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Who are you, what is your profession, and what is your relationship 
with the Fundación Hogar del Empleado (Fuhem)?

I’m Santiago Álvarez, director of the ecosocial area of the Fundación Hogar 
de Empleado, which we normally know as Fuhem. I’m an economist, 
but I don’t work in economic management. Instead, I do research work 
in the social sciences. So, I’m an economist by training. I also have 
a doctorate in economics, in the field of international development 
economics, and since then, my professional career has been between 
university teaching and research in institutions like the Fundación.

The Fundación Hogar de Empleado started in Spain in 1940. Can 
you tell us about its history and evolution from its conception 
up to now as an independent nonprofit foundation?

Like all long-running institutions, ours has its history. It initially started as 
a charitable organization, under the protection of the Marians. That is, it 
emerged in the heart of National Catholicism, which was at the service 
of the dictatorship. Through the development of the people who formed 
that very first association, or congregation, it ended up, at that time, 
becoming a space for social welfare mainly oriented towards the liberal 
professions, not the working class. By then, religious groups that ministered 
to the working class were also emerging, such as the HOAC (Hermandad 
Obrera de Acción Católica), the JOC (Juventud Obrera Cristiana), and 
other eclessiastic groups. Fuhem was concerned with white-collar workers, 
office workers, in particular, those in banking. So this whole story came 
from ministering to workers in the banking sector — staff, custodians, 
office workers — who came to Madrid, mainly from elsewhere, with the 
intention of finding a professional outcome there, in this sector, and who 
found themselves in a residence run by the Jesuits. That’s how it began.

Let’s say this was the seed, although it has nothing to do with the 
current state of the Fundación. It continued evolving. Finally, it became 
a space where they began to answer not only to the demands of 
preaching but also to social needs. This was in the context of a Spain 
full of shortages everywhere, where there were no social policies or 
any kind of help from the welfare state. They focused their attention 
on providing housing, which is where the name “employee’s home” 
comes from. It’s not called the “Foundation for the Workers’ Ministry” 
but rather the “Home of the Employee” (Hogar del Empleado). For 
those who aspired, let’s say, to join the middle class, they were 
offered a home. Not social housing, because there was no social 
housing policy, but housing in decent conditions for people coming 
from the outskirts, from other regions. And as they discovered this 
need, they also realized that the neighborhoods in the heart of this 
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area needed to be provided with other services. People came and moved into 
a newly created neighborhood on the outskirts. But there were no convenience 
stores, no schools, no clinics. So, initially they started offering complimentary 
services in the new neighborhoods that were created by the Fundación itself.

Well, over time, all this transformed into a movement that learned from its 
experience and differentiated itself from its initial purposes, bringing in people 
with new opinions, living through the evolution of the country itself, to the 
point that it no longer had anything to do with its origins. It has become a 
foundation that mainly focuses on the educational field but that always has 
space for research on social changes and the social reality of the country. So, 
it has this two-pronged approach that has been developed over time.

Entering into the ‘80s, the Fundación had become an organization with virtually no 
obligation or connection to the Church. It depended solely on its board of trustees 
and its board of trustees was made up of individuals with hardly any connections 
to other institutions. They developed an educational practice that was basically a 
subsidized school, through agreements with public administrations, at a time when 
the country was starting to support public education. And later, beginning in the 
‘80s, the Fundación promoted something that was groundbreaking in Spain, which 
was to carry out research for peace. Alongside educational work, there was a space 
for researching peace at a time in the ‘80s when we were between the missile 
crisis and the debate over NATO membership, that is, first joining NATO and then 
the referendum on joining, and the militarist and pacifist movements that began 
in this country. And the Fundación supported a research center; nothing like it had 
existed in Spain regarding questions of peace and the development of justice, 
militarism, etc. And from there, over time, the Fundación has made it into a new 
century. It’s been built around these two areas: direct educational action through 
schools and an area of reflection, of planning, of public debate on current issues. 

In what areas is Fuhem active?

The Fundación is a national foundation, in that, for example, our activity in the 
ecosocial area isn’t limited to Madrid and, therefore, it has a broader scope. We 
continue developing activities and addressing issues that go beyond the scope of 
Madrid. But the educational activity and schools are located solely in the Community 
of Madrid. There are three schools, two in the city, in the capital, and the other in 
another municipality near the city. They’re the only three schools that the Fundación 
currently has. It started in the Community of Madrid. Its development is mainly in the 
Community of Madrid. But its impact, especially in the area of reflection, is already 
part of a dialogue among Spanish-speakers, essentially. That’s our mission at least.

Where does the money come from to cover the costs of 
the activities and projects of the Fundación?

As a foundation, we have our own assets that mostly come from the real estate 
venture that we developed in the past. And with these assets we’re able to cover 
some of the normal operating costs of the Fundación, to which we can add 
unexpected or additional income that may come from the creation of projects. The 
educational area, however, is self-supporting through agreements and voluntary 
fees that families can contribute in order to support the project’s innovation. 
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How are management and decision-making structured within the Fundación?

Let’s see, the Fundación has a legal form that clearly shows that it’s a non-
profit with a social purpose. However, it doesn’t have a democratic structure. By 
definition, the very structure of a foundation is not democratic. Why? Because all 
the power is concentrated in a single body, which is the board of trustees. The 
board of trustees, and its members, form a political body with the capacity to 
decide the important questions of the Fundación. And then there are executive 
structures that carry out and develop the outlines and proposals that come 
from the board of trustees. So, we experience a tension internally, because we 
support social participation, democracy, in all areas, not just in political areas, but 
also in business areas, within organizations, workplaces, etc. So, working with 
this legal form that doesn’t allow democracy, but with a mission of wanting to 
guarantee maximum participation and involving everyone, often leaves us feeling 
like we’re consulted but, in the end, not completely listened to. Because, we 
don’t have any other option. It’s the structure we have to work with. And that’s 
a little bit of the internal experience in terms of that tension we feel every day.

Who are the members of the Fundación Fuhem?

They’re natural persons. And for a long time now, that is, since the moment we broke 
away, we’ve evolved towards what the Fundación is today and we’ve understood 
it as we understand it now. It was very clear that the complete independence of 
the Fundación had to be preserved. We couldn’t rely on any business group, any 
political party, or any religious denomination. Therefore, the board of trustees is 
made up of natural persons. And these natural persons don’t come “in the name 
of.” They come in a personal capacity because they consider the project worthwhile 
and they dedicate themselves in a personal capacity to the project. And we never 
hide the values of the Fundación. We make them public through our documents, 
through our practice, and through our statements. But complete independence 
has to be guaranteed. We’re not a foundation of a political organization, nor of any 
religious denomination, and much less of powerful business or economic groups.

Is Fuhem part of the Red de Redes de Economía Alternativa y Solidaria (REAS)?

The setup of foundations, as we talked about earlier, makes it difficult to join 
with full rights into the sphere of the social and solidarity economy. They’re non-
profit organizations, and in that sense, they correspond perfectly to what is, 
let’s say, one of the features of the social and solidarity economy. But they have 
certain problems with regards to their organizational structure and the degree of 
participation and democracy within the foundations themselves. Our mission is to 
actively participate and get involved as much as possible, as far as we’re allowed. 
And I say as far as we’re allowed because foundations depend on the protectorate 
of foundations, which sets the limits we have to work within. And well, you can 
say, “no, I want to go further as a foundation.” And they’ll say, “No, you can only 
go up to here.” And that’ll be the case until the legal structure gets changed. 
So, what I’m getting at is that we feel very comfortable within the sphere of the 
social and solidarity economy and all the organizations that represent it, such 
as REAS or the social market, which is what REAS represents in the Community 
of Madrid. We’re part of that space and we feel like part of that space.
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How does an economist become director of the Fundación Fuhem?

