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1 Radical Democracy and Social Movements:
Some Introductory Thoughts

In Colombia, growing social discontent due to the failure in establishing

a lasting peace following the official ceasefire between the government and

the FARC in 2016 was exacerbated by economic crises, deepening inequality

and corruption in recent years. As a result, thousands of Colombians took to the

streets in 2019 and again in 2021 to protest austerity measures and police

violence. Just several years earlier, in a different part of the world, in Türkiye,

a handful of environmentalists were joined by thousands when the neoliberal

Islamist government attempted to demolish Gezi Park, one of the last remaining

green areas in the heart of Istanbul, to build a high-end shoppingmall catering to

the consumption frenzy under global capitalism.

These two seemingly unrelated cases of social mobilisation had at least one

thing in common, even if it was not immediately obvious to the naked eye:

a yearning for a new social contract, a new mode of citizenship that acknow-

ledged, respected and responded to the diverse demands from different sectors

of the society. Both societies were in anticipation for a steady transition into

a more inclusive and harmonious democratic social order yet were deeply

frustrated with the inability of their respective governments to deliver on

these promises. The ‘unconventional’ organisational methods (horizontal, non-

hierarchical, direct, participatory, etc.) and repertoires of action (encampments,

assemblies, and other forms of activism as everyday life) that emerged from the

protests in both cases went beyond mere expressions of discontent, but practic-

ally turned the public space into sites of solidarity through enactments of civil

disobedience that nurtured aspirations for a radically new society.

These two examples – along with numerous other anti-austerity and pro-

democracy movements of the twenty-first century – stand testament that ‘radical

democracy’ has become an inspiration shaping the political vision and horizon of

contemporary social movements. Indeed, practices, values and organisational

forms of radical democracy emerging from these movements diverged from the

methods, principles and institutions of representative liberal democracy, primarily

because of the concrete, pragmatic and almost always non-capitalist solutions they

offered for the immediate needs of their communities (such as kitchens, infirmar-

ies, vegetable gardens, childcare centres and so on) inflicted by neoliberalism.

These radical and novel enactments then became the operating mode of diverse

groups collaborating and collectively taking decisions in the course of contentious

politics. This particular mode of collective mobilisation based on horizontalism,

autonomy, and non-representative political action without a hierarchical structure

or leadership turned radical democracy into a theoretical and practical guide to

1Reimagining Radical Democracy in the Global South
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‘comprehend today’s form of protest as a critique of the current shape of modern

democratic order’ (Volk, 2021: 438) rather than a corrective to and rectification of

the existing system.

If we define politics as the regulation of conflict within a society and among

societies for the accomplishment of collective goals, then radical democracy is

indeed a novel form in which political thought can be expressed through innova-

tive ideas and unstated biases that in turn drive collective political conduct

(Freeden, 2003; Trend, 1996a). We identify three modalities through which

radical democracy entwines with such political conduct: first off, radical democ-

racy can be seen as an open-ended struggle, a conflictual and contestatory set of

political practices taking place in different realms of civil society (Matijasevich,

2019: 2). Radical democratic ideas stimulate political thought by offering new

frameworks to re-imagine deliberation and communal participation in which

a citizen-led direct action can flourish. Second, radical democracy encompasses

a distinct repertoire of political practices that contest the boundaries of ‘the

political’ in double sense: first, by developing new agendas and topics that come

to be considered as ‘political’, and second, by focusing on the formation of new

subjectivities in and through collective mobilisation (Barnett & Low, 2009). As

such, the notion of radical democracy activates new political ideas and symbols

through which citizens and social movements can reformulate the parameters of

their collective political action (Tønder & Thomassen, 2005). And finally, radical

democracy offers important practical and theoretical ways for rethinking the

degree to which deliberation, participation, and contestation contend with the

problem of representation. Here the radical democratic paradigm operates under

the assumption that the acknowledgement of new ‘localities’ as sites of direct

political action (a square, neighbourhood park, squat house, and so forth) and

innovative thought (in our case, novel conceptions of citizenship and socio-

economic order) would stimulate better communal governance by virtue of

being closer to people’s everyday concerns. Therefore, while radical democracy

recognises representation as an irreducible aspect of any viable, pluralistic model

of democracy, it nevertheless encourages the decentralisation of decision-making

and political participation, and thus moving beyond the predominant formal and

spatial framings of democracy (Barnett & Low, 2009; Newman, 2016).

It is these novelties in radical democracy that unleash the ‘constitutive power’

inherent in contemporary social movements. According to Kalyvas (2005) and

Del Lucchese (2016), this particular form of power is the creative and productive

capacity of people to constitute their own collective forms of political life, and not

merely participating in those that are given. Contentious politics with a radical

democratic orientation not only aims to disrupt an existing order that perpetuates

patterns of social inequality, power imbalance or exclusion/marginalisation, but

2 Comparative Political Theory
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also sets the stage for ‘those who have no part’ to begin to claim their part

(Rancière, 1999: 9). It engenders a ‘constitutive disruption’ in which agents of

political action ‘step out’ of their assigned identities or expected functions (as

workers, students, middle classes, etc.), and develop new political subjectivities

with contingent, if volatile, interests and demands (Matijasevich, 2019: 6–11). As

such, radical democracy paves the way for a unique type of citizenry to emerge

‘through successful democratic political activism,where citizens see their engage-

ments as contributing to their own and societies’ self-constitution’ (Dahlberg,

2013). In other words, the radical democratic character of contemporary social

movements possesses the constitutive power to replace an old, oppressive, dys-

functional social order associated with representative democracy with

a collectively imagined one that re-appropriates, re-invents, and radicalises dem-

ocracy (Celikates, 2021: 129–130).

Reimagining Radical Democracy in the Global South is a call for critically

rethinking the ways through which ‘radical democracy-as-theory’ can (and ought

to) respond to the expectations of, and demands from, ‘radical democracy-as-social

movement’. In other words, we aim to demonstrate that contemporary social

movements – especially those in non-European contexts – oblige the radical

democratic paradigm to descend from a purely abstract level of ‘contemplating’

democracy to the act of ‘practising’ it, all the while revealing some significant

shortcomings of the paradigm. We further argue that while the radical democratic

paradigm rightly points out the need for revitalising democracy and empowering

citizens through an expansive understanding of the political beyond the formal

institutions and practices of liberal democracy, it fails to interpret the ways

contemporary social movements have engendered novel and innovative forms of

egalitarian self-governance in everyday social interactions.

As we hope to substantiate in the following pages, our cases of Colombia and

Türkiye allow us to detect a tendency in the radical democratic paradigm:

reproducing Western ideas about how democracy can operate in a globalised

world, while ignoring more inclusive and diverse non-Western approaches to

reimagine the future of liberal democracy as a cosmopolitan project. The main

issue here is that radical democracy as a theoretical concept has not matured to

embrace alternative ways of engaging in egalitarian and emancipatory politics

outsideWestern contexts (Tambakaki, 2019). As Robinson and Tormey assert in

their critique of Laclau and Mouffe’s work:

the perspectival ‘conditions of possibility’ identified by Laclau and Mouffe
with the ‘human condition’ turn out to be parochially metropolitan, arising
primarily in urbanised societies at the core of the world system. In a typically
Eurocentric gesture, this European particularity is then ‘globalised’, identified

3Reimagining Radical Democracy in the Global South
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with humanity as such. Indigenous perspectives are thus elided, declared in
advance to be impossible and silenced within a discourse which treats metro-
politan ‘reason’ as universal. (Robinson & Tormey, 2009: 144)

Put differently, the dominant paradigms of radical democracy seemed to be still

primarily locked within a set of epistemological assumptions from the Global

North, and as such fall short in igniting its full radical potential in the perspectives,

cosmologies, practices, and imaginaries of the non-Western ‘other’ (Conway &

Singh, 2011). One of the major tasks of Reimagining Radical Democracy in the

Global South is, then, to offer an insight into how radical democracy as theory fails

to recognise – let alone guide – ongoing novel processes of political disruption and

emerging egalitarian visions that have been nurtured by social movements in the

non-core regions of the capitalist world.

It is important for us to spell out from the outset that we do not regard our

endeavour as a mere academic exercise or otherwise an apolitical effort. We

believe that rethinking and recalibrating radical democracy through the cases of

Colombia and Türkiye is a vital step to challenge prevailing power dynamics

and to contribute to the efforts for a more inclusive distribution of social,

political, and economic resources. By embracing the term’s complexity, we

hope to offer a renewed understanding of radical democracy that can disrupt

existing power imbalances, catalyse new types of social contracts, and unleash

radical democracy’s transformative potential. Our goal is to effectively chal-

lenge the dominance of liberal democratic ideas and practices, and to contribute

to past, current and future efforts to redress inequalities and injustices.

