, TG NAPAYWYNG Kal
¢ KUKAogopiag anokaBlotd v ikavetnta twv
Kovwviwv va dlaxetpidovtal anoteAeopatika ug
unoBEgelg Toug, unookdntovtag v Kuplapxia g
diakprtng, Beoponoinpévng noAitikng e§ouaiag Kat
WV «ehelBepwv» ayopwv.

Tpitov, ouvu@aivouv tn pePIKOTNTA e TOV
nAoupaigud. Aev npoBaMouv wg oAoKANpwE-
VEG Kal anoKAEIOTIKEG AUCELG YIa TNV KOWVWVIKN
avotkodopnaon, aAAd wg évag dpopog, petagl twv
dlapopwv dAwv, nou Ba npénet va daoxicoupe
Y10 va PTA00UNE O€ [ia VED KOIVWVIKN GUVBNKN
peyalutepng eAeuBepiag kat odtntag. Ta {ntnpata
NG €UPUTEPNG MOAITIKNG OTPATNYIKAG, TWV OUK-
paxiwv, g ouvbikahiotikng dpdang and tn faon
Kal Tng oUvOeang e to enionpo noAtiké oUatnya
napapévouv avolktd Kat anoteholv avtikeipeva
avunapaBéaswv.

Tétaptov, 1a ev AOyw eyxelpnyata givat
EYYEVWE aywVIOTIKA OXL JOVO HE TV €vvold 0Tl
aVTIHAXoVTal TV NYEHOVIA TOU KpdToug Kal Twv
101WTKWV o1Kovopiwy 1 ot tahavidovtal and
aVTIQACELG Kal E0WTEPIKES dlapdxeg. Embibo-
vial, eniong, o€ €va dlapkn avaotoxaopo, évav
MEPAPATIOYO Kat pia dlepwtnan yia TG KaAUTEPES



al and collective needs over profit or the impera-
tives of state- and corporate bureaucracies.

To the extent that a workers’ or farmers’
cooperative/ a bartering network of products/

a “social” medical center or training class/ an
artists’ collective, are articulated in this fashion
and in that spirit, they become the hotbed of a
different politics and socialization. They establish
a horizontal participatory democracy against the
vertical structures of the state and of corporate
hierarchies. They promote cooperation and mutual
help against profit as an end in itself. Thus, aside
from the immediate need for such social initiatives
at times of crisis, and aside from the intentional or
otherwise character of a political project, the con-
temporary undertakings of the “commons” put into
effect here and now a different political instituting,
a different moral and social synergy, distinct from
the dominant social and political forms.

In tandem, they sketch the outline of another
way of social transformation by means of collec-
tive action (see Kioupkolis 2011, pp. 157-205),

Firstly, they activate a practice of pre-figura-
tion by means of which the end of the process,
ie. the instituting of collective autonomy, social
solidarity and social responsibility, is embodied in
the very means by which it is sought.

Secondly, they embrace a politics of immanent
and horizontal change —that is, an autonomous
mobilization of the social actors within their
immediate time-space and on a footing of equal
participation. Collective co-management in the
sphere of service provision, production and
dissemination, restores the ability of societies
to effectively manage their affairs, undermining
the sovereignty of a distinctive, institutionalized
political authority and of “free” markets.

Thirdly, they interweave partiality with plu-
ralism. They are not intended as complete and
exclusive scheme of social reconstruction, but
as one path among others, that we will have to
traverse in order to reach a new social condition
of greater freedom and equality. Issues pertain-
ing to wider political strategies, alliances and
the connection with the official political system,
remain open and subject to debate.

Fourthly, the undertakings under discussion
are inherently agonistic, not only in the sense that
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npaktkeg nou Ba avaBabuicouv tn guloyikn
XElPaPEINon uno 6edopéveg ouvBNKeg.

TéNog, €xouv ENECEPYAOTEl CUYKEKPIHEVES
anavingelg otnv NPOKANGN TG 01KodGPNGNG ptag
«EVWONG TWV EVWOEWV» nou Ba avatpéyel ta te-
PApPXIKG HOVTEAD, TN YPAPEIOKPATIKA KUPLAPXIa Kat
TOV KPATIKO OUYKEVTIPWTIOHO: 1) OiKTuakn dopn Kai
mv avoikti auvédeuan. H eykaBidpuon kat n €€d-
nAwaon diktwv nou Ba dlaouvoéouy g diagope-
TKEG GUAOYIKOTNTEG €ival onpEPa €vag ano Toug
Mo KovoUG TPOMoUG HIE TOUG OMOIOUG 01 OUVEPYQ-
TKEG npwtoPoulieg otnv ahnAéyyua otkovopia
emdlwkouv va diatnpnBolv, va aAAnholnootnpt-
xBouv, va enektaBolv kat va apxioouv va Ktiouv
QUTAPKELG OIKOVOUIKES 0QaipeS Napaywyng Kat
diavopng €§w and to KpdTog Kat TIg ayopéEs.

Yto nAaiolo autd, n avolktn ouvéAeuan Aet-
toupyel wg évag otifog auloyikng diafouleuong
Mou NPOCPEPEL EUKAIPIEG AOKNONG EMIPPONG OE
0Aa ta evblapepdpeva Pépn Xwpic va anaitel
diapkn napoucia 6Awv, xvnAatwvtag €101 €va
povondat avayeoa otn ypageloKpatikn, eouata-
OTIKA QVTLNPOOWEUON Kal pia duean dnpokpatia,
nou Ba anartovoe v adidheintn otpdteuon
OAwv. H 6iktuakn dopn Kat n avotktn guvéleuon
npowBolV Tn GUHHETOXN, TNV AVOIKTOTNTd, TNV
dpean gUMAOKN Kal TNV KOIVWVIKN EVOwHdTwon e
afova ta «kowvd», napapepidoviag Tautdxpova 1o
aniBavo kat enikivduvo dpapa plag Kowvwviag nou
diaxeipietar n i61a 1 unoBEoelg tng wg €va evo-
MotnpEVO UNOKEipevo, To onoio €ival ndvta napov
Kat €xet anaAlayel and e0wTePIKES dlaIPETELG.

H anpacia tng noAItiKNG TV Kov@v: veopiAe-
AeuBeplopdg Kat To unokeipevo wg EAAelyn Kat
nedio pdxng

H noAttikn apxn Twv Kotvwv, n GUAOYIKNA 106TIHN
autodiaxeipion twv cUAOYIKWY NOpwV, ava-
dewkvUetal onpepa og onpaivovia eVaAaKTKO
opidovta Népa anod TG aviaywvioTKES eMAOYES ToU
napeABovtog Kat ano ta kateotnpéva dinoAa tou
napovtog. Av, and t pia, 0 KpaTIKIoUKOG ooPiet-
KOG 00010AOHOG OIEWEUTE OIKTPA TIG ENayYEAIES TNG
kaBoAikng xelpapétnang Kat 1o6tnTag, and v aAn
Hta 6oolaAONHOKPATIKA ENAVAPOPA OTOV KPaTi-
0p0 w¢ andvinan otn veoPiAeAeUBepn upapnayn
T0U KovwvikoU nAoUtou ival onpepa e€alpetika
duoxepnc, av oxi avépiktn. To aUyxpovo kpdatog dev



they struggle against the hegemony of the state
and private finances or that they rife with internal
contradictions and conflicts. They also engage in
a continuous reflection, an experimentation and a
questioning about the best practices that will foster
collective emancipation under given circumstances.

Finally, they have worked out particular
answers to the challenge of building a “unity out
of all unities” that will overturn hierarchical mod-
els, the sovereignty of bureaucracies and state
centralization: the figures of the network and the
open assembly. The establishment and expansion
of networks that will interconnect the various
collectivities is today one of the most common
ways by which the collaborative initiatives of
economic solidarity strive to sustain themselves,
to support one another, to grow and to start
building self-sufficient spheres of production and
distribution outside the state and the markets.

In this context, the open assembly works as
a forum of collective deliberation which affords
to all interested parties opportunities to exert
influence without requiring the constant presence
of all, trailing thus a path between bureaucratic,
authoritative representation and a direct democ-
racy in which everyone would be unremittingly
drafted. The structure of network and the open
assembly foster participation, openness, imme-
diate engagement and social integration around
the axis of the “commons”, setting at the same
time aside the improbable and hazardous vision
of a society managing its affairs in the manner
of a unified subject, which is always present and
shorn of all internal divisions.