It was a foundation that I already knew about, mainly because in the field of 
economics it had promoted the whole area of critical economics in Spain. Why 
had it promoted this whole area of critical economics? Well, because some of its 
trustees, one trustee in particular, who would go on to be president of the foundation 
for many years, was a public university professor at the Complutense University. 
He moved in heterodox circles. At the university itself, along with other heterodox 
thinkers, they tried to promote this area and found initial support to promote it at 
the Fundación. Therefore, the Fundación has also been a pioneer in the promotion 
of critical economics, of heterodox economics in Spain. And as I said before, I didn’t 
know them as much for the CIP (Centro de Investigaciones para la Paz; “Peace 
Research Center”) or their journal Papeles, which was already operating by the 
time I was a student, but rather because I was interested in a collection of critical 
economics they had released at that time. And when I was a student, it went over 
like a lead balloon to say, well, what if there’s another way to approach economics 
and to deal with the issues and problems that are dealt with, or should be dealt 
with, in an economics department. That’s how I got to know them. So, when I 
went to do my doctorate I was very interested in doing my doctoral thesis in the 
department where some of those who moved in the heterodox circles were. And I 
had the good fortune to meet that trustee of the foundation, who ended up being 
my thesis advisor. And through life’s ups and downs and shared concerns, well, my 
interest grew over time because I went to teach at the University of Valladolid, but 
I ultimately ended up at the Fundación. Because I’d already gone a long way, in a 
similar direction and shared a lot in common with the activities that the Fundación 
was working on. And this economic path, let’s say, was already present at Fuhem.

This is a foundation that, facing the ecosocial crisis, promotes reflection and 
education in three areas: ecosocial justice, quality of democracy, and environmental 
sustainability. Can you explain how you arrived at this classification?

We decided on these three areas in 2006, which is when I joined. I formally joined 
in 2007 as director of the area, but I joined in the summer of 2006, together with 
other colleagues, to contemplate how we could approach this area of reflection 
and debate within the Fundación, knowing that we came from the CIP, the Peace 
Research Center, where elements of ecology and quality of democracy were being 
incorporated. They weren’t explicitly stated, but they were always present in the 
approach of the Research and Education for Peace Centers. And what we proposed 
then was to stop and see where things were going then, in the year 2006. And in 
2006, the reality was marked by the ecosocial crisis, understood as a systemic crisis. 
And from there we decided that this had to be reformulated and we reformulated 
it initially as an ecosocial CIP and we included the word “ecosocial.” Later, we gave it 
its own area, not as a satellite organization, but as something that could permeate 
the very identity of the Fundación. And then we said, well, how do we specify this 
ecosocial aspect? And we said that we had to create three frames of reference so 
that we didn’t frame the entire discourse in terms of sustainability, which would deny 
the repercussions and consequences on social cohesion or on quality of democracy. 
These other frameworks could raise issues that, if we focused just on sustainability, 
might get overlooked. Because the question is, facing the ecosocial crisis, how do we 
make it out of this? We can make it out, but with extreme damage to our democracies. 
That is, we can do it with top-down austerity programs that completely sweep 
away processes of democratic participation and respect for human rights. The same 
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goes for social cohesion. We’ve already seen it in recent years, after having made 
that reflection, with the yellow vest movement, for example. We might say, “ok, let’s 
increase taxes on diesel.” Fine, that’s fantastic from a sustainability point of view. But 
who does that affect most? How do we interpret this imposition, which in principle is 
good for the environment, but which falls particularly hard on overwhelmed working-
class sections of society that have no alternative to the increase in transport prices, 
which they’re going to experience as a result of the increase in the tax rate of diesel. 
So, social cohesion, quality of democracy, and sustainability. If they don’t go hand in 
hand, we might make a huge mistake when dealing with any of these issues. And 
that was the sentiment that was underlying the reflection we made at that time. 

In 2015, Fuhem reconfigured itself in a process of debate, dialogue, 
and participation, both at the global level and in its areas of work: 
education and its field of reflection and debate on the ecosocial crisis. 
Why did this reformulation occur and what produced it?

In 2015, the overarching project of the Fundación was formulated for the first time. 
It consisted of re-establishing the identity of the Fundación without losing all of its 
heritage and DNA. But adapting and updating it to the current times. And looking 
at the experience we had gained in recent years. And that experience showed us 
that we had to reformulate the identity of the Fundación in ecosocial terms, as an 
organization concerned with justice and social cohesion, sustainability and the quality 
of democracy, in the face of the risks and threats that we see continuously, that we 
live and suffer through, and that we had to do this through educational action and 
through ecosocial action within this field of reflection and debate and research on 
ecosocial issues. This has never before been formulated in this way at the Fundación, 
to the extent that it could permeate the statutes and the whole image, or brand, of 
the institution. It was the moment when we debated this internally and internalized 
it as an institution. Not without tensions and issues, since each of us interpreted it in 
different ways. And this interplay of interpretations can then become both a source of 
tension as well as an enriching conflict, to the extent that we can reveal different ways 
of interpreting the same thing. This could lead us to new agreements or combinations 
of ideas that we hadn’t initially considered and that were much more interesting 
that the initial formulations. That’s what the reformulation of 2015 was about. 

Fuhem works on different issues related to the current ecosocial crisis 
through two mechanisms, or channels: (1) educational activity developed 
in three schools in Madrid and (2) a project of reflection and debate on 
national and international scales. Thinking about this area of education, 
what type of education does Fuhem support and practice in its schools?

We support public education. The fact that we support it doesn’t mean that people 
still don’t tell us “yes, but you run subsidized schools.” And here it’s best to explain 
what our mission is in doing this direct educational task in a school. We do it with 
the mission of providing public education. And public education is an education 
that doesn’t discriminate. It’s an education that guarantees accessibility to people 
who want to study and develop their education in these schools. Therefore, there 
should be no economic barrier to entry. It has to be well financed, it has to be 
guaranteed with public funds. It has to be a secular education where all beliefs 
are respected without exclusion. As long as beliefs are respected, none should 
be imposed. It has to be a democratic education where the students and the 
teachers have a say. Ultimately, these are the features of public education. Another 
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thing is that public education, in our country, has basically been guaranteed by 
state education. Why? Because we come from a history where the monopoly of 
education in this country belonged to the Church, and the only way to guarantee 
the features of public education was through state-owned schools. And we should 
all know and be aware of this history of our country. But, does that mean that 
civil society or society as a whole can’t also be responsible for public education? 
Well, I think they can be. That is, the State must guarantee public education 
services, but it doesn’t necessarily have to be from a civil servant, a teacher who 
has passed a public examination. It can always involve society too, as long as 
no profit is being made. And we are, in principle, a non-profit organization with 
a public education project. But it isn’t state-owned. That’s what we support. 

You mentioned that Fuhem schools are subsidized schools. Can you 
explain what it means for a school to be a subsidized school? 

There are three types of schools. One is guaranteed by State ownership, public schools. 
And then, on the opposite end, there are private schools. That is, those in which the 
State only intervenes at the curricular level to ensure that an official education is being 
provided. But all the owners of the school have to pay for it, since they are strictly 
private. And then there are some schools that are subsidized with public funds, which 
here we call subsidized schools. So they’re financed with public funds, they do what 
state-owned schools do. But they aren’t state-owned, they’re privately owned, for 
example by a foundation, as in our case. Or in the hands of a religious congregation, as 
is the case of most religious schools. These schools do have to comply with regulations. 
They can’t say, “I’m going to ignore the educational laws and do whatever I want.” No. 
They have to follow the regulations, although they can develop their own school. And 
those would be the three forms that exist in Spain: private, subsidized, and public. 

Do the staff hired at Fuhem schools belong to the Spanish public sector?

No, they’re staff of the Fundación. They’re paid by the Community of Madrid. The 
Administration is decentralized in Spain, so education is completely overseen 
by the Autonomous Communities. So the Community of Madrid, which is where 
the schools are located, pays the teachers through the Fundación. We pay the 
teachers with funds that we receive as part of the agreement, but they aren’t public 
servants of the Community of Madrid. Rather, they’re staff of the Fundación.

Are Fuhem schools open to everyone?

