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What is your name and what relationship do 
you have to the field of economics?

My name is Joaquín Romano. We’re in Valladolid. I work 
at the University of Valladolid as a professor of Public 
Economics and Natural Resources Economics. 

You are an economist, a university professor, and a contributor to 
the Landscape Unit of the Council of Europe and Vicepresident of 
Asociación Aperos de ayer, in which you coordinate the Center for 
Interpretation of Rural Life. How did you get into ecological economics?

More than my arriving at ecological economics, it’s like ecological 
economics was already there. It found me because, in a way, the 
economics I had been trained in lacked ethics and morals related 
to the idea of caretaking. Ecological economics is also a natural 
landing point because the economy has to be connected with natural 
processes, it can’t exist outside of them. And it’s part of life, right?

What is ecological economics?

A better question might be what isn’t ecological economics. Maybe we 
can locate the difference between “ecology” and “economy” by looking 
at the etymology of both words. They share the same root, “eco.” The 
difference is that “-nomy” means administration and “-logy” means 
caretaking. The root, “eco,” means home, so when we talk about ecological 
economics, we’re talking about the administration of the home with the 
aim of caretaking and protection. And this notion of home encompasses 
the notions of family, community, and planet. Basically, any economy 
that emphasizes care could be considered an ecological economy.

You’re a university professor, and you work in an economics department. 
Which economic model is taught at the university, and why that model?

I’m a professor at a public university. You might think that in public 
universities the focus would be on the common good, on education for 
everyone. In reality the public sphere has been corrupted by the very model 
in which we find ourselves. The economics they teach in both public and 
private universities is fundamentally neoliberal, capitalist, and market-
based. It’s private-sphere economics, not economics for the common good. 
These are economic theories and models based on rationales of selfishness 
and individualism. They conflict with the entire idea of communalism, 
community, etc. So the model being taught in basically all universities, 
and especially in Spanish universities, is a neoliberal economic model that 
departs from the idea of caretaking that social economics should have. 
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Neoliberal economics is an economics of exploitation, of resource exhaustion, 
of inequality. These are the economic models and theories we’re teaching the 
new generations, when we should be teaching them collective logic and ways of 
thinking, economic theories and practices oriented towards taking care of people 
and the planet, economic theory and activity that serves the people, rather than 
people who serve the economy. This has pretty much always been the situation, 
although very different concerns have existed within the university; there have 
also been schools and professors who are committed in one way or another to 
alternative approaches to economics. But ultimately, the mechanisms have always 
been centered on what we might call the interests of an elite, of the status quo. 
Universities have elitist foundations and structures from the beginning. Professors 
were originally a certain aristocracy, so we are in some ways heirs to that aristocracy, 
and a certain elitism dictates precisely that what predominates is education in service 
to the elites and not in service to what we might call the community in general.

You are part of a cooperative, and you coordinate the Huella Verde 
collective. Would you say that this project is structured around the 
possibility of ecological  production for ecological consumption?

First of all, ecological production doesn’t exist. Not in ecological terms or in what you 
could call real terms because in trophic food chains, the human being is a consumer. 
We don’t naturally perform photosynthesis. Let’s define plants as organisms that 
metabolize nutrients through the miracle of photosynthesis. Everything else—all 
other organisms that, like us, are underneath the plant kingdom, find themselves 
in the position of consumers in the sense that really, even though man refers to 
the transformation of these natural resources as production, even in what we call 
production what we are doing is consuming. We are always consuming, right? So 
ecological consumption doesn’t exist. But we can develop an idea of ecological 
production within this economic context, if we understand ecological production as 
production that adapts to the limits set by the natural environment. We live on a finite 
planet. It’s clear that there are limits, and as long as our administration of resources 
exists within those limits, we can talk about a certain level of ecological production. 

How do you measure profitability, or how would you define profitability 
in the economic context of ecological production and consumption?