The importance of the politics of the commons:
neoliberalism and the subject as lack and
battlefield.

The political principle of the commons, the col-
lective self-management of communal resourc-
es on a footing of equality, takes on today the
significance of an alternative horizon beyond the
antagonistic choices of the past and the estab-
lished polarities of the present. While, on the
one hand, soviet state socialism has tragically
forgone promises of total emancipation and
equality, on the other, a social democratic return
to the welfare state in response to the neoliberal
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OTéKETal avaxwpa otig veoPiAeAeUBepeg duvapelg,
aAAd anotehel kUplo otuloBdtn kat apwyod Toug.

H hoyikn tou aviaywviopoU éxel eganhwBel
otadlakd o€ 6o 1o nedio Tou KovwvikoU Kat

10U dnpdatou akpiBuwg péoa and KUBEPVNTIKEG
MONTIKES Kal vOpoUg npowBnaong Tou aviaywvl-
opouU (oto Kpdtog Npévolag, otV OIKOVORIa K.a.).
Tautdxpova, 1o oUyXpovo KpAtog eival eKeivo nou
petaxelpidetal tn dnpdola neplousia we KINPA Twv
€At nou KuPepvolv Kal v ekxwpel oTig duvapelg
G ayopdg Kal Tng KepdoaKoNiag (Crouch, 2004- Dardot
&Laval, 2015- Lazzarato, 2015), T «KOIVG», Aotnov, EXouv
KOTaoTEl ONPEPT PLO KEVTPIKN Katnyopia noAUpop-
(QWV Kal NayKOOHIWV aywvwy Nou avipdxoviat
NV EVIEIVOpEVN analAotpiwaon GUAOYIKWV Nopwv,
NV EUNOPEUHATonoinon Twv NAviwv Kal tnv
anioxvaon tng dnpokpatiag 1000 and t veoPihe-
AeuBepn naykoopionoinon 600 Kat and ta kpdn
Mou TNV Npodyouv, Unod TNV nyeaia NOAITKWY Kal
OLKOVOMIKWV €A(T, ot onoieg ouvBétouv NAéov pia
eviaia oAtyapxikn tagn (Dardot & Laval, 2015, pp. 95-100),
Ta «kotv@» éxouv avadeixBel o€ onpaivov piag véag
evaA\aKTIKNG NéPa 1600 ano v Kuplapxia twv
ayopwv 600 Kal and t auyxpovn kpatikn §ouaia.

To kUpto {ntoUpEVo, WOTOTO, yla TV EUOOKI-
pnon piag GAANG MOAITIKAG Kal KOIVWVIKOTNTAG
TWV «KOWWV» €ival n glotacn evag gUANoyikoU
KowwvikoU-noAttikoU gpopéa nou Ba aywviotel
kai Ba epyaotel anoteAeopatikd o€ auth Ty
kateuBuvaon. Kat 1o duoeniluto npdPfAnya eivat
aKkpIPwE 0Tl autd 10 oUANOYIKO UNoKe(pevo Aeinet
onpepa, we anotéheoya tng idag g nyepoviag
10U (veo-)piheAeuBeplopou. Katioxuan tou @ihe-
AeuBepiopioy, véou n nalioU, onpaivel Kat' apxnv
Katioxuon evOG ATOHOKEVIPIKOU UMOKEIHEVOU Kal
anoduvapwaon n dtdAuan tou cUAOYIKOU.

110 oKip10 tou yia tov «@ieAetBepo nolii-
oud» o Jean-Claude Michéa (2008), petafu noAMwv
aMwyv, beixvel 0Tl lotopikd o piAeleuBeplopdg,
1000 0 NoATIKAG (kpdatog dikaiou) 600 Kat o
OIKOVOHIKOG (01Kovopia Tng ayopdc), kaBiotd
BepéAio TG KOVWVIKNG 0pydvwong To ATopo nou
npaypatonolel elpnvika t dikn tou avtiAnyn
yta tov ayaBo Bio, anokopiovtag pe epyalelakd
opBo)oyikd tpono ikavonointika pepidia eudwiag.
H kovwvikn ouvoxn diac@ahiletar e toug pn-
XQVIGHOUG Tou dikaiou Kal Tng ayopdg Kat n yovn
Kowotnta aglwv nou pnopei va oikodopnBe( 1ol



looting of social wealth, is next to impossible. The
modern state does not provide a barrier against
neoliberal forces but, rather, it works as their
main support and aid. The logic of competition
has gradually spread to the entire field of what is
considered social and public, precisely through
government policies and laws promoting compe-
tition (in the welfare state, in the economy etc.)
At the same time, the modern state treats public
property as belonging to the governing elite and
delivers it to the powers of the marketplace and
proﬁteering (Crouch, 2004; Dardot & Laval, 2015; Lazzarato,
2015), The “commons”, then, has become today a
key category of polymorphous, global struggles
against the escalating appropriation of communal
resources, the commodification of all things and
the hollowing out of democracy both by neoliberal
globalization and by the states which advance it,
under the leadership of new political and eco-
nomic elites who now make up a single oligarchic
class (Dardot & Laval, 2015, pp. 95-100), The “commons”
have evolved into the signifier of a new alterna-
tive to both the dominance of the markets and
modern state authority.

The main condition, however, in order for the
different politics and sociality of the “commons”
to thrive, is the formation of a collective socio-po-
litical agency that will fight and work effectively
in that direction. The catch is that, as a result of
the very hegemony of (neo-)liberalism, such a
collective subject is missing. The rise of liberalism,
whether new or old, has entailed first and foremost
the rise of a subject centered on the individual and
the enfeeblement or erosion of the common.

In his essay on “neoliberal civilization”
Jean-Claude Michéa (2008), among many others,
shows that historically, liberalism, both in the
political sense (rule of law) and in the economic
(market economy) grounds social organization in
the individual who peacefully pursues a private
conception of the good life, obtaining satisfactory
ratios of well-being in an instrumentally rational
manner. Social cohesion is secured through
the mechanisms of justice and the market,
and the sole community of values that can be
built in this way is woven around the pursuit
of development and individual prosperity and,
more weakly, around the formal rules of the law
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ugaivetal yUpw and v emdiwgn g avantugng
Kal TG aTopIKNG eunpepiag Kat, noAU nio acBevi-
Kd, YUpw and Toug TUNIkoUg Kavoveg dikaiou nou
gyyuwvtal v gipnvikn guvinapgn. Otav auto 1o
avBpwnoAoyiko HOpPwHa EXEL KATAOTEl OUVTA-
KTIKN apXN €VOG KOWVWVIKOU GXNpatiopou, T0te
enépxetal otadlaka pia «anoouvBeon tng avBpw-
notntag o€ povadeg [...] o noAepog 0Awv evavtiov
OAwV» (Michéa, 2008, p. 147), Agv UNApXOUV LOXUPOI
ouM\oyikoi deapoi kat a§ieg yia va unokivagouv
TV NPodonion TwWv KoIVWV anévavit oTtoug nio ap-
MAKTIKOUG HEYIOTONOINTEG TNG ATOMIKNG WQENELAG,
nooo paMhov yia va cupgBdAouv otn ouvBeon evog
padikou unoketpévou noAtikng dpdong.