Reimagining Radical Democracy in the Global South is organised as follows:

The next section argues that radical democracy as employed in existing paradigms

of radical democracy fails to grasp two realities on the ground: (1) how contem-

porary social movements have produced new forms of citizenship experiences

which could build the foundations of new social contracts that transcend classical

state-citizenmodels, and (2) how new social orders were prefigured beyondmerely

an updated form of socialism in which the commodification of life is not at the

centre of social and economic relations. The following two sections flesh out each

of these ‘blind spots’ respectively. Section 3 takes on the task by focusing on how

ecological social movements in Colombia are exercising new dimensions of

environmental citizenship to provide useful insights into connecting crucial eco-

logical concerns with alternative (and enhanced) conceptualisations of radical

democracy. The section showcases different phases of environmental activism in

recent decades and how novel types of collective action shape the relationship

between humanity and the environment from a posthumanistic perspective. In

Section 4 we shift our attention to the second blind spot by way of focusing on the

4 Comparative Political Theory
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2013 Gezi Park protests and their aftermath in Türkiye. The section highlights how

daily practices of radical democracy in park forums and other urban sites have

motivated and mobilised activists to develop a new sense of urban citizenship

around the concept of the ‘common’. We argue that everyday activism in public

forums, neighbourhood solidarities and squat houses became ‘rehearsals’ in build-

ing a new collectivity in response to the docile consumer-subject-citizen model

imposed by the neoliberal Islamist government. In Section 5 we reiterate the main

claim in the Element that there exists a mismatch between the concept/theory of

radical democracy as currently formulated in the literature and the ways through

which it is articulated in contentious politics in non-European contexts. After

revisiting how political activism and non-capitalist visions in Colombia and

Türkiye challenged existing conceptual frameworks in the radical democratic

theory, we emphasise the need for a more comprehensive articulation of radical

democracy beyond the narrow epistemological canvas of the Global North.

2 Radical Democracy as Incomplete Praxis:
A Critique of Existing Paradigms

At its core, radical democracy, as both theory and practice, aims to challenge

existing power structures, and champions alternative forms of citizen participa-

tion and political governance. As such, it carries a potential to inform and shape

contemporary social movements both as a critique of existing liberal democratic

social order (especially the latter’s inability to tackle processes that deepen

inequality and political apathy among citizens) and as an actual venture to

replace it. However, as we demonstrate herein, in both its epistemological and

activist outlooks, radical democracy has been marred with a tendency to reduce

complex sociopolitical issues which, to date, constrained sociopolitical imagin-

ation and stifled ‘truly alternative’ viewpoints.

We believe that in order to uncover and activate the real transformative power

of radical democracy as a concept and a political inspiration/guide/strategy, it is

imperative to recognise and transcend its inherent limitations. More specifically,

radical democracy needs to grasp two realities on the ground which it has failed

to address adequately: (1) contemporary social movements have produced new

forms of citizenship experiences which could build the foundations of a new

social contract beyond the classical state-citizen model, and (2) contemporary

social movements have imagined, developed and implemented non-capitalist

practices that transcended a merely updated form of socialism. We believe that

these two major ‘blind spots’ within the literature on radical democracy pre-

vented it from developing a more comprehensive interpretation of contempor-

ary social movements, and hence eclipsed its capacity to effectively guide them.

5Reimagining Radical Democracy in the Global South
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2.1 Revisiting the Blind Spots of Radical Democracy – I:
The Ideological/Political Dimension

The first of the blind spots in radical democratic theory appears in what we call

‘ideological/political dimension’. It is in this dimension that radical democratic

theory builds upon the inclusive, participatory, and contestatory qualities of

liberal democracy, encouraging new ways of thinking about diversity, liberty,

freedom, and civic responsibility. In other words, it embraces and furthers the

notion of ‘difference’ to catalyse the rebirth of liberal democracy from within

a more radically egalitarian framework (Mouffe, 2000, 2005). The core and

animating ideology of radical democracy is thus democratic pluralism: broad-

ening and extending practices of self-government to more spheres of social life

and to more diverse groups (Forst, 2017; Popp-Madsen, 2022).

This particular emphasis in radical democratic theory is a reflection of post-

Marxism’s dispute with orthodox interpretations of Marxism on the primacy of

material base over ideational superstructure (Freeden, 2003; Tambakaki, 2019).

For post-Marxists, one of the fundamental functions of ideology is the produc-

tion of social order. Unlike more rigid social structures, practices of democracy

are discursive in that they are human, optional, and contingent articulations of

howwe should understand society (Popp-Madsen, 2022). As such, social orders

are not given, but socially constructed and articulated. Thus, the notion of

radical democracy is a progressive extension of the core liberal democratic

notions of liberty, rationality, freedom, and equality; underscoring that democ-

racy is always a reflexive, unfinished, and contested ideological sociopolitical

process (Dahlberg & Siapera, 2007; Pettit, 2013).

Prominent scholars of radical democracy, first and foremost Ernesto Laclau

and Chantal Mouffe, have argued that the vagueness of social order requires the

construction of novel signifiers to critique contemporary liberal democracy

(Laclau, 2005; Mouffe, 2018; also see Brown, 2019). Here, the notion of radical

democracy itself becomes an innovative signifier that represents the need to

challenge neoliberal and neoconservative concepts of democracy and to recog-

nise difference as a crucial element to expand liberal democracy against the rise

for authoritarianism, right-wing populism, totalitarianism, and elitist technoc-

racy (Mouffe, 2013; Volk, 2021). In other words, radical democracy carries an

inherent assumption that there exist repressive and unequal power relations in

social structures that need to be exposed, challenged, and transformed

(Kioupkiolis & Katsambekis, 2014; Mouffe, 2013, 2018).

Theorised as such, radical democracy rests on certain pillars. First and

foremost, it seeks to establish the equivalence of particular demands and

identities in line with the liberal democratic values of freedom, equality,

6 Comparative Political Theory
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and solidarity against all forms of domination and injustice based particularly

on sexuality, gender, race, religion or environmental concerns. Second, the

articulation of these demands is predicated on an institutional infrastructure

(rule of law, accountability, party politics, rights, etc.) through which political

agencies engage with each other as well as with the state, in the process of

developing particular political subjectivities. Finally, this interaction – which is

often seen as agonistic and expected to evolve into a populist, hegemonic form

to establish a unified front in the struggle for emancipation – is projected to pave

the way for the diffusion of core values of liberal democracy into the state and

market domains and institutions. As such, the worldview of radical democracy,

despite its radical-ness, remains within the parameters of existing liberal social

order (Howarth & Roussos, 2022).

This theoretical architecture no doubt informs radical democracy’s political

outlook and potential, which is especially relevant to understanding its relation to

contemporary social movements. This is particularly true since radical democ-

racy encourages the emergence of informed, structured participatory discussions,

and open decision-making processes as central aspects of democratic theory

(Barnett & Low, 2009) which have been central to these movements. It implies

an active role for social movements and citizens in all aspects of political

decision-making and the extension of democratic norms in everyday activities.

Thus, radical democracy as actual political practice contributes to a broader

democratic culture through deepening open deliberation and collective political

action (Calhoun, 1992; Habermas, 1994, 1997) and promoting creative political

imagination (Hardt & Negri, 2017; Popp-Madsen, 2022). This is why almost all

anti-austerity and pro-democracy movements of the early twenty-first century

adopted inclusive, participatory, deliberative, and agonistic qualities of radical

democracy at the centre of their activism. The radical democratic framework they

were inspired from helped activists comprehend their actions (deliberation,

communal participation and the like) as a path to citizen-led collective action

for real social change.

While radical democracy as a theoretical guide inspires social movements,

grassroots organisations and other groups engaging in contentious politics, the

concept itself hinges on an old, if not obsolete, iteration of politics – one that

centres ‘political citizenship’. This iswherewedetect a disconnect between theory

and its political prospects and potential, especially from the perspective of social

movements. More specifically, radical democracy as a concept rests on the

conventional interpretation of political citizenship (defined by rights and repre-

sentationwhich are also fundamental pillars of liberal democracy) in its relation to

different socialmovements.While it sees thesemovements primarily as efforts for

recognition and acceptance by the state, it ignores novel epistemologies that

7Reimagining Radical Democracy in the Global South

use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009498517
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.221.216.11, on 23 Nov 2024 at 11:17:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009498517
https://www.cambridge.org/core


emerge from thesemovements’ prefigurative activism and other forms of political

practice – a unique practice that opens the way for reimagining social contract

around different political subjectivities, not in isolationwithin eachmovement but

collectively and in tandem with others.