The idea of profitability comes back, again, to the same thing. Is it profitable in 
terms of money? It might be, it might not be, that depends on a lot of things. In 
commercial terms productivity is very relative, but in what we could call collective 
terms, productivity and profitability can’t exceed certain basic limits.  If we don’t 
produce ecologically, we go over those limits. The social and ecological costs of 
this are practically unbearable. They’re unsustainable, which is the word that’s 
in use right now. Regarding profitability in market terms, I’d say an ecological 
enterprise can be profitable. With the way ecological production is organized, 
prices are higher, and people are willing to pay.  So of course there has to be 
some margin of economic profitability. But beyond that, what I call “collective 
profitability” refers to the benefits we can derive from those activities. 

Essayist and poet Jorge Riechmann (also an ecologist, like you) writes that 
democracy is not compatible with capitalism. What would you say?
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Capitalism and democracy are words that can refer to so many different things 
that in the end their meaning probably varies a lot depending on the person, their 
context, etc. My understanding of these words aligns with what Jorge Reichmann 
is saying, in the sense that the market economy is a destructive economy. This 
economy that is destructive towards humans and natural habitats can never be 
considered acceptable by what we could call a majority or a minority. It’s a bit like 
talking about the Nazis or saying that the Nazis were compatible with democracy. 
Maybe they came off as compatible at first, but then we saw that really, Nazism 
and democracy clash; they were in conflict. And ultimately, we see that conflict like 
this generates violence. And democracies of violence shouldn’t be accepted.

In the 20i5 edition of Revista Papeles you published an essay titled “Teaching in 
the Landscape, Rural Culture, and Traditional Ecological Knowledge” [“Educar en 
el paisaje en la cultura rural y en el conocimiento ecológico tradicional.”] This text 
emphasizes the importance of this type of education amidst a predominantly urban 
model of society. According to this essay, it seems that these days the term “rural” 
is  most often understood in opposition to the category of “urban,” and not as 
another possible form of life and relation with the environment and its inhabitants. 
Can you explain to us how you understand rural existence from your work?

Of course the most widespread interpretations are to some degree a product of 
reductionism, which we’ve gotten used to. They’re also a product of the system 
itself, which drives the two terms to duality: rural against urban. It ends up feeling 
like everything that isn't a city is countryside, and that’s how it remains defined. 
Basically, the determining factor is population density. Where there’s a very small 
population it’s rural,  and where there’s a very high population density, where a 
lot of people live together, then that’s a city. Really, from a slightly deeper point 
of view, we can say that “rural” life has a certain connection to the earth, and that 
connectedness to the earth shapes rural life. We can compare that to other, non-
rural contexts, where there’s a distancing from earth-centered values. It’s in these 
contexts that our sense of connection with the earth  is lost and something else 
takes shape. This new thing is no longer the countryside, and it’s no longer related 
to this original idea of rural existence as something connected to natural processes. 

How is this rural culture linked to the commons and the idea of communal property?

When we talk about land, we’re really talking about all of the natural resources 
that exist within that communal space. Agriculture, which is the primary activity 
because food is a basic need for human beings, is dependent on those resources: 
water, soil, air–a whole series of elements that are, by nature, communal. 

Water is a very clear example: It doesn’t have an owner because nobody produces 
water, so nobody can own it. But with land the same thing happens; there are certain 
limits on how I, as a landowner, use my land. In fact, initially, in rural areas the idea 
of passing land onto one’s heirs, to future generations, was to pass it on with its 
agricultural capacities intact. The idea wasn’t to pass on land that was completely 
exhausted to the next generation. To some degree, participating in the process of 
passing on land—not just communal land, but private property as well—was one 
element in a sum of interwoven dynamics that, when taken together, make up the 
notion of community.  For example, in Castilla there are many villages that were 
called communal silos, where all the people had to contribute to the communal silo 
to protect the community from a lack of food. And there are a thousand and one 
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formulas for sharing not just water or land, but also the products that come from 
them, because those villages never stopped being very communal structures.