Any child can join. What happens then? We’ve got to be very clear here. The funds 
that finance subsidized education in Spain cover 60% of the costs. If you calculate 
the total costs as we’ve calculated for our schools, what we receive for subsidized 
education is 60%. If we want to further develop Fuhem’s educational project, those 
funds aren’t enough to do it. So, we may charge voluntary fees from the families 
to carry out this educational project. So, is that a barrier to entry? No, because if a 
person can’t pay it, they aren’t required to pay. In fact, the schools themselves have 
articulated solidarity mechanisms. This means that the needs of all the families can 
be met with a fund. Those who can afford the necessary fees for the rest of the 
Fundación to move forward can compensate for those who, maybe because of a 
situation, are suddenly unable to pay the fees. Or because at that moment they 
have several children, rather than just one, in the schools. So, solidarity mechanisms 
are established internally to try to avoid leaving someone out. Later on, at some 
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point, someone may say that they still haven’t been able to get access due to their 
circumstances. But if cases are detected, there are internal solidarity mechanisms 
within the three schools. And there’s a voluntary and non-compulsory mechanism, 
without any kind of consequences for those families who can’t afford the fees. 

Taking into account gender, class, and ethnic variables, would you 
say that the three schools reflect a diversity of backgrounds?

We all know already that schools depend a lot on where they’re located. When the 
Fundación’s schools were built — there were once five, now we only have three — they 
were located in the neighborhoods that the Fundación itself helped develop. They were 
working-class neighborhoods with a lack of educational services. But what might have 
been a poor neighborhood 40 or 50 years ago, over time can become a privileged part 
of Madrid. So we have schools with very different social backgrounds. We still have a 
school with a very working-class social background, which includes all of the diversity 
of working-class neighborhoods. However, there’s another school in an area that over 
time has become, what we might call “middle class” — well-located and well-off. So, 
the students there may be children whose parents are in show business, politics, 
etc. It’s been a school through which a large chunk of what we might call “Madrid’s 
progressives” have passed. And there are other schools like that. Right now, there’s one 
in Rivas-Vaciamadrid, outside the city of Madrid, which reflects the social reality of what 
Rivas-Vaciamadrid has become. So, a decisive part of the diversity of a school is where 
it’s located. What happens is that state-owned public education supports schools 
throughout the city. However, the private and subsidized schools choose their locations, 
and, interestingly enough, they tend to be located in extremely homogeneous, 
upper middle class areas. And then, well, that’s the most decisive component. 

How different is studying in a Fuhem school compared to other 
public, private, and subsidized schools in Madrid?

I’m not sure if what’s being taught at the Fundación is radically different from public 
school education in its fundamental aspects. What we do have is the willingness 
to always innovate, and here the Fundación has a long history. It’s been a breeding 
ground for people who’ve been thinking about educational practice from the 
beginning, and a sizable portion of the educational laws have been inspired, and 
participated in, by people who are connected to the Fundación. And I’m talking 
about the education laws that can be called progressive, that is, the ones that meant 
substantial changes in the educational model that had been inherited in this country 
since the dictatorship. So, we have a uniqueness in relation to educational innovation, 
because it’s present in the very culture of the Fundación, in the educational field. 
We intend to be innovative in practice, but it’s also clear that this isn’t exclusive 
to the Fundación. There are other areas in public schools, as well as subsidized 
schools, where new methodologies and approaches are being innovated. Right now, 
however, we’re innovating with our concern for ecosocializing the curriculum. So, 
without departing from the curriculum and regulations established by the Ministry of 
Education, we’re trying to translate and reformulate components and approaches and 
issues that normally get left out and that we’ve incorporated through this process.

Does Fuhem make its own textbooks?

We don’t publish textbooks because, well let’s say that in the teaching model of 
this country, teaching has been based on textbooks. And that teaching model, 
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based on textbooks, isn’t our style. What we do is use tools and materials at the 
service of methodologies and a specific educational practice. What we do with 
these materials, or materials that also have their own methodology of being 
implemented, is combine different subjects in a given period, around an issue that’s 
associated with what’s being taught. But we combine disciplines, very different 
approaches in a very protected period of time through a certain sequence. In 
addition to a textbook, they’re materials that serve the practice of teaching.

Does Fuhem have a virtual bookstore?

There’s a virtual bookstore where you can buy all these materials, in addition to 
the rest of the publications that we release from the other area, the ecosocial area 
that I’m part of. These include journals, books — we offer a collection of books on 
heterodox economics, which we now call inclusive economics and used to call critical 
economics. And between both collections we offer another one on critical economics 
and social environmentalism, as well as the rest of the materials we’ve been publishing: 
reports on the world situation, the state of power. In short, these materials we’ve 
been publishing through our editorial work, well, they’re also in that bookstore. 

Fuhem has supported a project of social ecological cafeterias 
in its schools. Can you explain this choice?

School cafeterias were once an area that normally didn’t get much attention. It 
seemed that, despite the fact that they were inside schools, this wasn’t an educational 
area, or that education ended the moment the child left the classroom. Well, no. 
The school cafeteria is also an educational space. And since it’s an educational 
space, why don’t we start thinking about what the best diet is for a kid who’s been 
in a classroom for five hours? What diet is most appropriate for him, for his health, 
but also for the health of the planet? Why don’t we consider, when we’re thinking 
about it within the Fundación, that the current food model is largely responsible 
for the world we live in, right? This reflection on food and the parts of everyday life 
has convinced us to spread it to all areas in which we can be involved and have 
influence. And the cafeteria is one of them. That’s the project with the cafeterias. 

Is local consumption a part of these social ecological cafeterias?

Here we’ve had to look at the specific issues that each school has inherited. Because 
you have a contracted catering company. Then that catering company works with its 
own criteria. But if there comes a time when you have to renew it or you have to set 
the conditions of service you want to receive, then you get to negotiate. There have 
to be certain components, there has to be less meat or fish, there has to be a day off 
or whatever, depending on how the project is designed. It’s a project that also has 
to go beyond the cafeteria itself because it has to become something that reaches 
the families, so that the families consider what’s the most suitable diet for their 
children and what its contribution to the betterment of the planet is. The routes have 
to be short because it wouldn’t make any sense to think that a diet belonging to our 
cultural context, the Mediterranean diet, can be made by importing products from two 
thousand kilometers away. They have to be products from the area, local products.
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Could public schools adopt the ecosocial education 
model practiced in Fuhem schools?

Of course. Those of us at Fuhem don’t just want to develop it internally; 
we want to share it and do it alongside many more people. 

Why hasn’t an ecosocial model of education been adopted in public schools?

That’s a question that should probably be asked to public school staff. Why is it 
so difficult for staff to agree on a school project and to incorporate what others 
are doing? A school could do it perfectly well if it wanted to. What happens is 
that public schools are fundamentally harmed by temporary hiring. That is, public 
administrations are where there’s the most job insecurity, which is something that isn’t 
well known in this country. Public administrations are a focal point of job insecurity for 
people who don’t have access to their civil servant position yet and are temporarily 
employed, in permanent provisional employment for a long time. Then, of course, 
what happens in schools? Well, teachers move around a lot in schools. That is, a 
well-established teaching staff is the one that may have a better idea of the future, 
of how to make a strategic plan that develops a school project. These difficulties 
come up very often, but I can’t comment on what happens in public schools. 

Among the activities of the Fundación we come across important 
research and editorial work distributed between the Dosieres 
ecosociales and the journal Papeles. Can you explain the development 
of this journal and the type of content we can find in it? 