To be sure, these movements and grassroots mobilisations have often aspired

to be recognised by the state and other agents of the political authority based on

particular sociopolitical identities they carry. Yet they have not done this simply

to be regarded (and treated) as autonomous, self-enclosed groups defined solely

by these very identities in a multicultural context. Their activism and collabor-

ation with each other often had a transformative impact on themselves and on

the way through which they articulated their ‘struggle’ in discourse and in

action. The type of activism they engaged in reveals a complex, dynamic and

multifaceted – if not ‘fluid’ – idea of citizenship as a core operative of a renewed

social contract in contemporary times. Even when Laclau and Mouffe offer

a reconceptualisation of the citizen in which the political subjectification of the

individual is not compartmentalised as a rigid constituent of an interest group,

and each individual belongs to numerous overlapping groups and multiple

intersecting identities rather than being a fixed and universal subject (Trend,

1996a: 15), they fail to note how a novel political identity emerges around

a ‘common concern’ from a variety of democratic demands – a condition that

cannot be fully captured by the concept of ‘hegemony’ (Mouffe, 1996: 24).

What the theory of radical democracy ultimately fails to address, in our opinion,

is to take this complexity into account and instead get stuck with a narrow

definition of political citizenship (i.e., making claims of identity expression

based on race, ethnicity, sex, gender identity, etc.) as the primary ground for

social movements. This is despite the theory’s self-proclaimed premise that

‘citizenship is not just one identity among others [but an] articulating principle’

and ‘to be a citizen is to recognize the authority of [political] principles and the

rules in which they are embodied’ (Mouffe, 1993: 84, 65). Put differently, the

radical democratic epistemology does not embrace ‘the idea that politics can be

imagined outside the state; that politics can incorporate a logic different to that

of the state [. . .] The sovereign state is not the only site of political projects, and

there is indeed the possibility of the construction of autonomous political spaces

which do not refer to the state and its representative channels’ (Newman, 2014:

98–99). It is also silent when subordinated groups in society actually get

‘included’ through formal mechanisms of representation (what Dhaliwal calls

‘oppressive inclusion’) without disturbing or destabilising the unequal relation-

ships at the core of the existing social contract (Dhaliwal, 1996: 44).

This blind spot in the theory leads to an inaccurate portrayal of (or implicit

assumption about) activists as oscillating between two political dead-ends: they
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are depicted either as ‘resigning from’ traditional politics (often seen as ‘polit-

ical apathy’ on the part of citizens) or ‘playing by the rules of the game’ which

means taking for granted individual rights and freedoms as officially recognised

and protected by the state, and utilising the tools of liberal democracy to gain

recognition (e.g., electoral processes to pursue the idea of democratic govern-

ance). As a result, radical democracy cannot grasp the extent to which actual

exercise of political power through creative activism empowered social move-

ments to entertain alternative citizenship imaginaries. More specifically, instead

of seeking or working through a hegemonic composition to articulate their

demands, these movements prefigured and actually built (even if temporarily)

a new solidaristic order around the idea of the ‘common’ through autonomous,

bottom-up, non-hierarchical organising and everyday activism in squares, occu-

pied parks, squat houses, and others. More importantly, this modality of politics

produced a novel political subjectivity and democratic imaginary that inhabited

such an order. While engaging in such politics, separate movements could

unite – even if loosely and temporarily – around common ideals, values and

practices because they could see the core of their problems crystallising under

the same condition: neoliberalism. When they assembled in squares, parks,

neighbourhoods and other urban spaces, they could reimagine their activism as

a part of a mutual struggle against a common enemy. Their political subjectiv-

ities and the emerging democratic imaginaries were all conditioned by the

realisation of the commonality in their separate struggles which not only

aimed to get recognised as an identity group but to radically transform the

existing social order to effect real social change.

It is clear that this rich political experience which includes both (1) the

dynamics that successfully brought different social groups and their demands

into the fold not under a hierarchical structure of hegemony but around

a horizontal, solidaristic multitude, and (2) contradictions that emerged within

this multitude, leading to its eventual unravelling almost everywhere in the

world, cannot be captured by a narrow definition of ‘political citizenship’

around recognition and chain of equivalence to which the radical democratic

paradigm subscribes. It would be wrong to assume that the recognition of

difference and achieving plurality can automatically create the conditions of

radical democracy (Matijasevich, 2019). More importantly, radical democracy

as currently defined cannot offer robust tools, nor can it formulate new frame-

works to understand (let alone guide) the ‘rehearsals’ of the new social contract

that contemporary social movements prefigure.

Recounting the trajectory of political citizenship may be instructive here. In its

most conventional form, citizenship is defined as a particular sociopolitical

connection among a group of people around a special type of social contract: it
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is ‘a continuing series of transactions between persons and agents of a given state

in which each has enforceable rights and obligations uniquely by virtue of (1) the

person’s membership in a exclusive category, the native – born plus the natural-

ised and; (2) the agent’s relation to the state rather than any other authority the

agent may enjoy’ (Tilly, 1995: 8). Stevenson argues that the category of citizen-

ship is ‘more often thought to be about membership, belonging, rights and

obligations. In institutional terms the terrain of citizenship is usually marked

out by abstract legal definitions as to who is to be included and excluded from the

political community’ (Stevenson, 2003: 4). Nevertheless, scholars as diverse as

Castells (2006), Bauman (2007), Beck (2002), Plummer (2003), Croucher

(2004), Held (2004), Hermes (2006), Sassen (2007), and Vertovec (2009) agree

that this traditional meaning of citizenship no longer reflects the reality on the

ground. In the past decades a wide range of conceptualisations such as ‘global

citizenship’ (Falk, 1994), ‘media citizenship’ (Castells, 1997), ‘cultural citizen-

ship’ (Stevenson, 2003), ‘intimate citizenship’ (Plummer, 2003), ‘cosmopolitan

citizenship’ (Held, 2004), ‘ecological citizenship’ (Dobson, 2004), ‘transnational

citizenship’ (Vertovec, 2009), or ‘transgendering citizenship’ (Monro, 2012),

among others, have emerged as ways of expressing a wealth of new individual

and collective experiences through which the traditional definitions of rights,

duties, and responsibilities have been challenged.

On the other side of the coin of the debate on citizenship is the transform-

ation of the nation-state. Scholars including Beck (2002), Žižek (2019), and

Fraser (2022) have argued that the nation-state is morphing into a type of

political organisation or apparatus involving multiple and overlapping

jurisdictions, set of identities, political contracts, types of capitalism, and

social orders that are no longer really contained by borders. For those

scholars, the traditional function of the nation-state to define a sense of

belonging with one territory, in part for its political and symbolic centrality,

is now in dispute with different forms of social, economic, and citizen

experience. In the same vein, Croucher (2004) and Zuboff (2019) estab-

lished that the declining relevance of the state is considered an indicator of

globalisation, showcasing novel forms of belonging, surveillance, capital-

ism, and citizenship connected to identities, political subjectivities, or indi-

vidual experiences.

These new developments push us to reformulate the definition of radical

democracy in which the conventional understanding of political citizenship

(which solely rests on recognition of demands and identities, and the expansion

of the liberal democratic domain without fundamentally changing the latter’s

institutional infrastructure) can no longer be the main pivot of democratic

experience. And yet, while radical democratic epistemology and practice is
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conceived in opposition to liberal democracy, it is still inherently tied to

a framework that centres the state as the primary – if not only – political canvas

within which the values of diversity, liberty, freedom, and civic responsibility

can be reinvigorated. In fact, radical democracy’s aim is not ‘to renounce liberal

democratic ideology, but on the contrary to deepen and extend it in the direction

of a radical and plural democracy’ (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985). This is why, we

believe, that radical democratic paradigm fails in capturing the possibility of

alternative political social orders as imagined and partially emerged in contem-

porary social movements, not only during street protests but also in square

occupations, park assemblies, neighbourhood solidarities and squat houses. As

we aim to demonstrate through the examples of social movements in Türkiye

and Colombia, this particular blind spot in the paradigm prevents it from

possessing the analytical tools to explain the potentials and failures of political

mobilisation to achieve real social change and establish novel social contracts.

Our cases, we believe, will help reveal these shortcomings in radical democracy

especially when the state does not guarantee the best practices/possibilities for

citizenship and when citizenship claims by social movements go beyond

recognition by state authority.

2.2 Revisiting the Blind Spots of Radical Democracy – II:
The Political Economy Dimension

The second ‘blind spot’ in the radical democratic paradigm as we see it is the

latter’s failure in conceptualising capitalism as a comprehensive social order and,

by extension, in interpreting contemporary developments in capitalism as mani-

festations of a deep crisis in that very order. Put differently, radical democracy has

been unable to connect the sociocultural and political transformations that under-

lie the ‘identity impulses’ of the 1960s and 1970s (Zaretsky, 1996) with the

evolution of the capitalist world-system and with the ways capitalist dynamics/

processes conditioned these transformations. As we will demonstrate later, this

failure also resulted in the inability of the radical democratic theory in capturing

the complexity of the emerging anti-capitalist epistemologies, visions, and every-

day practices within contemporary social movements.