We often hear of a connection between rural areas and the practice 
of communal labor. Is that an exclusive relationship?

No. Communal work really has a much bigger presence in people's lives than the 
dominant market system seems to suggest. In fact, new technologies, the internet, 
etc., are based on communal models, principles, and rules. The people who make 
Wikipedia, all the people who make use of all these social networks, are really 
the community itself, right? And then these networks get taken advantage of 
for commercial purposes. But the user dynamic, the dynamic of contribution, is 
a model that’s present in practically everything. Transportation that operates in 
cities isn’t private transportation, it’s collective transportation. If you remove the 
metro or collective transportation from a city like Madrid, the city collapses, it can’t 
function. Ultimately, we can see that communal thinking and practice is and will 
continue to be fundamental to survival in any context, urban, rural, or otherwise. 

Within the capitalist archetype, urban areas are often depicted as superior to 
rural areas. Where does this hierarchy come from and who does it benefit?

These types of hierarchical differences are generated when one thing gets put ahead 
of another based on certain metrics. The metrics are clear in economic terms: It’s 
contribution to GDP, to the productivity of the system. If we understand that rural 
areas are specialized in primary activities, fundamentally in agriculture and food 
production, and we contrast that with the service sector, which is predominant in 
urban contexts, we see how ultimately the service sector is a lot more productive; the 
service sectors have more influence on GDP than food services can have. But that’s 
GDP, not reality. When we consider people’s grocery baskets and consumption habits, 
we see that food is really important. If the contribution of agriculture to the GDP is 
around 3%, for families the amount spent on groceries is around 25%. Depending 
on the home, it can reach even higher levels. Eating, or eating well, continues to be a 
priority for families and for people in general. That means that we cannot live without 
the economic sector that produces food, and we can’t place other economic activities 
hierarchically above food production, just because they have a greater value added. 
Fictions like this get debunked when we rediscover our understanding of the living 
beings that we are. Our metabolism basically requires food, that’s the situation.

From your point of view, why is it important to recover rural culture?

The term “rural culture” has a little to do with the idea of rurality as being closely 
connected to and caring for the land and people. Basically we care for the earth 
in order to produce quality food, which allows us to take care of ourselves. We’re 
the ones who eat, and ultimately our primary form of care has to come from 
food. In a way, the notion of rurality encompasses this broad idea of caretaking. 
Not having a culture of caretaking, or a rural culture, concerned with the things 
most essential to us— food and the earth that feeds us —is to ultimately enter 
into brutality, or whatever you want to call it. There isn’t an alternative. If you 
don’t have a rural, caretaking culture, what you really have is a brutal and barbaric 
model that maintains itself by giving priority to things that may seem very 
cultured, but which, in practice, lead us down a path to social rebarbarization. 
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Someone might think that the exploitation of the earth utilizing new 
technologies should also be a part of what might be called a culture of 
the new rurality. What are your thoughts on this association?

This is sort of connected to an idea that is sometimes held of modernity, of 
progress, which are terms that are associated precisely with that. We have achieved, 
thanks to technology, levels of food production that are amazing. And we have 
also ensured that food products reach all parts of the world, and now we have 
what you could call a culture of traveling food products, wherein the food that we 
eat has traveled 2000 km on average before it reaches our homes. So we can 
understand all of that as part of our culture, but really it’s like how we talk about 
a culture of war. We’ve decided that our training is for some of us to kill others 
or destroy the planet, and we call that culture. We can only call it progress, we 
can call it modernity, but ultimately, it’s not evolution, it’s regression; it’s humanity 
going backwards in terms of civilization, we just dress it up as progress. 

You often talk about the importance of educating ourselves in the 
landscape. Can you explain to us what this means exactly?