Papeles is a journal that started in 1985, and although it’s always had the name 
Papeles, it’s had four stages. Initially, it was called Papeles de Paz, Ecología y Desarrollo, 
or Papeles Para la Paz. Then, it was renamed Papeles de Relaciones Internacionales. 
In short. Now it’s called Papeles de relaciones ecosociales y cambio global. So, it’s 
evolved. It couldn’t be any other way. There’ve been a lot of years between 1985 up 
to now, because with more than 35 years of history, like all groups and all people, all 
of a sudden the way you present yourself and your concerns and interests change 
over time. But it has kept its personality. Everyone who has known the journal from 
its inception knows that it’s a social science journal of a critical nature, with a cross-
disciplinary mission, where it’s been addressing the major issues and trends of our 
time. But as these have changed, we’ve been adjusting to what has been happening, 
to the changes that have actually been happening. Right now, since 2006, when it was 
renamed to Papeles de relaciones ecosociales y cambio global, the issues that it reflects 
on and the approach with which it deals with these issues has been a faithful reflection 
of what the Fundación is proposing. So, what thematic references does it address? 
Sustainability, social cohesion, and the quality of democracy. From what perspective? 
From an ecosocial perspective, a critical perspective, an interdisciplinary perspective in 
order to address the various issues that have arisen from 2006 up to now. And I think 
we’ve reflected on almost all of them to a large extent across the issues of the journal.

Who is this journal intended for?

This journal is also a meeting place. Who can write in Papeles? Everybody. Anyone 
who has something to say, who believes they have something to say regarding 
the issues we’re raising, knowing that it’s a journal mostly directed towards a 
university audience: students, professors, researchers. That is, we’re not making a 
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journal for people who are still in high school. They probably don’t yet have the 
keys to be able to interpret the things we’re examining. Maybe by the last year of 
high school they do. Also those with a background in activism. People who are 
inquisitive and sensitive to major social issues, who left university a while ago, 
but who still want to continue investigating the social reality. And people from 
universities: students, professors, and researchers. So, it’s a meeting place. Anyone 
can participate as a reader, but also as an author. And that’s the mission of this 
journal. We’ll meet. And how do we meet? By suggesting, offering, reading. When 
someone purchases an issue of Papeles, we want them to be understood not as a 
customer, but as someone who’s supporting a project. That’s why we charge for it. 

The journal Papeles costs money, yet there is an open archive of 
issues of Papeles from prior to this year. Can you explain this?

We charge for it initially because the issues, the last four most recent issues, the 
ones corresponding to the last year, can only be purchased through the bookstore. 
Although you can also buy it printed, not necessarily on paper, as a digital copy. 
You have to purchase them, but after a year we make it free. So, the entire long 
history and archive of Papeles is freely available to anyone who wants to look it 
up. Just with these two approaches to maintain the viability of the program.

You have a doctorate in economics. What approach 
to economics do you identify with?

Let’s see, I identify with the field of economics. The problem is that I don’t identify 
with all the approaches that people conventionally or ordinarily use to approach 
the field of economics. What is the field of economics? That is, what does an 
economist do? Because in other disciplines things are more or less clear. What does 
a chemist do? Well, they study the composition of matter. A physicist? A physicist 
studies the physics of reality, and so on and so forth. So, what does an economist 
study? Economics, sure, but how do we define economics? Unfortunately, nowadays, 
economics is defined based on a method, a way of approximating, but there’s no 
substantive approach, as a formal approach, because the economist is the one who 
does economics, according to the neoclassical paradigm. It’s a paradigm centered 
on the processes of rational choices made by subjects who have restraints placed 
on them and who have to choose between using resources that are supposedly 
scarce and ends that are normally given. Well, that’s economics in formal terms. 
And that’s how an entire discipline is defined. When the most normal thing would 
have been to define it in substantive terms, saying that it’s a field, a discipline that 
deals with the study of economic activity. And what is economic activity? Well, the 
production of goods and services and exchange so that they reach customers and 
can be consumed and their needs can be covered and satisfied at a given time. 
Therefore, it’s a game of production, exchange, and consumption directed to the 
welfare of a community at a given time, which would be what gives meaning to the 
economy itself. But this meaning is displaced by the method with which you have to 
approach it, which is one among many other possible methods. And so, let’s just say 
that history has stayed that way. So, what do I do? Well, I understand economics in a 
substantial sense. And how do I approach it? Well, by trying to do greater justice to 
this field of research. But not by putting the cart before the horse. By first choosing 
the method of approach, and then defining everything in terms of that approach.
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Since economics is one of the social sciences, how can we explain the 
existence of research that doesn’t account for the impact of economic 
activity on natural and social systems? Why does this happen?

Of course, because, on top of that, the specific method chosen is a method that — for 
the sake of formalization and the use of all the mathematical and statistical tools at 
our disposal — completely removes the social elements that are often immeasurable 
and unmanageable with these tools. So, what can’t be dealt with by the method gets 
completely eliminated from the reflection. And then we confront the paradox that even 
though it’s a social science, the social component isn’t embedded into the reflection, 
much less into the biophysical one. It appears silent in all models, a thing they call 
Earth, the web of life, the biosphere. Everything is reduced to a commodity and a 
productive factor, at the same level of other productive factors such as capital and 
even labor itself. Labor is also commodified and considered another interchangeable 
commodity and a substitute for other productive factors like capital. Such that, in the 
models there’s a curious thing, which people understand perfectly well but that certain 
economists still aren’t able to understand, which is the fact that productive factors 
complement one another rather than substituting. That is, if you want to go fishing and 
there’s a certain school of fish, just because you put more fishing boats out doesn’t 
mean that you’re going to catch more fish.  
Because the amount of catches will ultimately be determined by the fish stock. So, 
if you deplete it, imagine a depleted ocean, well, you can’t substitute the land factor, 
with its oceans and all their wealth, with capital. These aren’t factors that can be 
substituted, they’re complementary factors. We’ve understood this since we were in 
school. However, we then create models where we completely forget these stories 
and the elements are considered substitutable. If we run out of forests, then we’ll find 
another way to sink greenhouse gasses. Or, if we run out of biodiversity, we’ll just invent 
a technology. But what kind of nonsense have we formalized, and how is it possible 
that interpretations like these have been constructed from this current approach? 
I don’t buy that. That is, these schemes don’t work for substantively studying what 
economic activity is and all its repercussions, as an integrated reality within a natural 
system and a social system. From a systemic perspective where all these interactions 
are taken into account, where you can see that within the natural systems there are 
social systems and within the social systems there’s something called the economic 
subsystem. From there and with that starting point, that’s what I work with.

This year, Economistas sin Fronteras published a report entitled “Diagnostic 
research on the situation of teaching economics.” The results of this 
research question the validity and condemn the imposition of an orthodox 
model of interpretation of the economy and its activity. You’re a university 
economics professor. What’s your opinion of this assessment? 

First, that not everybody in the community of economists buys into the nonsense, 
and second, that the community of economists is a reflection of what’s happening 
in society. So, a certain model of university and of teaching economics has been 
created that works for these interests. Let’s see, on this subject a reflection might be 
useful for being able to interpret the question you’re asking me. Teaching is basically 
a mechanism for the reproduction of the established order, starting with the school. 
That is, we’ve spoken before about schools, but schools can essentially become, and 
usually respond exactly to, the social reality. That is, what kind of school do we want? 
Normally, in every historical period, we adopt the one we need most. And now we 
need to train workers. Because we’re no longer in the society where workers were 
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trained within the scope of the trades and where there was the apprentice of the 
trade and the master within the artisan world. That was the school back then. Or to 
train clergy or to train certain members of the public administration. Well, when we 
needed — because we were already moving to an industrial society and a certain 
degree of qualification for a lot of workers, that was more or less homogeneous — 
schools were created where a set of basic knowledge was given so that these workers 
could move on and immediately enter the working world from the ages of 14, 15, 16 
years old. As time went on we incorporated certain more comprehensive elements 
to a more humanistic vision, but ultimately schools are always a reflection of society. 
And so is the university, possibly as much or even more than compulsory education. 
And within the university itself, the teaching of economics is a reflection of what’s 
happening. So, the university is designed so that the professional career of teachers 
follows a certain path. This is true in all disciplines, and especially in economics. I 
think that people are aware of many of these absurdities, but they end up being 
convenient for their professional career. In order to have a professional career you 
have to do certain things. Still, I’d say that not everybody in the academic community, 
in the field of economics, agrees with this approach. In other words, there’s also a 
desire to incorporate the plurality of approaches that have been created and have 
been emerging throughout the long history of this discipline over several centuries. 

How can the hegemony of the orthodox model in economics 
departments be countered? Are there internal movements against 
this imposition from both faculty and the student body?