A diverse set of scholars ranging from Mason (2015) and Zuboff (2019) to

Žižek (2018) and Burke (2022) has argued that contemporary capitalism is

facing a triple crisis as it became financially unstable, environmentally unsus-

tainable, and politically unpopular. According to Nancy Fraser (2020, 2022) the

roots of this condition can be found in that capitalism is an institutionalised

social order that not only operates in the economic realm, but also relies on

background ‘conditions of possibility’ which include social reproduction,
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public power, nonhuman nature, and other ‘forms of wealth that lie outside

capital’s official circuits but within its reach’. The current crisis, then, can be

seen as a symptom of capitalism not being able to function as a self-sustaining

social order. Having lost its capacity (not to mention its legitimacy) to organise

processes of social reproduction as well as economic production and environ-

mental sustainability, the capitalist social order is undermining the very condi-

tions of its own survival.

Following Fraser’s lead, we identify six manifestations of the crisis of capital-

ism as a social order (also see Burke, 2022; Ibrahim, 2021; Tambakaki, 2019;

Valencia, 2018). First, the concentration of wealth in the hands of a few rich

individuals has led to vast economic disparities and rising inequality, hindering

social cohesion and upward social mobility. Second, unrestrained pursuit of

economic gain through relentless commodification of natural life and resource

extraction resulted in severe environmental degradation, the symptoms of which

include climate change, deforestation, and pollution, undermining long-term

ecological stability. Third, unregulated markets that harboured monopolistic

practices, information imbalances, and externalities have led to structural market

failures, harming individuals and communities, and requiring regulatory inter-

ventions that further depleted public resources – not to mention social solidarity

(Mason, 2015). Fourth, exploitative labour practices have become the norm as

corporations have prioritised cost reduction and profit maximisation, leading to

poor working conditions, low wages, and labour rights violations, undermining

the well-being of working communities, and perpetuating social injustice. Fifth,

as the flagship of contemporary capitalism, the financial sector has prioritised

quick gains and immediate profits over long-term investment and economic

productivity, which has led to a vicious cycle of short-termism and neglect of

long-term innovation at the expense of economic stability and social peace

(Fraser, 2022). Finally, all these developments in contemporary capitalism have

eroded social cohesion, cooperation, and solidarity, hampering communities’

ability to address common challenges (Wolf, 2022). Put differently, capitalism’s

emphasis on individualism and consumption overshadowed the importance of

social connections and community well-being.

As these ‘morbid symptoms’ became more profound and visible, new

articulations have emerged to shed light on the complex and multifaceted

ways capitalism operates through social, political, cultural, symbolic, and

environmental dynamics. Notions such as Racial Capitalism (Robinson,

1983), Emotional Capitalism (Illouz, 2007), Post-Capitalism (Mason, 2015),

Platform Capitalism (Srnicek, 2017) Disaster Capitalism (Klein, 2017), Gore

Capitalism (Valencia, 2018), Surveillance Capitalism (Zuboff, 2019), Post-

human Capitalism (Ibrahim, 2021; Žižek, 2018), Cannibal Capitalism (Fraser,
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2022), and Symbolic Capitalism (Al-Gharbi, 2023) came about to offer alter-

native lenses to diagnose various manifestations of the transformation the

capitalist social order has been undergoing. It is possible to categorise these

manifestations in two main constellations.

The first of these constellations is in regard to the challenges to the capitalist

social order in the economic realm. Here we find various analyses highlighting

the fact that recent advances in technology, such as automation and digitalisation

of production facilitate the exchange of goods, services, and information that rely

on network effects, data accumulation, and algorithmic control (Mason, 2015;

Srnicek, 2017). These frameworks stress that a future socio-economic system has

to go beyond capitalism, encouraging collaborative ways of production, shared

resources, and non-market forms of exchange in the face of increasing labour

precarity, lack of worker protections, and the concentration of power in the hands

of platform owners, all of which exacerbate existing inequalities and exploitative

labour practices.

Some other analyses in this constellation draw attention to the processes in

which companies profit from the collection and analysis of personal data for

targeted advertising and manipulation of consumer behaviour. Zuboff (2019),

for instance, stresses that tech companies monetise surveillance data to optimise

their products and services, creating new forms of power and control through

manipulation, exploitation, and the erosion of individual autonomy. Others such

as Klein (2017) highlight how capitalism has learned to exploit crises, disasters,

and shocks to further economic gain through policies of privatisation, deregu-

lation, and austerity measures, often at the expense of the most vulnerable

populations, even when the very same crises opened possibilities to foster

community resilience and solidarity.

The second constellation concerns the challenges to the capitalist social order

in the symbolic/cultural/social realm. Here we find analyses such as Robinson’s

(1983), who argues that the organic connection between racism and capitalism

has created novel socio-economic configurations in which capitalist exploit-

ation and racial divisions and hierarchies become co-constitutive. Therefore,

historical (and by extension contemporary) forms of racism perpetuated socio-

economic as well as racial inequalities to maintain the hegemony of capitalism

on both sides of the colour line.

A different body of work in this constellation emphasises how the rise of

commodification and commercialisation of emotions in contemporary capitalist

societies has made capitalism rely increasingly on the production, manipula-

tion, and consumption of emotions as objects of economic value through

advertising and branding, raising concerns about the instrumentalisation of

human feelings for economic gain (Illouz, 2007; Konings, 2016; Pugh, 2008).
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In the contemporary hyper-consumption era, individuals and groups pursue

symbolic rewards including fame, influence, reputation, or social validation,

usually through participation in social media networks, entertainment ecosys-

tems, and digital platforms. Here the sociocultural realm becomes a site of

accumulation of social status, recognition, and distinction through the produc-

tion and consumption of symbolic goods and cultural capital (Al-Gharbi, 2023).

The tension between symbolic rewards and material inequalities reinforces

existing discrepancies in power structures, affecting social cohesion and poten-

tial for collective action in the society. This is also connected to the ways

through which individuals experience individual and collective frustration

when this promise of unceasing consumption cannot be achieved. The result

is the emergence of what Valencia (2018) calls ‘endriago subjects’ (subjects

who utilise violence as a tool for empowerment and capital acquisition) and the

legitimisation of the capitalist social order through necro-empowerment.

We believe that highlighting these two constellations of manifestations of

the crisis in capitalism as a social order is important for it allows us to rethink

the latter not simply in economic terms but as a dynamic (yet struggling) self-

sustaining system with multiple dimensions, each of which shapes some

aspect of human life and of the social contract between individuals, groups

and the state. This is why these manifestations can be interpreted as both the

crisis of the existing system and the labour pains of a new economic and

sociocultural order beyond capitalism, neither of which can be detected by the

analytical radar provided by the radical democratic theory. More importantly,

a serious consideration of these constellations would reveal radical democ-

racy’s failure (but also its potential) as a theoretical tool and political praxis to

imagine non-capitalist forms of existence that contemporary social move-

ments have been prefiguring in the past two decades. While radical democratic

theory refuses to reduce political conflict to class struggle, and while it aims to

move beyond the capitalism-socialism dichotomy by highlighting the plural-

ity and heterogeneity of ‘new social movements’, it still falls short of provid-

ing a more realistic description of what future politics may look like – one that

is more aligned with reality on the ground where these very social movements

happen. Indeed, what these movements have been experimenting with

recently cannot be reduced to socialism – even a revised, reformed type of

socialism – that the theoreticians of radical democracy present as the main,

and in some cases, the only real ‘radical’ alternative to capitalism (Fraser,

2022; Mason, 2015).

We argue that this shortcoming is due to the theory’s oversimplification of the

complexities of the capitalist social order (its contradictions as well as its capacity

to transform itself) and its under-theorisation of non-capitalist alternatives. This is
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mostly due to the fact that Laclau andMouffe, along with other prominent radical

democratic theorists, hastily discarded the notion of mode of production and

anything related to political economy in favour of discourse as an interpretive

framework to explain social change and structural transformation (Rey-Araújo,

2021: 39). In their effort to offer a more complex definition of antagonism as the

motor of radical democracy they sought to diminish the role of capitalist relations

of production and class struggle to emphasise the primacy of the political shaped

by the ‘identity’ of the worker outside the realm of work (Rey-Araújo, 2021: 41).