The concept of landscape has a lot to do with perceptions and emotions.  At 
least in my opinion, we should reinterpret the idea of education. We can’t teach 
people if the recipient of our teaching aren’t in a place to learn. Ultimately, 
individual learning happens when the information received creates excitement for 
the learner, and makes them feel a predisposition towards experiencing, living, 
getting excited about all the knowledge they’re receiving. Ultimately, in a sense, 
landscape education is an emotional education. It’s a very sensory education. It’s 
an education of very few words, and it’s very experiential. It’s about touching, 
feeling. Landscape education is based on the idea that education is innate in 
practically all living beings. And landscape education is not an education in what 
we see, or in pictorial images. It’s a lived education. It’s a reflection on and of our 
everyday reality. The best way to reflect on our lives is by starting with and from 
our everyday reality, by reflecting on the world of our own of relationships and 
discovering the violence we carry out through normalized and apparently everyday 
activities, like opening a bottle of water, things that feel very normal, but clearly 
have transformative effects on the environment and the economic model. 

Where is it possible to get a landscape education?

In Spain there have been some schools that teach this way. There are also certain 
trends, like a free school of education and there are some historical antecedents 
such as Patrick Geddes, who developed specific ways of teaching architecture 
and geography. He used to say it was like climbing to the highest part of a valley 
and seeing all of the elements, so we can then have an integrated understanding. 
His educational experiences broke with the trilogy wherein the professor, book, or 
materials, etc. talk. They were about “living an experience and then talking about 
it.” The learning emerged out of that dialogue. Education used to be like that, and 
now, of course, that format no longer exists and, interestingly,  is lacking the most 
in rural settings because we now have many rural schools with few children. That’s 
a place where we we have an opportunity to work with exactly this model. 
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Is it possible to have the theory of ecological economics and the defense 
of rural culture and landscape education come together in practice?

I’d say so. Through the University, with experiences and projects that put into practice 
what, in a way, I’m trying to pass on in my courses, I collaborate in a collective. It’s 
an association that we call the Rural Life Interpretation Center (Centro Interpretación 
Vida Rural), which tries to display the past in a way that allows us to learn valuable 
lessons from connections with the environment and between people. As a family, we 
also have a small farm that we acquired. It’s as a space surrounded by infrastructure, 
and it was at risk of disappearing as food-producing land. We planted an orchard 
that we thought was most likely to adapt to that area. The area isn’t particularly 
well-suited for agriculture and isn’t in an especially suitable climate for nuts, but 
since nuts are sort of the starting point, and they’re products that don’t go bad, 
they have their own packaging, etc., etc. Therefore, they’re products that offer great 
opportunities, both for consumption and for testing models of alimentary sustainability.

Can you explain to us what La Huella Verde is and what 
activities are developed in this space?

Well, in a way, it began as a specific project that connected consumer groups within the 
city of Valladolid. The city of Valladolid, which has around 300,000 inhabitants, doesn’t 
have a very long-standing tradition of consumer groups, collectives, or embracing 
this idea of going directly from the producer to the consumer through “farm to table” 
processes. We could be talking about some 500 people in this city, which isn’t much 
compared to a population of 300,000, but these people have organized themselves 
to gain direct access to the producers and to be able to consume those products. In 
certain conditions, for example, we also invite them to collect the products themselves. 
We’re still there, caring for the trees, but then from there people come to harvest the 
fruit and even participate in events like the flowering period or certain activities in the 
tree seasons, which are really thrilling seasons. So that’s a little bit about the dynamic 
we try to promote, where consumer groups have a high level of interaction. But this 
is a small fringe, 500 people, within a much larger population. Maybe 10% of people 
actually participate in the harvest for a day, or a few hours, as part of an event we 
organize. It’s a very collective and familial event, and we spend the day there on the 
land. There are many different types of of nuts, mainly almonds, hazelnuts, and then 
walnuts and other self-supplying trees. We invite the people to harvest them themselves.