Autég o1 yevikég tdoeig tng e€atopikeuang Kat
TOU KOIVWVIKOU KatakeppatiopgoU enttaBnkav pe
v enBetikn 61adoon g AoyIkNAg Tou aviayw-
VIOHOU o€ A0 Kal peyalUtepa Kolvwvikd nedia,
ptag Aoyikng nou deonaddel atnv naykoopia nye-
povia tou veopiAeAeuBepiapoy (Dardot & Laval, 2009),
Lt veoiAeAeuBepn Uotepn VEWTEPIKATNTA £Va
MAEYHA TEXVOAOYIKWY, OIKOVOMIKWV Kal MoAt-
kv e€ehifewv ouvételvav otny nepartépw
anoduvapwan 0x1 Povo twv oUANOYIKWV alAd Kat
TWV ATOHIKWY UMOKEIPEVWY: n e§acBévnan twv
napadootakwv 15oAoyIKWV Tautioewv- n anoflo-
HNXAvion Twv SUTIKWY KOWVWVIWV Kat n didykwaon
T0U Topéa TwV unnpeatwv nou e€dpBpwaav v
napadoaotakn epyatikn td&n kat ta cuUANOYIKA tng
UNokeipeva (ouvdikata Kat epyatika Koppata)- n
anoyonTeUan anod tnv noAtikn nou epgavidetat
aduvapn, avanoteAeopatikn Kat dev e§unnpetel
nA€ov cUAOYIKG CUPQEPOVT, ENIPEPOVTAG Hia
padikn anopdkpuvaen and ta KOPPata Kat Ty ano-
€évwon twv NoAtwv: n ouppikvwaon Tou KPAtoug
npovolag Kat n Ewlnaon twv atépwv va yivouv
«EMIXEIPNPATIEG TOU €EAUTOU TOUG», Y10 VO AMOKO-
pioouv képdn atnv ayopd aAAd kat anAwg yia va
enPlwoouv- n e€aNAwaon Twv ENOPAAWY HOPPWY
gpyaciag kal n avaduon Tou «MPEKAPLATOU» TWV
anopoVWHEVWY Kal avacpalwv epyalopévwy nou
naoxifouv va ta Byahouv népa xwpig Hakponpo-
Beapo npooavatohiopd kat cuMoyikd 6pyava
(Standing, 2014- Lorey, 2015)- N KATAOKEUN TOU «XPEW-
pévou avBpwnoux» PESW TWV XPNPATOMIOTWTIKWY
epyaleiwv nou anéBAenav apxika ot diathpnon
g ¢ntnong napdAAnAa e T gTacigéTnTa N Kat i
ouppikvwaon Twv €1008NPATWY Twv NoAAwV.



which guarantee peaceful coexistence. When

this anthropological conception has become the
constitutive principle of a social formation then,
gradually, the result is the “decomposing of
humanity into units... the war of all against all”
(Michéa, 2008, p. 147). There are no strong collective
bonds and values to support the defense of the
commons against the more predatory maximizers
of individual benefit, and even less to enable the
synthesis of a mass subject of political action.

These general trends towards individuation and
societal fragmentation were exacerbated with the
aggressive expansion of the logic of antagonism
in ever widening social fields, a logic dominant in
the global hegemony of neoliberalism (see Dardot &
Laval, 2009), In the late neoliberal modernity, a nexus
of technical, economic and political developments
contributed to the further erosion of not only collec-
tive but also of individual subjects: the weakening
of the traditional ideological identifications; the
de-industrialization of western societies and the
expansion of the service sector which dislocated
the traditional working class and its collective
subjects (trade unions and workers' parties); the
disillusionment with politics which appears meek,
ineffectual and no longer in the service of collective
interests, resulting in a the alienation of citizens
and a mass distancing from political parties; the
shrinking of the welfare state and the call to all
individuals to become “entrepreneurs of their self”,
in order to reap awards in the marketplace or even
just to survive; the spread of precarious forms of
employment and the emergence of the “precariat”,
i.e. of isolated and insecure workers struggling to
meet work requirements without any long-term
orientation or representation by unions or other
agencies (see Standing, 2014; Lorey, 2015); the construction
of the “indebted man” through fiscal-monetary
means which were initially intended for keeping up
the level of demand at a time of shrinking incomes
for the majority.

In “societies of control” as Gilles Deleuze de-
scribed them (1995a, 1995b), disciplinary power is no
longer circumscribed in enclosed, differentiated
spaces. Individuals are now subject to a contin-
uous supervision that operates flexibly in open
locales, activating digital codes which control
access to information and to real opportunities
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LTUG «KOIWWVIEG TOU EAEYXOU», ONWG TIG MePL-
€ypaye o Gilles Deleuze (1995a, 1995b), 0 e§ouai-
aoTIkOG EAeyxog Oev nepixapakwvetal mAéov o€
kAelotoug, dlagoponoinpévoug tenoug. Ta dtopa
UNOKELVTAL TWPA GE PLa GUVEXN ENTAPNON Mou
Aettoupyel e EUEAIKTOUG TPOMOUG OE AVOIKTEG
tonoBeaieg, evepyonolwviag YnPlakoUs KWOIKEG
nou eA€yxouv Tnv npdofacn atnv MAnpo@opia Kat
ot npaypatikég duvatotnteg dpaong. H uno-
tayn dev eMblwKeTal HOVOV PEGW TG KPATIKAG
kataotoAng Kat ing e§dpBpwong twv diktlwy
KOWVWVIKNG Npootaciag, aANd Kal pe tnv egeUTeu-
on Kwbikwv eAéyxou 814 Twv onoiwv To UNokei-
HEVO E0WTEPIKEUEL TNV UMOTAYN TOU O€ KOWVWVIKEG
nelBapxiec, avahapPavoviag tnv autonelBdpxnon
T0U OUHQWVA HE TIC PETABANTEG KOWVWVIKEG MEPL-
OTAOELG, T0 KUPAIVOHEVT EMTOKIA Kal TIG VOUIOWa-
TKEG LooTipieg. Ta dropa «autodiaxelpidovial v
unotayn toug avahapBavoviag v euBuvn yia v
NPOOAPHOYN TOUG OE PO «QVTIKEIHEVIKAY Katdota-
on NPaypdtwy Twv KoWVWVIWY Tg ayopds.

0 Deleuze Eexwpiet tn petdfaon npog pia
diapkn exnaideuon, tg e€etdoelg ouvexoug
aloAdynang Kat Tn otpo@n ané tov dvBpwno
«MoU €(val UNd MEPLOPLIONO» GTOV «XPEWHEVD
avBpwno» wg dUo onyeia kapnng otn dapop-
(Qwaon NG Kolvwviag Tou eAéyxou. H «kataokeun
TOU XPEWHEVOU avBpwnou (Lazzarato, 2011) g{val n
e€ENEN-KAe16l yia v ebpaiwon plag kowvwviag
eAéyxou atnv EAGBa aAd kal o€ mio aventuypé-
VEG DUTIKEG XWPEC, HE TNV napaywyn autonelBap-
XoUPEVWV aTOpwV Nou €ival EKousiwg eUnAaota
Kal evepywg netbnvia ato olyxpovo Kpdtog tng
Broegouaiac. Mépa and tn Hiadoon Twv Portntkwy
Kal 0TEYAoTIKWVY daveiwv, e  dpactikn peiwaon
TWV €1000NpPATWY TOUG Kat TNV €Kpnén TG avepyi-
ag, 1a 4ropa Katageuyouv atov Havelopo eneldn
dev pnopoulv va nAnpwaoouv toug Adoyaplacpoug
TOUG Kal TOUG 60 Kal PEYaAUTEPOUG POPOUG MoU
enBaMovtal og cuppikvoUpeva lgodnpata. Lo
KEVTPO aUTOU TOU VEOU KaBEDTWTOG TNG UMOKEL-
pevikdtntag Ppioketal pia diaitepn nBikn gvoxng,
Kakng ouveidnang, euBuvng kat pofou nou eyypa-
@ETal 010 PuaAd Kat ota owyata napdAAnAa pe
€V OPIOPEVO ENIXELPNHATIKG NBOG (Lazzarato, 2011, pp.
28, 41-43, 74, 97), To XPEWHEVO UNOKEIHEVO Kata-
TpUXetal ano éva diapkn oo Adyw g poviung
€PYAOLAKNG avacpaletag, tou uynAoU Kivbuvou



for action. Compliance is not pursued only by
means of state repression and the dismantling

of the networks of social protection but also

by implanting control codes through which the
subject’s compliance to specific social behaviours
is internalized, enabling thus self-regulation
according to social variables, fluctuating rates

of interest and currency equivalences. Individu-
als “self-manage” their subjection by assuming
responsibility for their adaptation to an “objective
state of things” in market societies.

Deleuze singles out the transition to a continu-
ous education and assessment and the transition
from the man who is “under confinement” to the
“indebted man” as two turning points in the consti-
tution of a society of control. The “construction of
indebted man” (Lazzarato, 2011) is a key development
for the consolidation of a society of control in
Greece but also in more developed western soci-
eties, whereby self-disciplining persons are pro-
duced who are voluntarily malleable and actively
compliant to the modern state of biopower. In ad-
dition to the exponential expansion of student -and
home- loans, the radical decrease of their income
and the explosion of unemployment have forced
people to resort to borrowing in order to pay their
bills and increasing taxes on shrinking incomes. At
the center of this new regime of subjectivity lies a
particular ethic of guilt, bad conscience, respon-
sibility and fear that are grafted on the mind and
body along with a certain business ethic (Lazzarato,
2011, pp. 28, 41-43, 74, 97), The indebted subject is
plagued by a constant fear due to the permanent
occupational uncertainty, the high risk of running
out of cash flow but also the threat of an imminent
and overwhelming “state bankruptcy” in countries
of the periphery which occupy a weaker position in
the international network of power.