The failure to incorporate a comprehensive analysis of capitalism and its dynam-

ics into the theory of radical democracy prevents the latter from accurately

interpreting novel non-capitalist forms of social reproduction and conditions of

existence in contemporary social movements. In other words, the theory of radical

democracy fails to pay sufficient attention to the ways social conflict disturbs

existing social orders but also creates new ones.

As the Turkish and Colombian cases demonstrate, the social movements of

the twenty-first century were aware of the inadequacy of any model reminiscent

of socialism and have already been building – using Wright’s (2010) apt

definition – ‘real utopias’ through prefiguring alternative social orders with

their everyday activism. One set of such everyday activisms that emerged in the

face of capitalism’s imminent crisis includes social co-production (coopera-

tives, community gardens, and others), self-organising (rejecting corporate

models in favour of worker ownership, collective management), commoning

practices (re-appropriation of privatised material and immaterial resources in

favour of the community control and ownership), mutual aid and support

networks that provide basic social services (clinics, pharmacies, kitchens,

food banks, libraries) and other socially beneficial, collective activities outside

the realm of the market (Howarth & Roussos, 2022). These practices reject the

capitalist logic (commodification, individualisation of responsibility, market-

isation, competition, profit-oriented production) in production and social repro-

duction which open the ways to alternative vision of organising society.

This is important for our argument because political action by ordinary people

does not necessarily require the formation of hegemony and establishment of

leadership among a plurality of struggles, as radical democratic perspective

would often presuppose. Rather, such politics ‘typically occurs in the everyday

settings familiar from their own lives, not in centralised movements seeking to

take power’ (Robinson & Tormey, 2009: 148). The political mobilisation of

contemporary movements, too, unfolded without a leadership structure or

a hegemonic organisation of multiple struggles under a common banner or

signifier. In our view, the radical democratic paradigm can not capture this

richness of political variation in contemporary social movements, especially
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with regard to how these groups actually join each other to create something

collectively, from the barricades to squares, parks, squat houses and other sites of

activism. In other words, the anti-capitalism of contemporary movements has

been informed by collective prefigurative activism through which these move-

ments have imagined a new world and strived to it one step at a time, without

following a prescription. The anti-capitalist horizon of radical democracy, on the

other hand, seems stuck with an abstract notion of ‘communist horizon’, even if

this abstract notion was revised to accommodate the needs of the contemporary

times. This ismainly due to the reason that for radical democratic theory, the main

reference is still capitalism and its ‘dislocatory power’, that is its ‘ruthless

destruction of the bonds of tradition, local belonging, family and kinship struc-

tures’ (Critchley, 2005: 223). It seems to us that in its goal to refuse the primacy of

the ‘universal subject’, i.e., the proletariat, to reformulate emancipatory struggles

in cultural terms, the theory limits its scope to fragmented struggles around

identity. This tendency circumscribes its ability to consider the transformative

power of smaller, even micro, practices of everyday life (i.e., ‘being and doing in

common’) that are realised beyond the realm of the state. The theory, in other

words, cannot imagine an emancipatory struggle that goes beyondmaking claims

for state recognition and inclusion into a narrow definition of citizenship

(Critchley, 2005: 226).

This is also why radical democracy falls short of guiding these movements as

well. It cannot detect that contemporary social movements have been able to

harmonise their many (and often conflicting) orientations, perspectives, practices,

and aspirations, even if temporarily, irregularly and for brief periods. Just as the

radical democratic paradigm of the 1970s and 1980s simply accepted the negli-

gence of class in socialmovementswhich prevented the latter to develop a common

structural critique (and a framework for emancipation) beyond their own oppres-

sions, the radical democratic theory of our own times, too, fail to offer a more

comprehensive understanding for and a critique of the complexities and novelties of

the more recent wave of social movements, let alone steering them towards ‘a

broader political discourse that emphasises social justice, economic equality’ as

well as cultural tolerance and plurality (Omi &Winant, 1996: 164). The left of the

past (especially in the West) had been plagued with ‘little or no contact with

grassroots organising efforts among inner-city working people, the poor, and the

homeless [having] the luxury to contemplate “class struggle” in the abstract’

(Marable, 1996: 151–152). Radical democracy of today seems to be reproducing

this tendency when it imagines – or fails to imagine – anti-capitalist alternatives

experimented by the contemporary social movements. These alternatives do not

only or simply address the way capitalism perpetuates unequal conditions that the

poor, the marginalised and the oppressed have to endure in various identity forms/
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modalities (race, gender, sexuality, and so forth). They also imagine a new socio-

economic order that rests on the common production, consumption, and distri-

bution of the resources of the society.

All in all, despite its egalitarian vision and aspiration, we argue that radical

democracy does not offer a fully developed model of redistribution as the core of

the capitalist social order. In this framing, the emancipatory struggles anchored on

cultural politics of identity are divorced from social politics of justice, solidarity,

equality, and redistribution (Fraser, 1996: 194). In a sense, it goes too far in trying

tomove away from class as the primary/hegemonic identity that makes the theory

incapable of embracing the complexity of capitalism as a social order in which

difference and identity are formed. As a result, the radical democratic paradigm

becomes incapable of comprehending (let alone guiding) anti-capitalist alterna-

tives offered and experimented by contemporary social movements.

2.3 Unlocking Radical Democracy’s Potential

To be sure, the theoretical universe of radical democracy is expansive and

encompasses many different approaches. While various straits of thought within

the radical democratic paradigm have indeed been incommunicable to the actual

radical practices emerging from contemporary social movements, there have also

been studies that embraced the elements of the necessary shift from liberal

democracy to radical democracy by way of an engagement with the broader

andmore nuanced understanding of political and democratic concepts. Of notable

importance are the works by Marchart (2007, Schwiertz (2021, 2022), Isin

(2008), andNíMhurchú (2014) which explore a diverse set of notions and expand

the concept of citizenship beyond its conventional meanings and iterations.

Utilising the concept of ‘political difference’, Marchart (2007) critiques the

ontological assumptions of liberal democracy, which tend to obscure the inherent

antagonism and contingency within the political sphere. He argues for an ontol-

ogy of the political that acknowledges the constitutive conflict and plurality

inherent in democratic societies. For Marchart politics is not merely a set of

procedures for decision-making but a space of contention where different social

forces struggle for hegemony. In the context of radical democracy, political

difference underscores the need to recognise and embrace the irreducibility of

political conflict. This perspective challenges the liberal democratic ideal of

consensus and stable institutions, advocating instead for a more dynamic and

agonistic view of democracy. By doing so, it moves the debate further away from

liberal democracy and towards a more pluralistic and conflictual understanding of

political life.
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In the same vein, Helge Schwiertz’s concept of ‘democratic difference’

(Schwiertz, 2021) extends the critique of liberal democracy by emphasising

the diverse and often conflicting ways in which democracy can be practised and

understood. Schwiertz argues that traditional models of citizenship and demo-

cratic participation are too restrictive and fail to account for the multiplicity of

democratic experiences and aspirations. Thus, democratic difference highlights

the importance of recognising and valuing these diverse democratic practices. It

suggests that democracy should not be seen as a monolithic concept but rather

as a field of contestation where different forms of participation and representa-

tion can coexist. This approach aligns with radical democracy’s emphasis on

inclusivity and the empowerment of marginalised voices, challenging the hom-

ogenising tendencies of liberal democratic frameworks. It also opens the possi-

bility of rethinking novel democratic practices in social movements such as

ecological citizenship or sustainable economies.

Schwiertz (2022) also introduces ‘collective political subjectivation’ to

describe the process by which individuals and groups come together to form

collective political identities. This concept emphasises the role of social move-

ments and collective action in shaping political subjectivities and contesting

dominant power structures. Thus, collective political subjectivation is central to

radical democracy as it underscores the importance of collective agency and the

creation of new political subjects. It highlights the potential for social move-

ments to transform political landscapes and generate new forms of democratic

participation and representation.

Engin Isin’s discussion on various ‘acts of citizenship’ (Isin, 2008) shifts the

focus from legal status and rights to the performative and agentic aspects of

citizenship. By doing so, Isin expands the concept of citizenship beyond traditional

state-centric notions and incorporates insights from the literature on acts of

citizenship, citizenship beyond state sovereignty, and collective political subjecti-

vation. Isin argues that citizenship is not just a legal designation but an active

process of engagement and contestation. Thus, acts of citizenship are those

moments when individuals or groups enact their rights and responsibilities, often

in defiance of established norms and structures. Isin’s insights are crucial to inform

the political as well as theoretical potential of radical democracy as they highlight

the capacity of ordinary people to challenge and reshape the political landscape.

Put differently, by focusing on the performative dimension of citizenship, Isin’s

framework alignswith the radical democratic emphasis on active participation and

the creation of new forms of political subjectivity.