Is La Huella Verde involved with other consumption cooperatives in the area?

We work with a number of consumption cooperatives. The one that we work with the 
most is called Ecogerme. It might be the strongest consumer group  in Valladolid. They 
have a physical store. Consumers know that what they purchase there is an ecological 
product from nearby, and that they’re contributing to the creation of alternative 
agricultural economies with alternative diets. There are about 10 other consumer groups, 
but they are a bit less professionalized in the sense that they do it all themselves, 
whereas in Ecorgerme there are employees to look after the store, to manage orders, etc.

There are also other groups of about 25 or 30 people — not very large — where 
there’s one person or a group that takes charge of receiving products in a certain 
shop or home, maybe one day a week, and then makes them available for the rest 
of the members of the community or group to go collect them. We ourselves are 
a part of those groups; we produce and consume. When we bring our products 
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there, we pick up products from other producers because we produce nuts as our 
specialized production, and we consume a lot of produce, dairy products, cheeses, 
etc. that those groups share. It’s true that we are pro-consumers and we do a lot of 
bartering, bringing our own products and leaving with products from other producers. 

Are cooperatives committed to local production and consumption an alternative 
to the capitalist economic model of production and consumption?

These projects’ problem is the quickening pace of the cities themselves. When 
Valladolid industrialized, the city developed certain infrastructure in order to 
feed its residents, like a network of canals, mainly the Canal de Duero. The 
city had previously had problems with water and providing food, but with the 
infrastructure it became a practically a sustainable city. Between the year 1900, 
say, when this infrastructure was created, and 1940, when the city went from 
having more than 60,000 inhabitants to around 150,000, the population tripled 
in size, and it was necessary to increase the entire amount of food. So the 
surroundings of Valladolid were transformed into orchards to produce the city’s 
food. At that time, the city of Valladolid provided about 80% of its own food. 

Currently in the documented food self-sufficiency strategy created by the municipal 
government, it has been found that the city of Valladolid gets about 5 percent of its food 
supply from nearby production, in the surrounding 100, 150 kilometers, only 5 percent of 
our food. That’s why most of our food is what is called “traveling food.” Before reaching 
our table it has a journey, on average, of 2000 kilometers. Foods from Latin America travel 
even greater distances, but the average is around there. Even products that we produce 
in our own surroundings are then taken elsewhere for processing. And it’s not unique to 
Spain. For example, it’s kind of like when the Suez Canal was closed because a ship got 
stuck, and the Norwegians were left without fish because the salmon they fish there is sent 
to China or other countries in Asia to be processed, so that it can then be brought back 
to Norway, The main producer of salmon ended up short on food because their salmon, 
before reaching their tables or others, has to travel maybe 15,000 kilometers. These are 
the economics we’re dealing with. As long as we have these economics, it’s difficult for 
these projects to attain the reach that they had even 50 years ago, not too long ago. 

What factors explain the process of depopulation in rural Castille?

The explanation, or theory, is that the modernization of the countryside has resulted 
in labor no longer being needed. The replacement of mules or beasts of burden or 
people with machines means that these people no longer have employment, and 
that kind of employment is no longer needed. That’s the story, or a version of the 
story, because if machines are doing the work of people in a redistributive economy, 
then what people could do is continue living in their habitat, working many fewer 
hours and enjoying those surroundings because that’s where they’ve grown up, 
it’s where their parents were born, where their grandparents are buried, and they 
presumably feel familiar with the people there. However, our current economic model, 
which is based on exclusion, has resulted in these people being excluded from that 
space, such that a class of migrants that we might call rural-urban, similar to what 
we are seeing with north-south migrants, are going through a traumatic process 
of abandoning their roots to enter into a particular version of modernity. The only 
explanation for this is that the public authorities haven’t generated redistributive 
mechanisms or necessary mechanisms for taking care of nature so that people can stay 
put and inhabit an environment in which nature provides all the essential services. 
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Why does the government seem uninterested in investing 
in public assistance to repopulate rural areas?