The individual self is also an enterpreneurial
self, called on to assume the cost and the risks
of contemporary economic conditions, in which
the labor market is destabilized or adversely
regulated, the economy is in recession and
chronically unstable, while the welfare state is
being eroded, dissolving all social security nets.
The state transfers now to citizens the cost of
social reproduction, of bank bail outs and flexible
labor markets. The enterpreneurial ethic of the
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ENeyng peuototntag aAAd kai g aneiAng
H1ag ENMKEIUEVNG KAl KATAKAUOWLAIAG «KPATIKNG
XPEOKONIAg» O€ XWPEC TG NEPIPEPELAG HIE MO
abuvapn Béan ato H1eBvég kUKAwpa e§ouaiac.

0 atopikog eautdg eivat, eniong, €vag enixet-
PNHATIKGG £aUTAC, Nou KaAeital va avaAdfel to
KOOTOG Kal TOUG KIVOUVOUG Twv aUyXpovwy 01Ko-
VOHIKWY ouvBnkwv, oTig onoieg anoppuBpiletat i
enavappuBpiletal eni to buopevéatepov n ayopd
gpyaoctag, n olkovopia ivat o€ UPean Kal xpovia
aotdBela, evw 1o Kpdtog npévolag anodiapBpw-
vetal, diappnyvioviag 6Aa ta diktua KoVWVIKAG
ao@aletag. To kpdtog e§WTEPIKEVEL TWPA OTOUG
MoA(TEG T0 KOOTOG TNG KOWVWVIKAG avanapaywyng,
TWV TPaneikwy Hlacwoewv Kal Twv VENIKTWY
ayopwv epyaciag. H enixelpnyatikdtnta twv
noAWV ava@EépeTal KUp(we otnv avILETWL-
0N TNG PTWXELAC Kal TNG EANELYNG KOWVWVIKNG
ao@aMetag, T Slaxeiplon WV CUGOWPEUSHEVWY
XPEWV Kat tn dlaopdAion tng anacxoAnaipdtntag
TOU aTOHOU anévavil oTnv epyactakn avao@alela,
v eueli€ia kat v at€non g avepyiag. Auth n
diadikacia enauavet tv tdon ng veopileAelBe-
png dlakuBépvnang va napdyet «uneuBuva dropa»
nou naipvouv enavw toug th {wn ToUg Kat dev
Baoiovtal oTIG KOWVWVIKEG UNNPETIES Kal oTnV
avadiavopn tou MAoUTOU (Rese, 1999- Dean, 1999),

To ¢ATtnpa ToU UNOKELIEVOU TNG GUANOYIKNG
€€l0WTIKNG XElPaPETNONG anotehoUaE L0TOPIKA
10V Yopdio deapd piag grhocogiag tng eAeuBepiag
nou Eexivd and tov Rousseau Kat QTavel wg tov
Bakunin kat tov Foucault (B\. Pousow, 2006, oeA. 90-96-
Foucault, 1991, pp. 72-75), [1¢ €ivat noté duvatdv va
dnptoupynBei pla kovwvia pidikng 1ooeleuBepiag
and dtopa nou givat unodoulwpéva ato puaAd
Kat atnv npaé&n toug; Av ta dropa gival Kupiwg
KaTaoKEUEG TG 1B1aitepng Kovwviag toug, anod
v onoia agopolwvouy Tig agieg, TIg oTdoElS Kal
UG avuANYeIg Toug, paivetal pdAlov aniBavo va
ep@avioouv opeCelg Kal €EEI autdvopng Gupne-
pLPopag og €va oupnav onou eBiovtal e§apxng
otnv BeAobouleia, onou dianAdBovial UNIKA-
OUHNEPLPOPIKG WG UMOTEAN, UNAKoua OVTa Kal
onou xelpaywyouvtal kaBnpepivd and noAudaida-
\a KUKAWHATa KoWwVIKNAG puBjiang.

To daxpoviké auté {htnya potddet onpepa
Bouvo, akpiBwg enedn n nyepovia Tou veo@ie-
AeuBepiopou dilaAUel ta cuMoyIKA UNOKE(Eva,



many is largely reduced to coping with poverty
and the lack of social security, to managing ac-
cruing debts and to securing employability in the
face of job market insecurity, flexi-work and the
rise of unemployment. This process reflects the
endeavour of neoliberal governments to produce
“responsible individuals” who take control of their
lives and do not depend on social services and
the redistribution of wealth (Rose, 1999; Dean, 1999),

The question of the subject of collective
egalitarian emancipation has historically been the
Gordian knot of various modern philosophies of
freedom from Rousseau to Bakounin and Foucault
(see Rousseau, 2006, pp. 90-96; Foucault, 1991, pp. 72-75), How
is it ever possible for a society of radically equal
freedom to be created by people who are subdued
in their mind and their actions? If individuals are
primarily constructs of their particular society,
whose values, attitudes and stance they assim-
ilate, it appears rather unlikely that they would
evince an appetite and a tendency for autonomous
behaviour in a world where they are from the out-
set habituated to voluntary serfdom, where they
are molded behaviorally as subservient, obedient
beings and where they are manipulated daily by
multiple circuits of social regulation.

This time-old problem appears insurmount-
able today precisely because the hegemony
of neoliberalism dissolves collective subjects,
dismantling social bonds and actively forging an
individual-centered and insecure subjectivity,
indifferent to or incapable of collective cohesion
and action. Simultaneously, today more than ever,
many certainties of the past have been profoundly
shaken, including the dogmatic belief in a deeper
free nature of the autonomous subject, and a nat-
ural, inherent desire for freedom or in objective
teleologies that would eventually also provide the
subjective foundations of an emancipated society
(see Newman, 2007; Marx, 2000, pp. 47-48, 158-59, 173),

The cells of the different economy, society
and politics of the “commons” perform today,
among others things, this absolutely vital political
function: the construction of what is missing: the
collective subject of the struggles for equality and
freedom. They intervene in a critical field of power
relations, the constitution of the subject, where
they confront the modes of reasoning, the bonds
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KataKePUaTidel To KOIVWVIKG Kat opupnAatel
€vepyd Hla aTOHOKEVTPIKN Kal EMGQPAAN UMOKEL-
pevikatnta adidpopn n avikavn yla GUAOYIKEG
otpatevoels kat dpdoelg. Tautdxpova, onpepa ne-
PLOCOGTEPO and MotE, €xouv KAovioTel Pefaldtnteg
10U napeABovtog, Onwg ta doypata nou npéafeuayv
v Unap€n plag BaButepng eheliBepng pUong

TOU QUTOVOHOU UMOKEIWEVOU KAl HIAG PUOIKNG, EK
yevetng emBupiag yia eeuBepia, n epniotetioviay,
ONwWG PEPLIKES PWVEG TOU HApPEIOHOU, AVTIKEIHEVL-
KEG vopotéheleg nou Ba diaopailav tTeAikwg Kal ta
UMOKEIPEVIKG OTOIXEID HIOG XELPAPETNHEVNG KOV~
viag (BA. Newman, 2007- Map€, 2000, e). 47-48, 158-159, 173),

Ta kUttapa plag AAANg otkovopiag, kowvwviag
Kal NOALTIKAG TWV «KOWVWV» ENITENOUV onpepa,
avdpeoa og dAAa, kat auth v anoAltwg {wtkn
noAitikn Agttoupyia: tn 6idnAaon ekeivou nou
Aeinel, Tou GUANOYIKOU UNOKELIPEVOU TWV OYWVWY
yia v 1o6tnta Kkat v eheuBepia. MapepPaivouv
o€ éva KopBiko nedio doknong e€ouaiag, tnv
KOTAOKEUN TOU UMOKELPEVOU, Kal avtipdxovial
HEoa o€ aUTO TG AOYIKEG, TOUG OEOPOUG Kal
TG NPAKTIKES £VOG veopiheAeuBepiapol nou
npooBAEneL oTn PEYLOTN NPAYHATIKN unaywyn
TOU UMOKEIUEVOU OTNV KUPLAPX(a TwV oUyXpovwy
ayopwV, WG ANOHOVWHEVOU, AVIAYWVIOTIKOU,
XPEWHEVOU, EMOPAA0UG Kal «EMIXEIPNHATIKOU»
(BM. Dardot & Laval, 2015, p. 100), Me 11 KaBnpePIVEG
MPAKTIKES Kal aywVieg TG LoOTIHNG cuvanopaang,
g eAeUBepng oupnpagng, tng dgeong Kivntonoi-
nong, Tng ouvepyaaiag kat tng aAnAgyyung ta
Kowvd evouvapwvouy ta dtopa oUANOYIKd, VIKOUV
T0UG POPOUG TNG ENOPANELTG KAl TOU «XPEWHEVOU
avBpwnou» Kat oxnpatiouv dAAa unokeipeva,
avVIaYwWVIOTIKG Npog Tov veoPIAeAeuBepiapo.
Manaidaywyouv atnv npa&n ta unokeipeva g
100TIpNG oUANOYIKNG auTo-dlaxeiplang Twv Kovwv
Kal npo€tolgadouv ta cwpata Kat ta habitus
nou Ba unootnpi§ouv t dlaonopd twv nBwv tou
avolktoU, dnpokpatikou auto-npoadloplopol ato
NEAAYOG TWV KOWVWVIKWY d1aouviEaewv.