Finally, Aoileann Ní Mhurchú (2014) explores the transnational and post-

national dimensions of citizenship through expanding the concept of ‘citizenship

beyond state sovereignty’. For Ní Mhurchú traditional notions of citizenship tied
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to state sovereignty are increasingly inadequate in a globalised world where

individuals and groups often operate across national boundaries. This perspec-

tive is valuable for radical democracy as it expands the scope of democratic

engagement beyond the confines of the nation-state. It encourages the explor-

ation of new forms of political community and solidarity that transcend state

borders, thereby challenging the limitations of liberal democratic citizenship.

All in all, incorporating the concepts of political difference, democratic differ-

ence, collective political subjectivation, acts of citizenship, and citizenship

beyond state sovereignty into the debate on radical democracy bestows on the

latter the capacity to develop a richer and more comprehensive framework for

understanding novel forms democratic engagement emerging from contemporary

social movements, especially from those in non-European contexts. By embra-

cing the inherent conflict and plurality within political life, recognising the

diverse ways in which democracy can be practised, and expanding the notion

of citizenship beyond traditional state-centric models, radical democracy has the

potential to offer a more dynamic and empowering vision of democratic

engagement.

To demonstrate this potential we now turn to two such movements from the

Global South and discuss how novel forms of activism can guide and inspire the

way radical democracy can be re-imagined and practised to meet the diverse,

yet parallel, expectations of different peoples around the world.

3 Environmental Citizenship in Colombia

In the previous section, we argued that radical democracy fails to recognise how

contemporary social movements entertain new expressions of citizenship through

creative forms of activism. We also emphasised that the theory can be unable to

interpret the actual experiences of contemporary social movements beyond

a conventional interpretation of political citizenship (defined by rights and repre-

sentation), thereby limiting the ability of radical democracy in formulating frame-

works that can appreciate the ‘rehearsals’ of new social contracts envisioned by

these social movements.

For us, new developments concerning radical democracy scholarship need to

reconsider novel concepts and dimensions of citizenship from a broader per-

spective. Without a doubt, there is a need to analyse novel epistemologies that

are emerging from social movements’ prefigurative activism and other forms of

collective political practice that are reconfiguring the dimensions of citizenship

and political subjectivity with the aim of reimagining new social contracts.

To explore these issues and gain insights from a particular case study, this

section will focus on how environmental social movements are exercising new
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dimensions of ecological citizenship in Colombia. The study will showcase the

trajectory of environmental activism in recent decades and how this type of

activism is shaping new expressions of ecological citizenship, aiming to invite

a rethinking of social contracts between humanity and the environment from

a posthumanistic perspective. We believe that Colombian environmental social

movements provide useful insights to connect crucial ecological concerns with

future notions of radical democracy. In other words, the case of Colombian

environmental movements shows how it is possible to go beyond normative

notions of citizenship (such as political citizenship) to frame environmental

responsibilities as a key aspect of novel social contracts between humans and

the planet.

3.1 Unpacking New Ecological Social Movements
and Environmental Activism

Starting in the 1960s, the first wave of ecological social movements was self-

consciously activist and unconventional, involving direct-protest collective

actions designed to obstruct and draw attention to environmentally harmful

policies and projects. During this early phase, various strategies were employed,

including public education and media campaigns, community-driven initia-

tives, and traditional lobbying of policymakers and political figures. Raising

awareness about ecological concerns involved practices like recycling, promot-

ing green consumerism, and creating alternative communities, such as self-

sustaining farms, worker cooperatives, and cooperative housing projects (Elliott

& Esty, 2023; Lyon, 2020).

During that decade and until the end of the 1980s, ecological social move-

ments exercised political actions focusing on electoral strategies, including the

nomination of environmental candidates and the registration of green political

parties. The rationale behind these actions was to try to exercise their political

agency through the electoral system with the aim of changing things by follow-

ing the rules of liberal democracy. Therefore, these environmentally conscious

political parties were envisaged as a new type of political organisation that

would bring the influence of the grassroots ecological movement directly to

bear on the institutions of government, make environment a central concern of

public policy, and render the state more democratic, transparent and account-

able (Elliott & Esty, 2023; Sutton, 2019). Discussions about how to structurally

change the economic model were not necessarily at the centre of these political

dynamics.

In retrospect, we can easily argue that some ecological social movements at

the time (particularly those in the United Kingdom, the United States, Germany,
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Belgium, and Australia) put so much faith in the value and effectiveness of

electoral politics. In other words, the exercise of political citizenship through

participation in the electoral process was the main effort for these social

movements to increase the public’s awareness regarding environmental issues,

encouraging traditional political parties to address ecological concerns. As

such, the approach is in line with the orthodoxy of radical democratic theory,

which privileges the political dimension of citizenship to catalyse social change,

without reflecting that the compromises necessary for electoral success invari-

ably undermine the ethos of grassroots democracy, the value of direct individual

and collective action, and the capacity of agency of other crucial dimensions of

citizenship.

However, since the beginning of the 1990s, ecological social movements and

environmental activism have evolved significantly in both conceptual and

practical terms. The work of Andrew Dobson (2004) was crucial to start

rethinking the relationship between citizenship and the environment. Dobson

argued that ecological citizenship cannot be fully articulated in terms of the two

great traditions of citizenship (liberal and civic republican) with which we have

been bequeathed. For this reason, Dobson developed an original theory of

ecological citizenship that focuses on duties as well as rights, and these duties

are owed non-reciprocally, by those individuals and communities who occupy

unsustainable amounts of ecological space, to those who occupy too little. By

addressing a post-cosmopolitan perspective, this work was a pioneer to discuss

other dimensions of citizenship that can go beyond the political-centred focus.

From this perspective, ecological citizenship reconfigured the notion of

political space as not localised in the state or in the municipality, or in the

ideal speech community of cosmopolitanism, but in the ecological footprint that

individuals and communities can generate. This approach contrasts with fiscal

incentives and policy bills as a way of encouraging people to act more sustain-

ably, in the belief that the former is more compatible with the long-term and

deeper shifts of attitude and behaviour that sustainability requires. Thus, this

notion of ecological citizenship is a valuable example of how to address other

dimensions of citizenship (environmental dimension in this case) as a valid

mechanism to consider novel concepts of radical democracy.

Here we identify five principal elements that shape the actions of contempor-

ary ecological social movements and environmental activists that could be seen

as different from previous decades in both conceptual and practical terms. The

first element is how contemporary ecological social movements are embracing

globalisation and transnational cooperation as a strategy to transcend national

boundaries in order to address challenges such as climate change, biodiversity

loss, and pollution on a global scale (Caniglia et al., 2015). The second element
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is the making of climate change and global warming a central focus of the

agenda for environmental activism. In previous decades, climate change was

not as prominent an issue as it is today. Since the beginning of the new century,

the scientific consensus on climate change and its potentially catastrophic

effects has solidified. As a result, contemporary ecological social movements

place a much stronger emphasis on addressing climate change and global

warming, pushing for climate action, advocating for policy changes to mitigate

its impacts, and developing disrupting direct actions to create public awareness

(Stammen & Meissner, 2022).

The third element is related to how technological advancements and digital

activism are changing the ways to do collective actions in both public and

virtual spheres. Contemporary ecological social movements are embracing

digital tools and social media networks to organise and mobilise communities

more effectively. Online platforms have allowed for instant dissemination of

information, coordination of campaigns and direct actions, producing engage-

ment with a broader audience and making digital activism a significant driver of

environmental change (Sutton, 2019). The fourth element is the recognition of

intersectionality and inclusivity inside ecological social movements to inter-

connect environmental issues with other social justice concerns, including

gender inequality, racial discrimination, and economic disparities (Goodman,

2017). The result of emphasising intersectionality and inclusivity has led to

a more diverse and holistic approach to environmental and ecological activism

in recent years.

The final element we recognise among the ecological movements is the rise in

collective and direct actions focusing on holding corporations accountable for their

environmental practices and advocating for responsible consumerism. Strategies

and calls for sustainable business practices, corporate transparency, and eco-friendly

products have become central to the work of contemporary ecological social

movements (Stammen & Meissner, 2022). This element in combination with the

rise of youth-led environmental movements (e.g., Fridays for Future or School

Strike 4Climate) provides ecological and environmental issuesmore prominence in

mainstream politics and public discourse, with the hope of holding political leaders

accountable for their environmental policies.

It is clear that as a result of the actions and elements of these new ecological

social movements and environmental activism, we are witnessing the trans-

formation of Dobson’s initial conceptualisation of ecological citizenship

towards a more holistic approach into the concept of environmental citizen-

ship (Hadjichambis & Reis, 2020). This novel perspective of environmental

citizenship is defined as the responsible pro-environmental behaviour of
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citizens who act as agents of change in the private and public sphere, on

a local, national, and global scale, through individual and collective actions,

in the direction of solving contemporary environmental problems, preventing

the creation of new environmental concerns, achieving sustainability as well

as developing a healthy relationship with nature (Hadjichambis & Reis,

2020).