A battle must be waged in defining the curricula, and we already know how to do 
this. We know how important the departments are in the case of Spain. And how 
these issues are often raised, sort of as agreements, compromises, the back and 
forth that has little to do with what could be the approach, of saying “Hey, how 
are we going to approach the study of economics?” So, I think that if we put these 
stories together, we can see how there have been processes of commercialization 
and commercial infiltration within the university itself. We see how the criteria for 
the accreditation of professors have been established. If we also see how to the 
university itself — and I repeat, the university is a reflection of the the way the winds 
are blowing in society — then all this comes together and the outcome is that in 
a hegemonic and almost monopolistic way, there’s a monotone teaching with a 
single chord and from a single approach. But let’s be aware that this has begun 
to be answered, fundamentally, by the student body. By the students who’ve said, 
“Hey, we don’t want the same textbooks that you’ve been teaching us from for the 
last three or four decades. We’re pretty fed up with the usual textbooks.” And there 
are student movements that are putting pressure on the professors themselves.

And it’s also true that in the university itself, despite everything, there are areas of 
change. What happens is that there’s an enormous cost for the professors who 
want to undertake these changes, partly because they won’t receive any kind of 
recognition. And then when you don’t have any kind of recognition, your professional 
career can stagnate. But still, we must recognize the courage and generosity of 
those professors who do this through summer schools, through seminars, which 
often add to their normal workload. And sometimes we don’t recognize that 
because not everyone in the university has the same degree of obedience and 
obsequiousness. But for those who are rebellious, well, let’s do them justice.
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The essayist and poet Jorge Reichmann writes that democracy 
is not compatible with capitalism. What would you say?

Well, it’s not compatible because democratic capitalism is an oxymoron. And whoever 
thinks that capitalism and democracy go hand in hand, first is ignorant of history, 
and second has to argue in depth for the logic of that statement. Capitalism has 
nothing to do with democracy. If one thinks about what might be the characteristic 
permanent features of this social system over the last few years, we’re going to 
be talking about contemporary capitalism, from the end of the 19th century to 
the present day. Here we find a lot of evolution, a lot of change. There’s nothing 
more versatile than capitalism and nothing that evolves and changes so rapidly. 
But nevertheless, its characteristic features are always the same. At least to be 
able to say that we are, and remain, in capitalism. And its features prevent any real 
democratic practice. Why? Well, because the substantial features of capitalism are 
private ownership of the means of production. And to take something away means 
that someone doesn’t have what someone else has. That’s what private property 
is. “Deprive” and “private” have the same etymological root. To deprive is to leave 
someone without what I have. Is that relevant? Well, it depends. Now we’ll see.

Another fundamental feature is that the labor force is essentially salaried. That is, 
you depend on another person so that, by offering your labor power, you can obtain 
wages on which you can live. Your livelihood depends on you selling yourself as 
labor power. Of course, formally it’s free. It’s free labor power because it’s not slave 
labor. But there’s also another meaning behind free labor power, which is that it’s 
exempt from the means that could guarantee its autonomy. Means of production 
or of supporting oneself. When the commons get closed off, what happens? Well, 
people are left without the means to support oneself, of subsistence, the customary 
rights that guaranteed them autonomy from the lords who closed off what 
belonged to everyone. Well, sure, I’m free, I’m a wage earner, but I have no way of 
living except by selling my labor power in a process that’s completely unequal. 

And thirdly, we come across the role of markets. It’s unequal because it’s done through 
markets. In the market there are power relations and there are no relations that we 
might call — it depends on how the market is set up. Markets are an expression of 
positions of strength and if you have a guaranteed position, then the market works in 
a certain way. And if it’s spread out, or if it’s contained, it’ll work in a different way.

These three features, the presence of markets, wage labor, and private ownership 
of the means of production, are the fundamental components of capitalism and 
have been combined in different ways through different processes throughout 
history that we’d call capitalist social formations. But the end goal has always been 
the same, and it’s that a surplus is generated from all this. And who controls that 
surplus? The owners of the means of production. And what happens? They not 
only take control of it: they also decide how to use it. Because that’s where the 
key lies, in who takes control of the surplus and who uses it. And in the end, the 
one who makes the investment, that is, the use of the surplus, is the owner of 
the means of production. These days that owner can be numerous and diverse. 
Because we’re all shareholders, we could say, including the wage earner himself, 
to the extent he is a shareholder, can in a certain way also be considered part of 
this framework of ownership of the means of production. But I don’t really care. 
The issue is that whoever decides on the fundamental questions of people’s 
lives — investment — that is, whoever decides when, how, and where social 
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energies are invested, that is, the surplus, is a private individual. It’s a private 
decision that will have effects with social and environmental consequences.

So, what kind of democracy are we talking about? It’s impossible to think that 
capitalism and democracy go hand in hand. Moreover, democracy, the way we think 
about it, is a democracy that is limited exclusively to the political sphere. It ends at 
the factory gates, or the economic sphere. There’s no democracy anywhere in the 
economic sphere. There are some who say that we can think of democracies without 
democracy in the economic sphere, that if the liberal idea we have of democracy 
exists in the political sphere, that should be enough. Well, that would still be a limited 
understanding of democracy. Therefore, if we have a broad view, if we analyze 
capitalism in depth, we see that capitalism and democracy do not align anywhere. And 
to speak of democratic capitalism as it was spoken of throughout the 80s and 90s, 
particularly by American neoconservative thought, is nothing but a profound oxymoron 
with deliberate intentions. It was trying to present that model as being opposed to the 
alternative that existed on the other side of the world, in the Soviet Union, etc, etc.

These days we hear talk of transformative economic practices using different 
labels: the social and solidarity economy, the eco-feminist economy, the 
ecological economy, the economy of the common good, the critical economy, 
the circular economy, the barefoot economy, etc. Is this a heterodox economic 
model divided into discernible practices based on the problems we’re trying 
to address? Do all these labels correspond to discernible economic theories? 
What position does Fuhem have regarding this proliferation of practices?

Well, as you rightly say, it’s explained in a very confusing way because there’s nothing 
worse than when new labels appear that tend to recycle what came before. To 
start, I think it’d be useful to distinguish practices from theoretical developments. 
Practices are made by people. Theoretical developments are made by those 
who have the privilege of being able to stop and think, which is sometimes the 
people and other times the academic world. So there are two different levels.

The practices of the social and solidarity economy are numerous and very different. 
But they’ve arisen, let’s say, from the prevalence of practice, initiative, and 
permanent experimentation. Within the scope of what we might call “thought,” 
it’s not usually used and that’s why there aren’t any courses on the social and 
solidarity economy, although they’re starting to offer master’s degrees in it. But 
a young man or woman who enters university and says, “I want to study the 
subject of Social and Solidarity Economics,” is going to have trouble finding it 
because it doesn’t have a place within what might be the disciplinary areas of 
an economics curriculum. Because there’s no theorization here either. That is, 
there’s a practice that’s been started, but there’s no theorization of that practice, 
nor is there a theoretical framework or a paradigm behind that history. 

So, it’s necessary to distinguish those two levels because in the field of 
development what we find are approaches, and a plurality of approaches. Even 
if one of them dominates, let’s say the whole field of economics teaching and 
research, there are still many other approaches. These approaches, to simplify, 
are orthodoxy vs. heterodoxy, because at every moment in history that’s how it’s 
been. That is, the orthodoxy now is not the orthodoxy from four decades ago. 
There was a different orthodoxy and a different heterodoxy. So, it’s orthodoxy 
vs. heterodoxy. Within heterodoxy, which is where I find myself and where the 
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Fundación feels identified, there are multiple approaches, and many don’t have 
an issue with mutual incompatibility, just that there isn’t a lot of dialogue. 

And in that sense, for example, at the Fundación we’re proposing what 
we call the inclusive, or integrative, approach. That is, that the ecological 
approach, ecological economics, feminist economics, political economics or the 
critique of political economics, all the critical reflections from institutionalism 
to Marxism, etc., come together and interact and think about how they can 
add their views so that they don’t reduce the complexity of real life, but are 
instead able to express and explain it in a more comprehensive way.