The state is funded by what we might call income from capital labor. So the State 
has to do away with models of self-sufficiency. When people in these environments 
become self-sufficient, it’s not just in food production, they become self-sufficient even 
in their own government because these people organize themselves communally 
to build roads, or for education, or to create other elements that make life work 
within what we might call a framework of coexistence, or sharing in life. But that 
format then means that the state wouldn’t have power over the masses. 

Ultimately the State has the power, and in a way states introduce a whole 
series of exclusionary mechanisms, meanwhile spouting this “we are bringing 
back the countryside” narrative. . .if they improved the distribution of public 
aid– not in production but in public aid related to agriculture–that would be 
appreciated. We could achieve repopulation in practical terms. But we have to 
look at how public aid is distributed. 50 percent of the income from agricultural 
subsidies gets collected in the city of Madrid. What does that mean? It’s clear 
that landowners and the owners of certain resources are being paid, but the 
inhabitants of these places are not being paid. If this income were paid to 
the inhabitants of those places, no one in their right mind would leave.

With income to cover your basic needs and to have the same amount of property 
and services as in the city but the benefit of living in this rural environment, 
nobody in their right mind would leave, nobody would give up their houses. 
Right now we are seeing, for example, the tragedy of the volcano in La Palma, 
which is forcing people out of their homes, but nobody gives up their house if 
not for a catastrophe. When people are giving up their homes in the villages, 
it’s precisely because they’re living with a catastrophic outlook, where the 
income that should be there, because it is generated there, is slipping away 
because, among other things, the public authorities are funneling it away.

Based on what you’ve been explaining, it would seem that the government is not 
investing public assistance in models of sustainable and ecological production and 
consumption. What are public funds destined for agriculture being invested in then?

I’ll give you an example from Castilla y León of agricultural production with organic 
certification. When aid is distributed, the types of agriculture that get the most funds 
are agriculture under plastic and irrigation agriculture. But, of course, when we call 
plastic ecological production, there’s a conflict there. And in Spain some territories and 
provinces do all their agriculture under plastic. Agriculture under plastic is the type 
of agriculture that gets the most public funding in Spain, even with all the ecological 
problems it causes. And regarding irrigation. . .When in Castilla y León, the farming of 
a crop like beets basically takes up 20 percent of the region’s water supply, then we 
have a problem. Water that comes from the sky and is naturally available can produce 
ecological products. On the other hand, there’s water from aquifers, which accumulates 
in a certain place over thousands, sometimes millions, of years and then is extracted by 
drilling down to levels as deep as 500 or even 2000 meters. Often that water contains a 
load of metals and significant toxins. So, saying that food is ecological when it’s irrigated 
with this type of water, which is clearly a non-renewable resource, is contradictory. 
And non-irrigated land, the most natural crops, that’s what gets punished the most.
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The same thing happens with fertilizer. Even though chemical fertilizers aren’t used, 
many systems of fertilization have immense costs in that the fertilizer requires 
processing, a lot of transportation, etc. In our case, there are three herds of livestock 
within five kilometers of us that, due to their characteristics, don’t produce waste 
that can be certified as ecological. As a result, we have to bring in waste that 
sometimes travels hundreds of kilometers. Or for example, now in some of our 
watering, we are using cheap vinasse that comes from sugar cane and organic waste, 
but that comes from southern Spain to reach our operation, a journey that round 
trip is over 2000 kilometers more than the fertilizers that we could be using. 