Furthermore, this framework of environmental citizenship includes the

practice of environmental rights and duties, as well as the identification of

the underlying structural causes of ecological degradation. It is also stressing

the main environmental problems and the development of the willingness

and the competencies for critical and active engagement, and civic participa-

tion, to address those structural causes in order to act individually and collect-

ively, taking into account inter- and intra-generational justice. Thus, this new

framework offered by environmental citizenship can give us important tools to

readdress the relationship between radical democracy and ecological concerns

from a more holistic perspective.

3.2 Ecological Social Movements and Environmental Activism:
Lessons from Colombia

Colombia is the second most biodiverse country in the world. As a matter of

fact, per square kilometre, the country is the most biodiverse, hosting close to

10 per cent of the planet’s biodiversity. There are more bird, amphibian,

butterfly, and frog species in Colombia than anywhere else in the world

(WWF, 2023). However, it is one of the deadliest countries in the world for

human rights defenders, environmentalists, members of ecological social move-

ments, and others defending land rights (Global Witness, 2012). In some parts

of the country (particularly in the Amazon and the Orinoco River basin) being

associated with any ecological or environmental social movement can be seen

as a high-risk activity, suffering from high rates of criminalisation, physical

violence, murder, kidnapping, internal displacement, and forced disappearance

(Alzate, 2022; Scheidel et al., 2020).

According to the international NGO Global Witness, more than 1,700 homi-

cides of environmental activists were recorded globally over the past decade, an

average of a killing nearly every two days, with Brazil, Colombia, the Philippines,

Mexico, and Honduras being the deadliest countries (Global Witness, 2022). Just

in 2022, Colombia was accounting for 186 killings, or 46 per cent, of the global

total registered for the previous year (Front Line Defenders, 2023). Also last year,

Colombia recorded the highest number of lethal attacks against members of
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ecological social movements, with eighty-eight environmental and indigenous

rights defenders killed (47 per cent of the mentioned national total of 186).

In 2016 a peace agreement was put in place between the Colombian govern-

ment and the former guerrilla group of the Revolutionary Armed Forces of

Colombia (FARC), ending more than six decades of armed conflict in the

country. A year after the signature of the peace agreement, armed gangs,

paramilitary groups, and transnational illicit drug trafficking organisations

started threatening and murdering community leaders, human rights defenders,

and environmental activists who have been trying to protect Colombia’s forest

from destruction by mining, lumber, and oil companies in territories previously

controlled by the FARC.

Following Llano-Arias (2014), Richardson & McNeish (2021), and Coombe

& Jefferson (2021), we can identify six principal environmental issues in

Colombia: deforestation, illegal mining, land rights and displacement, pollu-

tion, climate change vulnerability, and armed conflict dynamics. Without

a doubt, deforestation is the main concern on this list. For example, deforest-

ation in the Colombian Amazon has surged, surpassing 250,000 acres in three of

the last four years. According to Murillo et al., rainforest sheltering spectacular

biodiversity is being razed for cattle ranching and corporate farms, oil palm

production, fossil fuel extraction, illegal gold mining and logging. Leaders of

local communities and members of ecological social movements whose water is

being poisoned and whose land has been devastated have provided the last line

of defence against this ecological destruction (Murillo et al., 2023). Thus, other

natural habitats in the country have been threatened by deforestation through

activities of agriculture expansion and illegal coca cultivation.

Nevertheless, since the 1970s, ecological social movements in Colombia

have been crucial in enhancing awareness about environmental conflicts. It

has also played a vital role in fostering opposition to megaprojects that have

resulted in severe negative consequences for both communities and territories.

According to Tarazona-Pedraza (2010) and Llano-Arias (2014), environmental

activism in Colombia has been bringing together from the beginning multiple

groups of individuals, grassroots organisations, and collectives who, from

different perspectives, have dedicated their efforts to defending common

goods, natural resources, and the quality of human life. By doing symbolic,

cultural, and political actions, environmentalist movements in Colombia have

opposed and mobilised against large-scale infrastructure projects that jeopard-

ise natural and ecological reserves, in particular, water resources.

According to Tobasura-Acuña (2007), Colombia’s environmental movement

differs from the early defensive nature of the European environmental move-

ment, which focused on issues such as nuclear energy and the arms race.
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Instead, Colombia’s movement is characterised as fluid, heterogeneous, and

an ongoing social construct. It brings together a diverse range of rational

and alternative perspectives, all aimed at discovering solutions for nature

and environment preservation. Consequently, ecological social movements in

Colombia are deeply intertwined with demands concerning class, race, inequal-

ity, and strategies to fight against poverty. This is particularly pronounced

among peasants, campesinos, and rural communities in the country. Also, the

pioneers of ecological activism in Colombia found inspiration in the outcomes

of the first International United Nations Conference on the Human Environment

in Stockholm in 1972, and in debates regarding the thesis presented the

same year in the report The Limits to Growth by the Club of Rome about the

relationship between growth and the environment.

In 1983, seventy distinct environmental movements and grassroots initia-

tives convened at the inaugural Ecological Organisations Conference

(Econgente 83) in the city of Pereira. During this event, they collectively

established the Colombian Environmental Movement as an umbrella organ-

isation, known as MAC (Movimiento Ambiental Colombiano). The establish-

ment of this new organisation resulted in two primary outcomes: first,

a collective consensus regarding the interpretation of concepts such as ecol-

ogy, the ecological movement, and development; and second, the establish-

ment of a framework for coordinating collaborative collective sociopolitical

actions on a national level. However, the most significant outcome was the

formulation of the inaugural Colombian Ecological Manifesto, which delin-

eated five key points: (1) The Earth serves as humanity’s abode; allowing its

destruction would culminate in our own demise, (2) The imperative lies not

only in safeguarding our habitat, but also in protecting its inhabitants, (3)

Societies rooted in consumption and wastefulness not only tarnish their own

domains but also jeopardise others’ well-being, (4) Predatory states not only

deplete our resources but also impose technologies that frequently ravage our

ecosystems, and (5) Within predatory states, individuals and institutions often

endorse the relinquishment of our resources and the degradation of our

environment (Guerrero, 2010).

Due to nationwide grassroots environmental activism and the strategic devel-

opment of collective actions across the country, the Political Constitution of

Colombia of 1991 is referred to in the country as the ‘green constitution’ or

‘ecological constitution’ (Melo, 2018). This constitution recognises the funda-

mental right to a healthy environment and was crafted in alignment with the

primary international concerns surrounding environmental preservation and

biodiversity during that era. Consequently, the constitution, in its principles,

mandates, and obligations, is designed to achieve two main objectives: (i) the
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comprehensive safeguarding of the environment and (ii) the establishment of

a sustainable development model. Two years following the constitution’s enact-

ment, and subsequent to heightened pressure from environmental groups, the

Colombian government passed Law 99. This law provided a definition for

sustainable development as follows: ‘That which leads to economic growth,

an improved quality of life, and social well-being, all without depleting the

renewable natural resource base that sustains it, and without causing harm to the

environment or infringing upon the rights of future generations to use it in

accordance with their own needs’ (Law 99, Republic of Colombia, 1993).

Hence, it can be asserted that Colombia’s constitution deems environmental

protection not only as a right but also as an indispensable prerequisite for the

survival of both communities and territories (Melo, 2018).

Nevertheless, the primary lessons derived from the Colombian Environmental

Movement do not stem from its ability to shape public policies or sway political

consensus. Instead, the most significant insights have emerged from the manner

in which they exercise other dimensions of environmental citizenship towards

environmental democratisation during the armed conflict and in post-war

Colombia. This involvement notably encompassed the safeguarding primary of

water resources, the implementation of collective actions to bring awareness to

the link between ecological damage by extractive companies and its impact on the

pursuit of truth and justice for the victims of the armed conflict, and the develop-

ment of posthumanist approaches for integrating indigenous knowledge into

contemporary environmental activism.