That’s the theoretical field in which we find ourselves. I think it could be 
a good framework of interpretation for the practices that come from 
below, which take on too many expressions and labels, often in a critical 
way, in a dynamic that is closer to that of fashion, of saying, well, let’s 
look for a new label because we’ve moved on from the last one. 

So we’ve talked about that, about the economy of the common good, the social 
and solidarity economy, the barefoot economy, popular economies…and more 
and more. And when you talk about economies, when we talk about popular 
economies or barefoot economies as Max-Neef put it, and so on, you say, sure, 
this is the social and solidarity economy. And when you read about the economy 
of the common good, you say, well, this is basically the same as the solidarity 
economy, why is there a new label? And in the end, what you conclude from this 
whole story is that many of these practices want their own spaces and their own 
groups, and they don’t establish connections. Instead, with labeling, what they’re 
looking for are their own private little sanctuaries. So I don’t care much for labels, 
and I’d say that everything looks more or less the same from a practical point of 
view. That is, we’re experimenting to solve problems that are not being solved by 
conventional practices. And on the theoretical level, from the heterodox point of 
view, we have to propose new interactions to be able to integrate views and create 
approaches that provide us with greater complexity when it comes to analysis. 

Thinking in terms of a possible ecosocial justice, how does 
the transformative and inclusive economic model address the 
looming issue of wealth distribution in all its dimensions?

Well, this is the almost unavoidable route we’ll have to take: redistribution. In 
a world with finite resources in which we’ve surpassed the limits, the only real 
possibility is redistribution. Because growth is already an impossible dream. It 
was the way that we were supposed to eliminate all distributive tendencies, at 
least in some societies. Basically, why did we grow? Apart from the dynamics of 
the incessant accumulation of capital, let’s say that it’s part of its DNA because 
that’s where capitalism comes from, from capital accumulation without limits or 
moderation. Aside from the social impulse, which is in the DNA of the system 
itself. Once there’s growth then I can give you something. But, of course, when 
this growth becomes impossible in a saturated world, then we’ll have to consider 
how to redistribute what remains and wealth, in all its dimensions, when we see 
that the world is marked by two fundamental features: inequality and waste. Well, 
we have plenty of room to maneuver in order to be able to meet these challenges 
without any substantial loss of quality of life for the world’s population as a whole.
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I think that’s the reflection being made right now. If we were serious and not moved 
by other disingenuous reasons, I believe that everyone in the field of social sciences 
would be thinking about this. Saying, well, now we’re facing new problems. We have 
inefficiencies, we have inequality, we have waste, we have scarce resources. We should 
strive for the best social organization that will allow us to guarantee our needs and 
develop the capacities and freedoms of the people on this planet who already have 
a shared destiny. Or, well, you can work on the latest article for the latest JCR journal, 
doing enormously complex statistical research on a variable that no one understands.

Those of us who study capitalism know that a comprehensive 
critique of capitalism must also integrate a critique of systems of 
patriarchal and colonial oppression. Can you explain this?

Let’s see, capitalism is supported quite well by other systems of oppression and 
it loves patriarchy, it loves colonialism in various guises. And it’s very difficult to 
understand capitalism without this support from other systems of oppression, 
seeing them as different from capitalism itself. That is, capitalism itself is a form of 
economic exploitation and class domination. It may be more successful in certain 
places, nobody disputes that. I’m not entering into a critical judgment. I’m trying to 
take an analytical approach. Objectively, it’s based on the exploitation of the labor 
force and ecosystems, which makes it an essential element of its function and its 
growth. This may give rise to somewhat unfortunate situations for certain social 
groups. Well, sometimes yes and sometimes no. That’s a matter for later analysis. 
But capitalism being as it is, and being different from patriarchy and colonialism, 
historically it’s developed well in the molds of patriarchy to ensure the reproduction 
of the labor force. The modern familial structure suited it quite well. Later on, through 
the Fordist wage, it became what we understand today as a nuclear family. And 
then the neoliberal order, starting in the 1980s, transformed the conditions of the 
household into a family with two providers, accompanied by a dual welfare system.

Capitalism makes all these changes in accordance with a framework such as the 
patriarchal one where, with all the modifications that take place, there’s always 
domination between the genders in the new relations that are formed. And the same 
applies to the appropriation of a large part of the resources needed by metropolitan 
centers, and not provided by their own territory, which is the origin of all colonies. 
That is, when the colonial order is established, and with it the administration of a 
territory and the military control of that territory, it’s fundamentally to take control 
of the resources of that territory. When the processes of decolonization take place, 
neocolonialism gets produced, where, alongside other essentially commercial and 
financial channels, etc. and with center-periphery dynamics perfectly established 
through corporate power and the power of States, it becomes colonialism in new 
guises. And when under the neoliberal order we move from neocolonialism to the 
forms of globalization that we’ve all known in recent decades, then the process 
becomes: let’s take the resources. It’s only different with respect to earlier eras, in 
that it often isn’t necessary for work forces to come to our metropolitan centers. 
Rather, we’ll take care to place our companies in those areas so that we can exploit 
their work force or their ecosystems. Because the environmental regulations of our 
countries don’t allow us to do so. But we’re in the same spot, the exact same. So, 
without a comprehensive critique of patriarchal and colonial capitalism, and thus, 
without being aware of the connections between these three systems, which have 
historically gone hand in hand since the development of capitalism, we cannot 
understand and comprehend the prosperity derived from this system. And, of 
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course, the advantages enjoyed by a small group of people at the expense of the 
majority, to the detriment of social and natural conditions for all of humanity.

What role does the idea of private property play in a possible 
wealth redistribution plan in all its dimensions?

No one disputes private property. It will have to exist. Now, private ownership of 
what? Of people’s final means of consumption? Well, of course. I support the private 
ownership of my toothbrush. I don’t want to share it with anyone. So private property 
has to exist, but for what? For the markets of people’s final consumer goods. Now, 
with capitalism there happens to be an anomaly to a certain extent in relation to 
other previous systems. And that is that a type of market appears, called input 
markets, where the means of production, land, and others are exchanged. Well, 
markets had existed prior to capitalism for final consumer goods but not for land, 
real estate, finance, money, labor force. That wasn’t exchanged by the market. Then 
this market arose. And of course, when markets appear within the market, what 
gets exchanged are property rights. That is, I can go to the market with what’s mine, 
and we can come to an agreement for what’s yours. And yours for mine, if they’re 
equally valuable or we think they’re approximately the same. So the question is, 
why should the ownership of the means of production or of making a livelihood 
always have to be private, or exclusively private? I think that there are other social 
properties, state properties, other methods of ownership, in short, that are more 
convenient for those areas. And that’s where we have to pay some attention. That 
is, social ownership and public ownership of the means of production is crucial. 
Why? To achieve democracy, which capitalism is not capable of achieving. Because 
to the extent that this property is socialized, and you open it to participation from 
those who are part of the community, to the society that owns the means of 
production, they have the ability to know where those investments go. So, that’s a 
fundamental issue. Ownership, referring to the means of production and of making a 
livelihood, that ensures degrees of autonomy and self-management by the people. 

What’s your opinion of the theoretical position of those 
who support a decrease in consumption as a possible way to 
mitigate the energy collapse that we’re experiencing? 

It’s clear that we have to reduce the levels of consumption of natural resources, 
and we have to reduce solid, liquid, and gas emissions that we’re dumping into our 
ecosystems. Why? Because we’re collapsing the biosphere. We’re criminally degrading 
it. So everything related to dematerialization, decarbonization, we have to get behind 
it. That’s one thing. And another thing is the discourse around degrowth, which is not 
outside of the usual model. That is, what used to grow now has to decrease. But before 
we thought of growing only in monetary terms. We were thinking, and interestingly 
enough wanted to criticize, the importance of an indicator like the GDP, which 
expresses everything only in monetary terms. That is, it’s a set of goods and services, 
but in monetary terms. And now what we’re saying, without leaving that behind, is: 
what was growing before now has to decrease. And ultimately, to quantify that, you 
use the same indicator. That is, if before growth in the GDP was used to see if we were 
growing, now I’m going to have to look at the same indicator to see if I’m decreasing.