Ta AavBavovta n epPpuaka onéppata piag
YEVIKNG (KAVOTNTAG yla autevépyela Kat aAAnAey-
YUn unopoUv va eudoKiunoouv apkel va fpouv
10 KatdAAnAo €dagog. Autdv tov {wtikd poAo tou
kataAUtn Kai tou Beppoknniou yia v kaAigpyela
Hlag autévopng Kat GUVEPYATIKAG UMOKELUEVIKOTN-
1ag naidouv ta gUYXPOVa EYXEIPNHATA TWV KOIVWY



and the practices of neoliberalism that aim at the
greatest possible subjection of the subject to the
rule of the contemporary markets as an isolated,
competitive, indebted, insecure and “enterpre-
neurial” self (see Dardot & Laval, 2015, p. 100), With the
everyday practices and logics of equal, collective
decision-making, free cooperation, immediate
mobilization, collaboration and solidarity, the
commons empower individuals collectively,
overrun the fears born out of insecurity, of the
“indebted man” and create different subjects that
are antagonistic to neoliberalism. They pro-
vide hands-on training to the subjects of equal,
collective self-managemenet of the commons and
prepare those bodies and that habitus that will
enable the spread of an ethics of open, democrat-
ic, self-determination in the high seas of social
interconnection.

The latent or embryonic seeds of a general
capacity for self-action and solidarity can grow
as long as they find the appropriate ground. This
vital role of a catalyst and a greenhouse for the
cultivation of an autonomous and collaborative
subjectivity is performed by the contemporary
undertakings of the commons, which function
as schools of self-governance, solidarity, equal
production and distribution of common resources.
They counter neoliberal hegemony within a critical
field of its intervention, power and domination: the
subject itself and the processes of its constitution.

Political constitution and anti-hegemony of the
commons
In the arena of history and society, persons and
things do not come with meanings grafted onto
them by Nature. Nor are they fully regulated by
“iron laws”, spontaneous historical tendencies
and societal automatisms. Meanings and move-
ments grow out of political struggles and outright
clashes with unpredictable outcomes, which are
eventually decided by the distribution of power
and by Fortuna. The alternative “commons” of
our times are not exempt from politics and its
stakes. Their meaning and evolution are not at all
self-evident and predetermined.

They might be relinquished to obscurity as iso-
lated isles in a global system ruled by the modes of
reasoning of the marketplace and the state. There is
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wG oxoAeia tng autokuBépvnang, T aAnAeyyung,
NG LOOTIUNG NAPAYWYNG KAl KATAVOUNG TWV KOWVWY
nopwv. Avuinaleuouv tn veo@ileAeuBepn nyepovia
o€ éva kopPiko nedio napépBaong, doknong e§ou-
oiag kat Bepeliwong Tng Kuptapxiag g: o 6o 1o
UnoKeipevo Kal TG diadikasieg tng KATaoKeUng Tou.

MoAtukn KatagKeun Kat avit-nygpovia 1wv
KoV@V

Xtov otifo tng L1oTopiag Kat tng Kovwviag ta
npocwNa Kat Ta npdypata dev pépouv vonyata
eyxapaypéva and m Ouon. 0ute pubpidoviat
nAfpwg and «aidepévioug vopoug», auBoppnteg
TA0EIG TG 10TOP(aG KAl KOVWVIKOUG aUTOpa-
uopoug. Nonpata Kat Kivnpata givat andtokot
MOAITIKWV 0YWVWYV Kal aVOIKTWV GUYKPOUGEWV HIE
anpoPBAentn €kBaaon, n onoia Kpivetal v €Ael and
TNV KaTavopn g 1oxuog kai tn Fortuna. Ta evaA-
AaKTKa «Kolva» tng enoxng pag dev Eepelyouy

KL autd ano tnv noAttikA Kat ta dtakuBeupatd tng.
To vonpa kat n e€€MEN Toug dev ival kaBohou
autovonta kat dedopéva.

Oa pnopouoav va katadikastolv otnv aonpa-
VIOTNTA WG PEPOVWHEVES VNOIdES O€ €va nayko-
opto oUatnya orou deonadouv ot AoyIKEG Tng ayo-
pag Kat tou Kpdtoug. H aouvtdviatn avantugn kat
dlaonopd twv kowvwv dev ival kaBohou BéPato
ot Ba aBpotatolv o€ «GUOTNHIKEG» AVATPONE
Kal pyetaoxnpatiopgoUs. Ba pnopouoav akopn va
EKMECOUV O€ UNooTUAwpata ng veoPileAelBepng
olkovopiag tng ayopdg, avaiapfdvovtag pe gTnve
K6at0G Kal eBehovtiopo TIg avaykaieg Aettoupyieg
NG KOWVWVIKAG avanapaywyng nou enttehovoe
10 KpAtog npaévolag nptv anod tny 1diwtikonoinan
Kat tn ouppikvwaon tou.'H Ba pnopouoav aniwg
va ekAelyouv unokUNTovVIag otny KGNwaon n og
eCWTEPIKES NIETELC TOU KPATOUG Kal ToU ayopaiou
OUOTNHATOC avVIaywViopoU, To onoio éxet odnynaet
MotKIAEG eVAMAKTIKEG HOPPES NAPAYWYNG Kal
Katavawaong otnv agopoiwaon n tnv e§apavion
ano tg apxég ndn tou €ikoatoU alwva.

Ti Ba oupBel otov €1K0OTO NPWTO AlWVA, MOIEG
evaA\aktikeg Ba KatioxUaouv Kat nota B¢on Ba
€X0UV Ta oUyxpova Kowvd; Autd Ba kpiBolv and tig
duVApELG Kal TIG NPAKTIKEG MOU vonpatodotolv ta
npdypata Kat diapoppwvouy 1§ KUplapxeg Kol-
VWVIKES 0x€oelg. Oa kptBouv and tv avanwén n
MN QYWVWV yla pia avii-nyegovia g €Noxng Hac.



no assurance that the uncoordinated development
and dissemination of the commons will add up to
“systemic” subversions and transformations. They
might be even reduced to supports of the neoliberal
market economy, assuming voluntarily and at low
cost the necessary functions of social reproduction
which the welfare state used to perform prior to its
privatization and shrinkage. Or, they could simply
become defunct, submitting to fatigue or external
pressures by the state and to market competition,
which from the beginnings of the twentieth century
have led various alternative forms of production
and consumption to assimilation or extinction.

What will happen in the twenty first century,
what alternatives will gain supremacy and what
will be the place of the contemporary commons?
These issues will be determined by the forces
and the practices that construct the meaning of
things and shape dominant social relations. They
will be determined by the growth or otherwise of
the struggles in favor of a counter-hegemony of
our times. To constitute a genuine counter-proj-
ect for the majority, the commons are called upon
to draw up a new hegemonic plan, as Chantal
Mouffe understands it (2010, pp. 25-26, 43),

A different society and democracy of the
commons will be able to emerge out of a powerful,
organized and wide-scale political undertaking
which will seek to radically transform established
social conditions by instituting different social
practices through struggles, dynamic interventions
and changes in power relations. A hegemonic
project brings together diverse social forces into
a common coalition. It forges and disseminates
different representations of the world in accor-
dance with the plans of social reconstruction that it
champions. And it allows people to identify with its
earth-moving discourse, galvanizing their passions
and drawing out their energies.