We call these products organic because it’s true that for the consumer they don’t 
have as many toxins, or they don’t have toxins and they are much more natural. 
And in that sense, we should give them a rating as healthier or more natural foods. 
But we’ve got to understand that the term organic in the sense that they also take 
care of the planet is an inadequate term because when you’re in Spain eating, for 
example, organic kiwis from New Zealand, the carbon footprint of that kiwi makes it 
anti-ecological by definition. And I know that when there is a year with an almond 
surplus, those almonds go to the global market, and in Spain we export organic 
almonds to the United States, while at the same time the United States exports a 
ton of nonorganic almonds to us. So, we see how these organic products also look 
for higher economic capacities, since they are looking for a type of consumer with 
greater purchasing power. Ultimately, they end up traveling more, they end up being 
changed more, and they end up entering a chain of anti-ecological products. 

At the present moment, the policy of degrowth is being proposed as one 
of the possible ways to tackle the problem of the destruction of life on 
the planet. What is your opinion of this proposal as an economist?

I believe that the economic model requires a look back in time. As I was saying 
earlier, Valladolid had a period when it grew without abandoning sustainability. So the 
question, as you rightly said, is not about zero growth. That’s not the issue. Success 
doesn’t lie just in growth and degrowth. Clearly we have to also change the ways 
we measure the concepts of growth and degrowth. GDP has already been shown 
to be a completely misleading indicator of the reality of growth because within GDP 
the destruction that our economic model cause is calculated as growth, meaning 
that the model grows to the extent that there is destruction. It seems like there’s a 
contradiction there. The capitalist model is a model that lives through contradictions. 
But again, beyond that sort of reductionist dichotomy, to grow or not to grow, there 
must be a complete paradigm shift, aimed directly at recovering this root of the 
concept of economy, which is  care-work, and to ask the State to introduce in its 
policies and put at the center that idea of care-work, such as care for people and 
care for the ecosystem. Is doing that complicated? Well, to the extent that States are 
not in the hands of the people but rather in the hands of capital and the powerful, 
it is irreversible; but to the extent that we are able to overcome that, it is possible. 

What encourages these 500 families in the city of Valladolid to 
be active members of the Huella Verde cooperative?

Since we’re to a certain extent an alternative collective, we all have certain 
criticisms of the status quo. Each person has his or her specific consideration 
and personal motivation for being  involved. There are people who are there only 
because they want to have non-toxic food and want their children to eat non-
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toxic food; they look strictly at that personal interest of having a much healthier 
diet for themselves and their family. There are people who have more of the 
perspective we were discussing: I’m interested in taking care of myself, but I’m 
also interested in knowing what I’m consuming, and that I’m contributing to taking 
care of other spaces, other planets, another way of understanding life and so on. 
Other people understand that we have to learn to participate in these communal 
organizations because our defense against the system lies precisely in alternative 
groups that self-organize against it. So, the perspectives are very wide-ranging. 

For me personally, Lennon’s saying about how life is the thing that happens while 
we’re making other plans, that’s really what I’ve discovered. That is, the ecological 
economy is life and the market economy, the dominant economy, is those plans. In a 
way, I embrace my trees or my project as a project of discovering and living life. And 
the other plans are over there. That’s why, in a way, operations aren’t exploitative 
for those 500 people. Instead I’m the main beneficiary, not because of what we 
bring to the families but because of the work associated with our whole process. 

Is the Huella Verde cooperative a space populated by a 
diversity of people from different social classes?

No, unfortunately it doesn’t cross all social classes. Those who participate in 
these groups are middle class, and in many cases we might even say they 
are well-off, not rich, but well-off, because they also have this awareness. 
Why don’t lower level groups participate? Well, the truth is that I don’t 
know because, for example, we have collaborated with the Food Bank and 
we have offered that, if there are families that have a difficult economic 
situation, they can come and harvest. We don’t charge them because more 
than half of what we produce, either because we have too much or too little, 
ultimately doesn’t have an outlet because we don’t take it out of here.