So, first of all, there’s no deep conceptual or analytical interruption if we put it this way. 
That is, only in terms of growth of an indicator like GDP, growth to degrowth. You’re 
almost in the same model to begin with. Second, in capitalism, degrowth constitutes 
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an economic crisis and therefore social suffering, probably without improvement in 
environmental and social and ecological conditions. So, that’s degrowth in capitalism. 
If you tell me “no, but degrowth will transform capitalism,” well, we’ve been calling 
it something else for a long time. We don’t usually talk about degrowth here. What 
we like to talk about is change, transformation, or restructuring. We use these words 
instead of degrowth because there are things that will have to grow. Food will have 
to grow for the malnourished, education will have to grow for those who don’t have 
a good education, so many things will have to grow. It’s not a matter of growth 
or degrowth, it’s about transformation and radical change in our forms of social 
organization. I think that’s a better way to approach things. Man, I understand that 
people were saying “no, it’s that we’re using controversial concepts and words.” I 
don’t think that degrowth is a controversial word. Rather, it’s a word that confuses 
us. It’s a slogan, an approach, that does more to disorient us than guide us, right?

In thinking about generating a proactive forecast that positively influences the 
transformation of the current capitalist system, do you think it’s productive to 
create educational campaigns that emphasize values of responsibility and ecosocial 
justice, highlighting the negative consequences of unlimited consumption?

This isn’t a moral struggle. It’s a political struggle, if we want to ensure that the 
elements of environmental responsibility and social justice are part of our consumption. 
I explained this when I taught sociology of consumption to the students. The basic 
question is political in nature, not economic. In the market you’re nobody. The 
consumers in the market are nobody, they have no influence, because markets 
are not determined by the consumers’ decisions. Rather, you’re offered what the 
producers decide to offer you, with all of their tricks and super expensive marketing 
and advertising apparatus, and so on. Because if things sold themselves, if the 
consumers themselves were independent and wanted them, we wouldn’t need to 
advertise them. We wouldn’t need super expensive market research projects, etc. So, 
political action, from the consumer as an individual, is an absurdity. It’s by removing 
yourself from your individual consumer status and acting collectively with others, not 
through markets, but through a boycott, for example, that you succeed in holding a 
brand accountable. Well, if you’re coordinating with another consumer in order to 
have an influence through the market, and you manage to coordinate millions, then 
maybe you can end up having an impact on the market itself. But the impact we’ve 
achieved, from the reflection we’ve made as consumers, has been in acting politically. 
That is, not as consumers, but rather by no longer consuming in the face of, for 
example, those oil companies that were polluting the river deltas in Nigeria or the 
Amazon jungle in Ecuador, by standing up politically and saying “you can’t do this.” 
And that’s a political struggle in the area of consumption, where it’s possible. It’s not 
by diminishing yourself as an individual and a consumer, but instead by assuming 
your role as a citizen with political responsibility, organizing yourself alongside others. 

Of course, apart from that, there’s one thing that, if we think about it, is super 
interesting. If we did have the ability to influence things through our decisions as 
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consumers, and we wanted to transform things through them, curiously enough, 
those who would have a greater capacity for transformation, that is, those who 
would be the benefactors of humanity, would be those with more income. That is, if 
my decision to buy, for example, something with one euro has an influence through 
the markets, and I’m convinced that it’ll have an influence, then the person who has 
a thousand euros will be a thousand times more influential than me. So, ultimately, 
the wealthy are going to be the ones who are going to transform the world, if they 
manage to keep a clear conscience and are socially and ecologically responsible. What 
are we talking about? We’re being foolish. It doesn’t make any sense at all. So, I’d say, 
a lot can be done from the area of consumption. Not as consumers, but rather as 
political subjects, concerned citizens, who organize collectively and set things right. 

What role do experiments and tests in ethical banking, social 
currency, social markets, or ethical finance play in the systemic 
and structural transformation that is already underway? 

It’s super important because they’re realities that mix together with the reality of 
social movements and organized reality in the rest of civil society. So they’re supported 
from the economic sphere and are experiments, tests, of what can be illuminating 
in a political project. To think that ethical banking is going to transform the Spanish 
banking system is going too far. That is, whoever thinks that through ethical banking 
it will be possible to turn the banking system or the financial system upside down, 
is mistaken. But what is it? It’s a path that shows us where we can go. It supports 
other social and political processes. It’s a space for learning. It’s a way to create 
consistency in people’s lives instead of living totally submerged in the deepest of 
contradictions. All in all, there are a lot of reasons for why it’s worth supporting. 

You just gave a presentation on your book La gran encrucijada: Crisis 
ecosocial y cambio de paradigma in Valladolid. According to your research, 
what conditions are required for this paradigm shift to materialize?

It involves a few things. First, knowing where we’re coming from and, second, knowing 
where we want to go. And then there are different levels that we’ll have to go through 
in many areas. If we want to talk about where we’re coming from, well, to do that 
we need an accurate, deep, and complex analysis and diagnosis of the situation 
we’re in. We can’t ignore our starting point. What there’s little discussion about — 
unfortunately, because it’s surprising — is where we want to go. And why isn’t there 
any discussion about it? Because it seems that it’s no longer possible to propose 
alternative organizations, alternative forms of social organization to what we have, as 
if we’ve finally reached the end point and, therefore, what would be appropriate for 
us would be to remain with what already exists, in the reality that we know. I believe 
that this issue is very important for being able to approach transitions. Because if we 
don’t know where we want to go, then how are we going to know which path to take 
in the middle of a crossroads or a fork in the road? If I don’t know where I’m going, 
then it’s all the same to me. For the guy who doesn’t know where he’s going, in the 
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end going one way or another ends up being all the same to him. He’ll probably go 
along the well-traveled paths, the well-known ones, because we also have a certain 
aversion to experimentation, to risk, to the new. So, the transition must certainly 
be approached with all of these terms of debate in mind. Unfortunately, however, 
they aren’t approached this way. They’re not preceded by a diagnosis, nor are they 
accompanied by a discussion on what kind of society we want to build. So, what are 
we talking about? Well, there’s discussion of sectoral transitions, which are starting 
to sound pretty good, but we don’t really know what they would consist of. Energy 
transition, food transition, city transition, cities in transition, and so on. To me, it seems 
like it’s all meant to patch things up. That is, as we can see that there are issues 
because our cities aren’t human: our cities exploit the land, they don’t have defined 
boundaries, they’re highly dependent on energy and matter, they don’t generate 
conviviality, which destroys the connections that make up the very sense of community. 
Although we have problems with our cities and we want to patch them up, we don’t 
think about the end goals and we don’t start from the causes. Because an analysis 
of the starting situation, if we want to do it seriously, leads us to an analysis of the 
causes, not just the effects. That is, it’s a theological approach. It’s not enough to say, 
look, this has come about because we’ve done these things and from these dynamics. 
But we forget about both things. We focus on transitions, then we’re not comfortable 
with the city, and then we start to say, well, why not greener? And green cities appear. 
And why not with different transportation? And, ultimately, what we get are very flashy 
potpourri that are sold very well, proclaiming the transition of cities towards sustainable 
transportation, and then everything’s sustainable. And the latest claim of sustainability 
that I’ve come across is that the golf courses in southern Spain are sustainable. They 
sell them to you with the label of “the first sustainable golf course” and “the first 
sustainable city” and “the first sustainable public transport model.” So there’s a lot of 
this precisely because we approach it by focusing exclusively on the transition process 
itself, without knowing why we want that transition. This country has a Ministry called 
the Ministry of Transitions. So, it might seem that they know where they’re going. 
Excuse me? Who knows anything in this country? What do we want, green capitalism? 
Or, do we want capitalism? No. That’s not what we’re talking about. So, there’s a 
Ministry of Transitions that wants to label everything as sustainable. The transition is 
going to be named along the lines of “a socially just transition.” Sure, but what fiscal 
reform has there been in this country to be able to talk about a socially just transition?