Hegemony, as it has been conceptualized by
Antonio Gramsci (1971) and Ernesto Laclau (2000,
2005), is the primary political process by means
of which new social formations are established
through antagonistic struggles between a domi-
nant status quo and rival political agendas. More
specifically, hegemony consists in a particular
practice of interlinking social forces. In social
contests, various demands, clashes and activities
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la va oUyKPOTNOOUV Hia NPaypatikn avunpotacn
{wng yia tg noANES Kat Toug noAAoUg, Ta Kotvd

kaAouvtat va ouvtagouv €va véo nyeHoVIKG oxEDLD,
onwg to evvoei n Chantal Mouffe (2010, pp. 25-26, 43),

Mta dAAn Kovwvia kal noAiteia Twv Kovwv
Ba pnopéaet va avaduBei péoa anod éva toxupo,
0pYaVWHEVO Kat eupeiag KAPakag noNtko
eyxeipnya, 1o onoio Ba emdiwkel va aAlaget
apdnv TG KATEOTNPEVEG KOWVWVIKEG OUVONKES
Beanioviag H1aQOPETIKEG KOWVWVIKEG NPAKTIKEG
pEaa ano aywveg, Suvapikég napepPAoelg Kat
petaBolég twv oxéoewv e§ouaiag. ‘Eva nyepoviko
0x€610 OUOTPATEUEL DIAPOPETIKES KOIVWVIKESG
duvdpelg og €vav Kovo ouvaoniopd, SlanAdBel
kat d1a6ibet véeg avanapaotdoelg Tou KOGHoU
oUp@wva Pe ta ox€dla tng KoVwVIKAG avadi-
apBpwang nou npowBei. Enttpénel, eniong, ota
dTopa Va TauTIoToUV HE TOV «KOGHOYOVIKO» ToU
\dyo, unodauAidovtag ta ndBn toug Kal anoppo-
(QWVTag v evépyeld Toug.

H nyepovia, dnwg tn ouvéAaBav €dikétepa o
Antonio Gramsci (1971) kat o Ernesto Laclau (2000,
2005), eival n kate§oxnv noAitikn diadikacia pe tnv
onoia eykaBidpuovtat véol kowvwvikoi oxnpatiapol
MEOW TNG AVIAYWVICTIKAG aVAPETPNONG avape-
oa o€ €va Kupiapxo kaBeotwg Kat o€ avtinala
noAitika oxédia. H nyepovia ouviotatal, €1dikote-
pa, O€ {0 CUYKEKPIEVN MPAKTIKN guvdpBpwaong
duvdpewv. LToug KOIVWVIKOUG aviaywviapoug
notkila artnpata, ouykpoUGELG Kal dpaotnploTnTeg
pnopoUyv va yivouv 10odUvapa pE€ow g KOWVAG
10U¢ avtiBeong o€ évav 1diaitepo exBpo, ouotn-
vovtag €101 pla «aluaida ooduvapiag», n onoia
ekteivetal népa ano tg Wiaitepeg dlapopéc twv
neplexopévwy toug. Auth n alucida Ba oxnpatioel
€va «oUMoYIKG unokeipevo/ouloyikn BouAnan»,
av pia enpépoug dUvapn péaa atnv aluaida ava-
dexBel kat yivel 0 «yevikOg EKMPOoWNOG» OAWV
TWV 10000VapWY aywWVWY Kat altnpdtwy, dpwviag
WG KopPikd onpeio cuvtoviopoU Kal OUVOXAG.

MNa va yetatpanei o€ nyepovikn dOvapn, 1o Gvopa
N ot okonoi evog 1diaitepou pépoug tng aluaidag
tooduvapiag npénel va ekkevwBouv ev pépet anod
10 H1AKPITO, CUYKEKPLPEVO NEPIEXOHEVO TOUG,

yia va katagtoUv €va eupUtepo aupBoAo nou Ba
eknpoownel kat Ba guvéxel OAn TNV KovoTNTa TWV
dlagopetikwv pepwy, embiwewy Kat Kivnpdtwy
(Laclau, 2000, pp. 207-212- BA. kat Laclau, 2005),



may become equivalent through their shared
opposition to a special opponent, constituting
thus a “chain of equivalences” which extends past
their particular differences of content. This chain
will form a “collective subject/collective will” if a
partial force within the chain rises to prominence
and becomes the “general representative” of all
the equivalent struggles and demands, acting

as a nodal point of coordination and cohesion. In
order to turn into a hegemonic force, the name
or the aims of a particular part of the chain of
equivalence must be emptied in part of their
specific content and must be made into a wider
symbol that will represent and hold together the
entire community of the different parts, aims and
movements (Laclau 2000, pp. 207-212; Laclau, 2005),

The politics of hegemony requires an uneven
distribution of power both within the community
of the struggle, insofar as a center is formed
that rallies and coordinates the community,
and against the antagonistic pole that must be
excluded and eventually defeated, for a new order
of things to be inaugurated (Laclau, 2000, pp. 207-208),
Hegemonic practices are, finally, inherently prac-
tices of representation, in that they involve a partial
power which performs tasks and speaks in the
name of an entire array of forces and interests.

Today, several trends of the contemporary
civic activism do indeed look for alignments of
a wider unity and seek to build social alliances
and to effect systemic changes. At the same
time, they articulate a spacious discourse which
addresses social majorities in order to win them
over. Finally, they understand the point of joining
together multifarious organizations and mobili-
zations both in social daily life and in established
institutions, in order to deal with social emergen-
cies and needs, here and now, but also in order to
bring about a long-term shift of cultural paradigm
(see Dixon, 2014; Tormey, 2015; Nunes, 2014),

These new trends in social movements repro-
duce fundamental logics of hegemonic politics:
leadership, representation, collective unity and
rallying of forces. They do not make do with a
random disseminations of protests and sponta-
neous outbursts, they don’t confine themselves
to social micro-actions that leave social systems
in the hands of elite power, nor do they become
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H noAttikn tng nyepoviag anattel pia avioo-
HEPN Katavopn 1oxUog 1600 PEGT GTNV KOIVOTNTd
T0U aywva, kKaBooov oUYKpOTE(Tal £va KEVTPO Mou
TN CUCMEIPWVEL KAl T oUVToVI{El, 600 Kal evavila
0TOV aVTaywvIoTikG noAo nou Ba npénel va
anokAeloTel Kat ev T€AeL va KataviknBel, npokel-
HEvou va eykaviaotel pla véa ta§n npaypdtwv
(Laclau, 2000, pp. 207-208), Ot NYEHOVIKEG NPAKTIKEG
elval, TEA0G, EYYEVWE NPAKTIKEG AVTINPOCWIEU-
ong, EPOCOV EUMAEKOUV Jia PePIKA dUvapn nou
avaAapPavel kaBohika kaBnkovta oto Gvopa evag
0AGKANPOU PETWNOU BUVAPEWY Kal CUPPEPOVIWV.

LAPEPQ, MOLKIAES TATEIG TOU GUYXPOVOU OKTL-
Biopou twv nolitwv avadntolv npdypat oxnpata
€UPUTEPNG EVOTNTAG KAl EMOIWKOUV TNV 0LKO-
dOUNON KOWWVIKWY GUHHAXIWV KAl GUOTNHIKEG
aMayéc. ApBpwvouv, napdAAnAa, €vav eupUxwpo
\Oyo nou anguBUvetal o€ KOIVWVIKES NAELOYPNPIES
yia va 1¢ npooetaiptotei. Katavoouv, €hag, T
oKkonpotnta g oU{eung NoAUHOPPWY opyavw-
GEWV Kal KIVNTOMOINOEWY TO00 GTNV KOWVWVIKN
KaBnpeptvotnta 600 Kat 0Toug EHPAlWHEVOUG
BeopoUg, €101 WOTE Va AVTIPETWNIOTOUV ENITAKTIKA
{ntnpata edw Kat 1opa, aAAd kat va §ekivnaet pia
pakponpoBeapn aAlayn noAttiopikou napadeiy-
patog (BA. Dixon, 2014- Tormey, 2015- Nunes, 2014),

Autég ot vEEC KIVNPATIKEG TOEIG avanapdyouv
BepeNldEG AOYIKEG TWV NYEPOVIKWV MOATIKWY:
nyeoia, avunpoowneuon, cUMOYIKNA evaTtnta Kal
ouoneipwan duvapewv. Aev apkouvtal o€ pia uxaia
dlaomopd Siapaptuplwv kat auBoppntwy eonaapa-
twv, dev e€aviAolval o€ KOIVWVIKES HIKPO-OpaoElg
Mou a@AVouV aTiG AT ToV €AEYX0 TOU UGTNHIKOU
ennédou, oUTE NEPIXAPAKWVOVTAL O KAEIOTEG
opadeg akuPiotwv nou autoeniBeaiwvovat.