And well, the rabbits thank us for it. There is biodiversity that also feeds off of 
it, so it’s not that we discard the products or that they are lost, but somehow 
the ecosystem takes advantage of it. In particular, the first ones to eat from the 
fruit trees are the fauna. Cherries, I usually don’t eat them, but I produce quite a 
few, and the birds take care of them and I don’t dislike it. I keep the cherry trees 
because I think they are very rightful users, that is, also due to the characteristics 
of the space where the farm is, there is an incredible rabbit population, and I 
always say that they live there, that it’s their farm and so they do and undo.

And the collective is opening to people with lower incomes. For example, we were 
once approached by a North African family, who are big consumers of nuts. Well, 
they just have to come and harvest. If you have a certain purchasing power, fine, 
and if not, no problem. And if you want to collect a certain amount and leave 
some to sell, you can also do that, there are lots of alternatives. That’s to say, if 
you want it, you take it. You can collect ten kilos, take five and leave five, meaning 
you’ve already paid for it, and if you want, because you have the money, you pay 
for it. There are all kinds of alternatives. In practice, though, people have a sort of 
inferiority complex. If people can’t pay they feel that the problem is theirs, but the 
problem isn’t theirs, it’s systematic. They shouldn’t have a problem with what they’re 
doing. In the most famous paintings by Van Gogh or other painters, there are what 
are called “gleaners,” people who collect the post-harvest crop. They are women 
who, when the field has been harvested, go to the field to collect what was called 
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the gleaning. So much is thrown away from the fields that the best thing would 
be to make it easier for people who want to have access to this food to do so. 

And yet, as it is right now, people are cutting themselves off from doing this 
when we are happy to welcome anyone, not just the middle class who can pay 
to harvest. The experience we have had with people with low purchasing power 
has been good. You can pay in many ways, for example with your presence, which 
is always welcome. Some people are so lovely that  just sharing a moment with 
them is already a gift because we are not the producers. The producers are the 
trees, we are the consumers. I go and take what the trees produce. I’m the legal 
owner, sure, but I don’t feel like I’m the owner of that output either. If someone 
comes, enters the farm, and picks, you say “sure, take it.” The birds come to take 
fruits, and I don’t go out with the shotgun. I’m delighted that they take them and I 
look at them through the window and say “how nice!” It’s a free show of nature. 

At the Constellation of the Commons we are working on a proactive and exciting 
collective imagination that encourages citizen participation and co-responsibility 
in approaching eco-social, polyethical, and economic transformations. How do you 
imagine, politically speaking, a society organized around the idea of the commons?

Organization can take many forms. The famous Elinor Ostrom set out some principles of 
organization, but really everything that we see in the context of what we might call the 
market, with small transformations becomes a communal system. We’ve seen it with 
transportation: We don’t all have to have cars, but sometimes we have to come up with 
ways of sharing vehicles. That’s how we got the famous Blablacar and all these things 
that start to create forms of community, of sharing. So this mentality that by sharing 
we have many more alternatives, not only for consuming, but also for taking care of 
ourselves, has a long way to go because it’s also where higher and lower classes are 
going to meet. So to speak, it is a way of socializing and living in community because 
we are essentially communal beings. So, isolating oneself cannot be the way out.  

At the Constellation of the Commons we understand that the transition 
towards this other model of life not only depends on an intervention in the 
political, legal, and economic spheres, but that it also requires a transition 
or a shift in the cultural paradigm that depends, in turn, on changes in 
the education of citizens. Do you agree with us in this assessment?

Education is essential, and so I’ll say the phrase I said before, that we don’t educate 
people about life, we educate them about those other plans that prevent us 
from living. So the economy we have is an economy of planning at all levels, even 
though this has always been attributed to communist countries. And of course, 
it’s ultimately contrary to life itself, not just materially, but also in the immaterial. 
People who may have their lives figured out in reality often do not live well 
because they have vital conflicts with respect to ambition, to deficiencies. That’s 
to say, in general, people suffer for fictitious reasons just as intensely as they do 
for real, material needs. As I said before, that’s part of what educators should be 
teaching with respect to change, and it's part of what would start the revolution. 