What role does the left play in this transition and paradigm shift? 

Well, in this case it would be the anti-capitalist left, I suppose, since there’s a left 
that’s obviously not anti-capitalist. The anti-capitalist left has a long way to go to 
demonstrate why the 21st century has to be a century where anti-capitalism offers 
answers to the civilizational challenges we face. It’s a very complicated task. And it’s 
complicated because there’s very deep ideological entrenchment in the population, 
and it’s very difficult to imagine salvation outside of capitalism. It’s been said at times 
— it was said by an American literary critic, an American intellectual — that it’s easier 
to imagine the end of the world than the end of capitalism. And this is very interesting 
because this political inability to think about the end of capitalism goes hand in hand 
with the scientific ability we have to demonstrate that we’re facing the end of the 
world. How is it possible that there’s such a difference between both realities, the 
scientific ability to anticipate that the entirety of the biosphere is falling apart and 
the lack of political imagination to avoid what has provoked that exact threat. Well, 
Reichmann expresses this very well by saying, “of course, the gap between what’s 
ecologically and socially necessary and what’s politically and culturally possible is 
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enormous.” And the task, basically, would be to try to sew up that gap. It’s a question 
that goes beyond the programmatic approach of an anti-capitalist background. It’s a 
question that extends to the realm of constructing new paradigms. As long as we fail 
to construct new paradigms for seeing reality as a whole — as long as we fail to have 
a framework of interpretation, of vision and explanation, with fundamentals different 
from the ones that are dominant right now — then no anti-capitalist background that 
seeks to dismantle capitalism, to construct an alternative society, is going to have 
any chance at success. The current mindset is a mindset that has built the dominant 
paradigm based on a technocratic and materialistic vision of things. It has full 
confidence in technology and markets. And it’s extremely useful for the objectives of 
the established interests, which are basically the accumulation of power and wealth. 
And that, wrapped around science and technology, in the framework of capitalism, has 
developed over time into a techno-scientific complex that sees nature as an object of 
domination. And we can’t think of anti-capitalist solutions using those parameters.

What are the roles of formal and informal education in this transition stage? 

I’d say the following and that is that society educates, and not just at school. I mean, 
the media, advertising, the internet, the interactions we have with our peers, and 
non-peers, probably do more to educate us on a daily basis. In short, education after 
school. And having dedicated a specific institution for educational purposes has its 
role and its purpose. But it also carries with it the injustice that when things don’t 
work well, we say: it’s the school’s responsibility. If the capitalist economic system 
generates its own subject, and once its economic component has been removed, it 
becomes a cultural atmosphere that provokes an almost anthropological mutation, 
by generating a subject. Then we tell schools to solve it. The issue is that society as 
a whole has to take part in the educational process. And we’ll do it, while modifying 
elements of reality, changing the teaching of that subject, giving opportunities to 
other subjects. And let’s expect schools to do what they can. However, schools must 
be protected from becoming schools of ideologues. That isn’t what school is for, nor 
should it be. I don’t support that kind of school. Schools, because they want to do 
what they haven’t been allowed to do, which is to engage and dialogue with the 
world around them, nevertheless, become what no one asks them to be, which is to 
create ideologues rather than people of integrity who can think for themselves around 
other people. That is, the old enlightened ideal of forming people with the ability to 
think, not alone, but in the company of others, in dialogue with what’s happening 
in the world, is what we should aspire to. We’ve given the specific responsibility 
of educating people to that institution. And in other spaces we can dedicate our 
efforts to creating spaces for activism, for awareness, for radical citizenship that goes 
to the root of social, ecological, political problems and that commit themselves to 
creating alternatives that can serve as inspiration, or beacons, in societal debates. 

Thinking about public policies for changing the 
paradigm, what do you make of Agenda 2030?

Well, I hope we’ll see how all these stories develop. I have the impression that we must 
also recognize the value they have, as they can bring elements to a social debate, 
they can shift attention from some things to others and so on. But to think that the 
objectives formulated or the goals that have been developed are going to be achieved 
over time and within the deadlines that have been laid out, seems naïve to me.
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Is Fuhem a political project? If so, what type of politics are we talking about?

If we have a plan it would be to understand politics with capital letters. In all 
cases. I think that in the field of politics in capital letters, any person is a politician 
and any plan made would take on that aspect. If by politics we mean party 
politics, I’d once again reaffirm the total independence of the Fundación. We 
don’t rely on anyone and we don’t want to align ourselves with anyone. We’re 
not, in that sense, the bearers of a partisan political project. We understand our 
commitment to the quality of democracy, to social cohesion or social justice, and 
to a sustainable world as politics, and we’re happy with that. But it’s politics with 
capital letters. A politics that thinks collectively. That is, it could be a polyethics, 
in the sense of understanding that we’re all concerned with shared issues. 

How do you keep your confidence in change alive, living as we do in a 
time of ecosocial crisis, energy collapse, and political indifference?

I usually say that hope is very important, understood in a political sense, in a 
secular sense. But hope has a very interesting religious inspiration that should be 
recovered. Because St. Augustine said something that is very interesting: he said 
that history, or chronology, is basically formed by the present. So, what really exists 
is the present. The past has passed and the future has yet to come. Therefore, the 
past is nonexistent. So, to address the temporal question, in the book of Confessions, 
he spoke of the “present” present, the “past” present, and the “future” present. The 
past is the past present: that is, we see it from the present and we speak of the 
past. And we anticipate the future from the present, so it’s the future present. So, in 
reality there’s a present that is broken down into “present” present, “past” present, 
and “future” present. And he attributes a feature to each of these moments, which 
is interesting. He says that the fundamental element of the past present is memory. 
In the present present, the fundamental element is attention. And for the future, 
the fundamental element is hope. If we pay close attention, the world we live in has 
been kidnapped by memory. Even more so in this country. And when we talk about 
memory right now, the treasury gets involved. In other words, they want to control 
the past. Digital capitalism is robbing us of our attention, so it’s very difficult to keep 
our attention right now. The quantity of distracting elements for monopolizing, for 
controlling, our minds is monopolized, let’s say, by the system. And how does the 
system position itself regarding hope? I think it’s fully aware that there’s no element 
more revolutionary than hope, and, therefore, hope doesn’t exist in capitalism. That is, 
in Dante, when he appears at the gates of hell, what’s written on them says “Abandon 
all hope.” And capitalism has turned today’s world into a hell. And what we’ve written 
on this frontispiece is: “abandon all hope to those of you who’ve come to this hell.” 
So I believe that hope is a key element. We could say that it’s almost revolutionary.

But be careful, hope isn’t optimism. There’s an ongoing misunderstanding here. 
Because with the discourses, or with the analyses, that are made from an ecosocial 
approach, you find yourself confronted by the imminence of very difficult scenarios. 
And the first thing that happens is that you get labeled “apocalyptic” or “pessimistic.” 
And you hear that pessimism gets up nowhere and so on. And you say that, well, 
you’re not a pessimist, but what you’re analyzing is reality and the reality you find 
yourself in is this. If that brings us down, well, what can we do? It would at least be 
a reality check to say, hey, we’re demoralized by the reality we’ve encountered. But 
that doesn’t mean that I don’t harbor a deep hope that things can change. And that’s 
hope. Hope is the ability to understand that what exists isn’t final, that we’re subjects 



#118/Fundación Hogar del Empleado (Fuhem)
Constellation 

of the commons

of history, that history isn’t written, and that it isn’t marked by the inevitable structural 
or dynamic forces of systems that overwhelm us and that we can’t control. History, 
as old Marx said, is constructed by its subjects. We, the subjects, are the creators of 
history. However, it’s not in the conditions we’d have chosen; rather, it’s in those we’ve 
had to live with. And it’s true that these conditions impose lots of restraints and little 
room for maneuver. But that’s where hope comes in. So, if we create our own reality, 
then hope is like a light in the midst of the shadows. And that’s where I find myself.