110 KIvnpatika dwapnpata v Ayavakuouévawy,

tou Occupy kat notkiAwv aktfioTiKwy opyavwoe-
wv ava Tov Koapo xel EavayevvnBei pa emBupia
Katdkmnang me nyepoviag, dnAadn avatponng twv
KUPIapXwV KOIVWVIKWV CUOXETIOPWY Kat eykaBibpu-
ong piag GAng tang npaypdtwy ot eupeia KAipaka.
Tautoxpova, OpwG, Ta {dia KIvnpatikd oKpTAPaTa
HETAHOPPUVOUV €K TwV €vO0V TG HOPEC TNG Nyepo-
VIKNAG MOAITIKAG NOU aVaKUKAwVouv, Xxapdoooviag
abpa 1o nepiypappa Hop@wv ouMoyIKNG dlakufBép-
vnong népa and autég. Kavouv €tat Brpata népa and
n (yKpagatavn) nyepovia, xaptoypagwvtag Spopoug
yta pia GAAn dnpokpatia pe pidikn oeAeubepia.



entrenched in closed off activist groups. In the
movement initiatives of the Aganaktismeni, of
Occupy and a variety of activist organizations, a
desire has been reborn worldwide of vying for he-
gemony, that is, for the overturning the dominant
social power relations and the founding of an
alternative order of things on a wide scale. At the
same time, though, movements transform from
within the structures of political power which
they rehearse, and they sketch out the outlines of
a mode of collective governance that goes beyond
those structures. Thus, they take steps away
from (Gramscian) hegemony, charting paths to
another democracy of radical equality.

1. Contemporary collective action recognizes the
reality, even the relative necessity of hegemony and
of uneven influence or power (the core of Hegemo-
ny). Simultaneously, it transforms leadership so

as to minimize power relations and to facilitate the
collective sharing of knowledge, skills and respon-
sibilities. In cultivates a different ethics of lead-
ership following in the footsteps of the Zapatista
motto mandar obedeciendo (“we guide by heeding”)
which requires maximum transparency as regards
the actions and decisions of people in leadership
positions, their constant accountability to their
communities and a humility and tentativeness in the
way they provide direction. Contemporary demo-
cratic activism also asks for a frequent alternation
in the exercise of duties that have to be distributed,
such as the coordination of political procedures and
representation to the press, so as to turn them into
experiences of sharing knowledge and power.

2. The democratic uprisings of 2011, from the
Arab Spring to the square movements, were
opposed flat out to political representation, party
structures, political hierarchies and professional
politicians. They self-organized in public spaces
and initiated processes of consensual self-gov-
ernment open to anyone interested. They publicly
performed alternative forms of government away
from established representative democracy.
Nevertheless, invocations of “real” or “direct”
democracy do not mean that the mobilizations in
question dispensed with every form of political
representation. Occupy Wall Street, for instance,
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1. H alyxpovn guMoyikn dpdon avayvwpiel v
MPAYHATIKOTNTA N Kal T OXETIKA avaykalétnta g
nyeoiag Kat g avigopepoUs emppong h eouaiag
(tov nupnva tng Hyepoviag). Tautdxpova, peta-
oxnpatiel tnv nyeoia, WOTE va EAAXIOTONOINTEL TIG
OXEOELG KupLapxiag Kat va dieukoAUvel 1o gulho-
YIKO HO(paOa TWV YVWOEWY, TWV IKAVOTATWY Kal
twv euBuvwv. KaAiepyei éva Mo nBog nyeaiag
Babi¢ovtag ota xvapia tou mandar obedeciendo
(«kaBodnyoUpe unakouovtag») twv Zanatiotag,
nou enitdocel  péylotn dlagavela ot dpdon

Kal TI§ ano@acelg 00wy aokoUv nyeaia, T diapkn
Aoyodoaia oTig KovoTNTEG TOUG Kal Hia Tanevotnta
kai diotaktikdtnta otov tpono nou kaBodnyouv.
Kat o dnpokpatikdg aktiBlopog g enoxng pag
emdntel ouxva tnv evalhayn atnv Goknon Twv
KaBnkdvtwv nou npénel va enpepLoTolv, ONwg

0 GUVTOVIOWOG TwV NOAITKWY H1adikaclwv Kat n
€KNPOoWNNan otov TUNo, WOTE Va TN PETATPEYEL O€
EUNELPIE Holpdopatog yvwaong Kat duvapng.

2. 01 dnpokpatikeg e€eyépaelg tou 2011, and v
ApaBikn Avoi§n wg ta KIvNpata twv NAGTELV,
evavuwBnkav PETWNIKA TNV NOATIKA avTinpo-
OWMEUON, TIG KOPHATIKES OOMEG, TIC MOAITIKES
lEpapxieg Kat 1oug enayyeApatieg NoAtikoug,.
Auto-opyavwBnkav €101l g dnpdCIoug XWPOUS Kat
eykawviaoav diadikaaieg ouvalvetikng autokuPép-
VNONG ano Kolvou Mou NTav avolKTEG o€ Gnola Kal
onotov nBele. EnitéAeoav dnpoota evaAaKTIKEG
Hop@Eg dlakuBépvnang népa and tnv KabBiepwyé-
VN QVTINPOCWNEUTIKA dnpokpatia.

Ot eMKANGELG, WOTO0O, HIAG «MPAYHATIKAG
N «dpeong» dnpokpatiag dev onpaivouv 6Tl ot gv
Aoyw Kivntonoinoelg Eenépaoav kaBe poppn no-
AMukng avunpoowneuong. To Occupy Wall Street,
yia napadetypa, eppavifotav wg eKNpoownog Tou
«99%», EVW T0 NOCOCTO NPAYHATIKNG GUMHETOXNG
Twv Apepikavwv noMtwv noppw aneixe ané autd
10 VOUEPO. LTV ouaia, Aotndv, ol GUHHETOXIKES
NPAKTKEG Tng SlaBoUAeuong og autd ta KIvApata
dev katpynoav KaBe €vvola NOAITIKNG avVTINPOoW-
neuong, aAAd npBav og Babia pnén pe v kupiap-
xn Béopion ng otig PiAeAetBepeg dnpokpatieg kat
avéntu€av éva dANo €ib0g avoiKTic Kal «koiviig»
qvnnpood)nsuonc (BA. KiounkioAig, 2014, ogh. 236-285),

Ekeivo nou diakpivet ug pideAetBepeg avunpo-
OWNEUTIKEG dnpoKpatieg ival n ykaBidpuon piag



spoke in the name of the “99%”, though the actual
participation of American citizens was nowhere near
those numbers. In essence, then, the participatory
practices in the deliberations of these movements
did not supersede every notion of political represen-
tation but came into sharp conflict with its dominant
institutions in liberal democracies and developed
another kind of open and “common” representation
(see Kioupkolis, 2014, pp. 236-285),

What distinguishes liberal representative
democracies is the establishme of a permanent,
institutionalized power base (the parliament, the
government, the state institutions) which sepa-
rates the representatives from the citizens and
allows the former to exert dominant (sovereign)
power. The movements of the squares targeted
precisely that institutional separation and the
dominance of the representatives. They sought
in this manner to open political representation
to ordinary citizens, lifting institutional and other
obstacles to collective, participatory governance.
The very choice of public squares for holding
popular assemblies reveals the aspiration to
publicity, transparency and free access for all to
the processes of government.

3. Unity, the establishment of a collective identity
and the concentration of powers make up the
backbone of hegemonic politics. The same polit-
ical structures and processes are visible in the
2011-12 square movements, to the degree that
they coalesced around common aims, practices
and signifiers (open assemblies in squares, “99%”"
etc.) and coordinated action from a number of
centers such as Puerta del Sol in Madrid and
Syntagma Square in Athens. Like hegemonic poli-
tics, they also attempted to appeal to wider social
strata and to promote systemic change (“true
democracy”, “global justice” etc.)

Yet, the forms of collective unity and the
shared identities which they espoused, broke
in crucial ways with the homogenizing and
centralizing tendencies of hegemonic politics
(of parties, governments etc.) Already in the
alterglobalization movement and its emblematic
slogan “one No, many Yes", diversity, pluralism
and openness, became themselves key princi-
ples of unity and convergence.
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poviung kai BeopoBetnpévng Baong eouaiag (to
kolvoBoulio, n kuBépvnan, ol Kpatikoi Beopol), nou
dlaxwpilel Toug avtinpoownoug and Toug noAiteg
Kal ENTPENEL 0TOUG aVTLNPOTWIIOUG VA OKOUV
kupiapxn e§ouaia. Ta Kivapata Twv NAGTEIWY
¢Balav oto 0T0Xa0TpPo AUTAV akpIBwG Tov Beapika
dlaxwptopo Kat tnv Kuplapxia Twv avinpoownwv.
Enediwgav €101 va avoi§ouv v noAiukn avunpo-
owneuon tou AaoU otoug anAoug noAiteg aipo-
viag ta Beopikd kat dAAa epnddia otn gulhoyikn
ouppetoxikn dakuBépvnan. H idla n enthoyn twv
dnpoéoiwv nhatelwy yia  Aettoupyia Adikwv ou-
veheUoewv pavepwvel  BAEyn tng dnpoaidtntag,
g dagpdvelag kat ing eAelBepng npdofaong OAwv
ot dadikaoieg ing dlakuPépvnanc.

3. H evdtnta, n kataokeun oUAAOYIKAG TAUTOTN-
10G Kal N GUYKEVIpWON duvapewv anotehoulv
paxokokaAid tng nyepovikng noAikng. Ot ibieg
noltikég dopég kat diadikaaieg dragpaivoviar kat
ota Kivapata Twv nAatelwv tou 2011-12, atov
BaBud nou autd cuvevwBnkav yUpw and Kovoug
0KOMoUG, NPAKTKEG Kal onpaivovia (aVoIKTEG
ouveleUoelg nAateiwy, «99%>» K.4.) kat suvtovi{av
™ 6pdon ano opiopéva Kévipa, 6nwg n Puerta
del Sol otn Mabpitn kat 1o Livtaypa otnv ABava.
‘0Onwg ot nyepovIKEG NOMTIKES, MpoandBnaav eni-
ong va aneuBuvBouv og eupUTEPT KOIVWVIKG OTPpW-
HaTa Kal va eMTUXouV Hia Kolvh ouatpdteuaon yia
v npowBnon cuoTNEIKWY aAaywv («Npaypatikn
dnpokpatia», «naykoapia dikatoolvn» K.4.).
(lotd00, ot HoPPES TNG GUAAOYIKNG EVOTNTAG,
NG GUYKEVTPWONG SUVAPEWY Kal TWV KOWVWV
TaUTOTNTWV Nou Npogkptvav dlapoponotnBnkav
0UCLAOTIKA ano TIG OHOYEVOMOINTIKEG KAl OU-
YKEVIPWTIKEG TAOELG TWV NYEHOVIKWY NOAITIKWV
(twv Koppdtwy, Twv KuBepvnoewy K.d.). Hon ato
Kivnya yia gia dAn naykogpionoingn Kat 610
epPAnpatiko tou olvBnpa «éva Oxi, noAAG Natx,
apxég evotntag Kat aUykAong €ywvav n idta n
notkilopop®ia, o mMAoupaliopdg Kat N avolKtoTnta.
H npoaywyn autwv twv aglwv enixelpei-
at otnv npagn pe Pia o€lpa and oTpatNyIKES
€MAOYEG, TAKTIKEG, dladikaaieg kat HopPEg
OUVTOVIOHOU, OMwG: N GUYKPOTNON GVOIKTWV
Xwpwv guveupeang yia tn cuhoyikn dtafoUAeucn
Kal ToV GUVTOVIOHG: n dlapdpewaon piag iai-
1€pNG noAitiki¢ kouAtodpag nou unoBahnet v



The promotion of these values is pursued in
practice through a series of strategic choices, tactics
and processes, such as: the construction of open
spaces of convergence for collective deliberation
and coordination; the cultivation of a particular
political culture that fosters tolerance to difference,
the critical respect of differences, civilized treatment
of opponents and an affective politics which nourish-
es relations of care and love among diverse people
who struggle in common despite their differences;
the network form with multiple, decentralized
nodes; finally, a certain pragmatism that allows het-
erogeneous groups to rally around strategic goals
and specific targets regardless of specific group
identities, political agendas and ideologies around
which unresolvable differences may abound. This
pragmatism also entails that the actions and organi-
zational structures need to be variable, multiple and
flexible so as to take into account the specificities of
every environment and differences in understanding.

In all these ways, contemporary anti-hege-
monic movements outline the horizon of another,
emerging politics of radical democratic transfor-
mation beyond neoliberalism and a new leftist
populism or an (unlikely) statist socialdemocratic
alternative. They sketch out thus the figure of
another politics which is directed from below, it
is pluralist, open, participatory and transcends
the power structures, the homogenizing and
authoritarian tendencies of classic hegemonic
logics in the 20th century while, simultaneously,
it can appeal to wide social audiences, achieve
efficiency and gain ground against the entrenched
powers. This is the outline of a different hege-
monic politics which is congruent with the spirit
of the commons but has also the power to effec-
tively promote the institution of the commons as
a viable alternative world for popular majorities.
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QVEKTIKOTNTA 0TNV €T1€POTNTA, TOV KPITIKO oefaopo
Twv dlagopwv, v noAtiopévn cupnepipopd
npog Toug avundAoug Kat ouvaioBnpata gpovti-
dag kat ayanng yia tov NoIKIAWVULO KOGHO0 Nou
ouotpatevetal padi pag: n iktuakn pop@r} 1ou
Katavepnpévou diktuou pe toug noAaniouc,
anoKeVIPWHEVOUG KOpBoug- Téhag, €vag oplopé-
VOG 1payUatigues Nou ENITPENEL OE ETEPOYEVN GU-
VoAa va guonelpwvovtal yUpw and otpatnyikoUs
0TOXO0UG Kal OUYKEKPLPEVOUG OKonoUG népa ano
opadikég TautdTnTeg, NOAITtIKA Npoypdppata Kal
16eoAoyieg, yUpw and ta onola undpxouv duceni-
Auteg Slagopég. O npaypatiopog autdg unayopeu-
€1, eniong, 6Tt 01 HpAoELg Kal Ol OPYAVWTIKES DOHES
npénet va eivat nolkiAeg, NOANaNAES Kat EUEAIKTEG,
wate va AapBdvouv undyn tg 16lartepdtnieg kabe
neptBAANovVTog Kat TG Slapopég Twv avIANYEWV.

Me 6Aoug autoUg Toug TPAMOUC, Ol GNUEPIVES
avTI-NYEPOVIKES KIVAGELG dlaypdpouv tov opilo-
V0 plag dAng avadudpevng NoATIKAG pidikou
dnpokpatikou petacxnpatiopol népa and Tov ve-
optheheuBepiopd al\d kat ano €vav véo aplotepo
Aaikiopd n pia (aniBavn) Kpatikiotikn gootaAdn-
HOKpaTIKA AUon. Xapdooouv £101 T0 NePiypaypa
ptag noAtikng nou kateuBuvetal anod ta katw, &i-
vat nAnBuvTIKN, GVOIKTA, GUMHETOXIKN Kal §enepvd
16 e§oualaotikég HopEG, TNV opoyevonoinan Kat
TV NodNy£Non Twv KAAOIKWY NYEHOVIKWY Aoyl-
KWV ToU €1K0aToU alwva, aAAd tautéxpova pnopel
va anguBUvetal o€ NAATIA KOIVWVIKA akpoatipla,
va gival anoteAeopatikn Kai va kepdidet €bagog
anévavtl oug Kupiapxeg duvdpelg. Auto eivat 1o
oxedlaypappa plag AAANG nyePOVIKAG MOATIKAG
Mou ouvadel e 1o NVeUPa TwWV Kowvwv, aANd €Xel
kat tn 6Uvapn va npowBnaoel anoteAeopatika
Béonion Twv Kovwv wg eveg npaypatikoU aAou
KOGpoU yla MoAEG Kat noAAoUG.
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