According to Roa (2016) and Ramírez (2023), the collective actions of social

movements for environmental democratisation began in Colombia in 2004

in response to the exponential expansion of extractive activities and socio-

environmental conflicts driven by armed conflict, legal and illegal transnational

actors, and governmental policies aimed at transforming Colombia into a mining

country. Since the beginning of the new century, one of the main objectives of the

Colombian Environmental Movement has been to foster different sociocultural

collective actions to protect water sources, safeguard local sustainable economies,

create awareness regarding the link between ecological damage and the impact of

the armed conflict in rural regions of the country, and the development of

alternative visions to halt extractivism. Thus, the experience of one particular

organisation inside the Colombian Environmental Movement, the Living Rivers

Movement (Movimiento Ríos Vivos) in the County of Antioquia, is crucial to

understanding the relevance of exercising other dimensions of environmental

citizenship from a posthumanistic approach to the case of Colombia.
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3.3 Environmental Citizenship and the Living Rivers Movement

The Living Rivers Movement is an umbrella organisation comprising fifteen

grassroots environmental initiatives established in 2008 with the aim of halting

the construction of the Hidroituango Dam on the Cauca River, near the munici-

pality of Ituango in Northern Antioquia. Currently under construction by the

Public Enterprises of Medellin (Empresa Públicas de Medellin, EPM), the

Hidroituango Dam impacts more than 26,000 hectares and 27 municipalities.

Upon completion of the project, approximately 4,500 hectares of land will be

submerged. The Living Rivers Movement asserts that EPM bears responsibility

for floods, landslides, deforestation, pollution, mass fish deaths, illegal logging,

and improper disposal of wood and trash resulting from the dam’s construction.

These impacts have been disregarded by EPM in relation to the environmental

significance and importance of the Cauca River, the secondmost important river

in Colombia, in the livelihoods, culture, and economy of the local communities

(Front Line Defenders, 2019).

The Hidroituango Dam’s negative ecological impacts, as outlined in the

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) made by EPM (2007), encompass

a wide range of environmental, social, and economic concerns. These include

air pollution, surface and groundwater pollution, changes in the quality of

reservoir water, alterations in the fluvial dynamics of the Cauca River, modifi-

cation of soil physical and chemical properties, landscape modification,

changes in vegetation cover, habitat loss or fragmentation, death and displace-

ment of fauna species, increased pressure on natural resources, alterations in

fish community species abundance within the Cauca River basin, changes in

biotope and benthic community structures, proliferation of disease vectors, the

transformation from lotic to lentic environments, effects on identified archaeo-

logical sites, transformation of cultural systems among affected populations,

involuntary forced population displacement and disruption of living conditions,

an influx of foreign populations, increased demand for public and social ser-

vices, and alteration of the regional economy (EPM, 2007).

Furthermore, Antioquia is the Colombian county with the highest number of

victims from the former Colombian armed conflict, totalling 1.4 million, and it

was the region where 20 per cent of all the violence during the armed conflict

occurred, with 2,261,383 violent incidents over 50 years of war (Comision de la

Verdad, 2022). There are four main reasons why the conflict was particularly

intense in this region, and environmental activists were among the primary

victims. First, nearly 70 per cent of Colombia’s energy resources are concen-

trated in this area, making it also a strategically significant corridor within the
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armed conflict. Environmental activists also played an active role in holding

energy companies accountable. Second, within the logic of the Colombian

armed conflict, environmental activists became both war booty and specific

targets for combatants. Given the strong patriarchal nature of the society in this

region, targeting environmental activists proved to be a potent strategy for

weakening local communities and disrupting their family structures. Third,

the targeting of civilians as a method of warfare was a characteristic feature.

This strategy was employed by both illegal and legal armed groups and became

a central objective of military operations. Killing environmental activists

allowed them to demonstrate power, assert superiority, lay claim to particular

territories against rivals, and erode the social support base of opposing armed

groups. A final explanation rests in the construction of a regime of terror in the

region, where guerrilla and paramilitary groups utilised extreme cruelty to

dehumanise their adversaries in war (Tamayo Gomez, 2012, 2022).

The former armed conflict situation in Antioquia provides a comprehensive

reference for understanding the dynamics of the war in Colombia. Antioquia

stood as one of the initial regions where guerrilla groups employed landmines to

gain territorial control over the Colombian army. It also became a breeding

ground for the systematic implementation of massacres against civilians, a war

strategy deployed by paramilitary squads to spread fear and terror throughout

the country, subjecting the civilian population to enduring suffering (Estrada,

2010). Consequently, the citizens of Antioquia experienced the full spectrum of

war-related consequences: stigmatisation, forced displacements, massacres,

persecution, marginalisation, extrajudicial executions, and torture. They fell

victim to a myriad of human rights violations and abuses (García de la Torre &

Aramburo, 2011; Tamayo Gomez, 2017). This culminated in three main char-

acteristics that defined Antioquia in the context of the Colombian armed

conflict: first, the persistent clashes between different illegal and legal armed

groups vying for territorial control and its natural resources; second, the co-

optation of local institutions, including councils and local governments, by

illicit forces to undermine local democracy and seize economic resources; and

finally, the establishment of illicit economies centred around deforestation, drug

trafficking, kidnapping, and extortion, significantly impacting both local and

regional economies (NCHM, 2018; Tamayo Gomez, 2022; UNDP, 2010).

However, concerning the construction of the Hidroituango Dam, one of the

most detrimental impacts of this hydroelectric project has been on Colombia’s

ongoing transitional justice process. The dam’s construction led to the flooding

of extensive rural areas in Antioquia, where mass graves containing unidentified

bodies from the armed conflict had been buried. This has undermined future

investigations and the pursuit of truth, justice, and reparation for the victims.
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Also, this is an example in relation to how a high-impact civil engineering

initiative in the midst of an armed conflict or in a post-war situation needs to be

conscious of its effect on human security, peacebuilding efforts, and the imple-

mentation of transitional justice mechanisms.

One of the most devastating outcomes of the former Colombian armed

conflict is the number of disappeared and missing people. According to the

NCHM (2018), the International Committee of the Red Cross (2018), and

Colombia’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission (2022), there is an estima-

tion that the armed conflict left 210,000 people missing from 1958 to 2018. To

put this in perspective, this surpasses the number of missing people registered

during the dictatorship years in the Southern Cone countries of Argentina,

Chile, Paraguay, and Uruguay. The number of people missing in Colombia

could fill six professional football pitches and occupy more than two times the

capacity of Wembley Stadium in London. Of the missing, 87 per cent are

civilians, and 13 per cent are former combatants (Comision de la Verdad,

2022; NCHM, 2018).

Without a doubt, the most critical humanitarian challenge currently facing

Colombia during its transitional justice processes is the task of finding the

people who have disappeared due to the conflict (Comision de la Verdad,

2022; Tamayo Gomez, 2022, 2023). According to the project Front Line

Defenders (2019), the construction of the Hidroituango Dam has also resulted

in the disappearance and forced displacement of hundreds of people in the

region, along with the deaths of hundreds more. Many families are still search-

ing for the human remains of their loved ones, and the flooding of hundreds of

hectares of land has made further investigations of mass graves and the bodies

interred there impossible. This severe limitation impedes efforts to achieve

justice and prevent the recurrence of such atrocities.

In essence, the construction of the Hidroituango Dam by EPM is having

severe ecological and humanitarian impacts. It is destroying the dry tropical

forest surrounding the Cauca River, an already fragile ecosystem that is at risk

of disappearing from the planet. Additionally, this action is aiding perpetrators

of the Colombian armed conflict in evading accountability and responsibility. In

2016, The Living Rivers Movement reported that EPM was felling the forest,

raising the risk of landslides, species migration, and the loss of nationally

protected plant species. This situation further increases the risk of losing

landmarks crucial for finding the bodies of missing individuals. Furthermore,

fishing and farming communities are losing their livelihoods due to the

Hidroituango Dam, while fish in the Cauca River are dying, and displaced

communities are unable to cultivate food on their lands anymore. In short, the

impact of this project on the region’s inhabitants has been devastating.
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In this context, since 2009, alongside the organisation of public demonstra-

tions, rallies, meetings, and other conventional forms of direct and collective

action, the Living Rivers Movement has been engaged in the implementation of

three distinct types of collective actions, exercising another dimension of their

environmental citizenship. The first is the initiative Cañoneros y cañoneras

contra el olvido (Canyon women and Canyon men against oblivion), a project

for groups of victims wanting to recover victims’ collective memory and the

significance and importance of nature in places where massacres of civilians

happened or where the bodies of missing persons are presumed to be buried. By

organising plays, pantomimes, and other artistic performances in the main

square of the municipality of Ituango, the main aim of this collective action is

to commemorate their victims and create awareness regarding the people who

disappeared in Northern Antioquia during the armed conflict and how the war

has affected the Cauca River. This initiative involves the recreation of catholic

religious rituals associated with purgatory in order to help the souls of the

missing to be ready for heaven (90 percent of the Colombian population adheres

to Christianity).

Nevertheless, the most interesting aspect of this initiative lies in its posthuman

perspective. The culminating activity of Cañoneros y cañoneras contra el olvido

involves a nocturnal pilgrimage to the CaucaRiver. The Living RiversMovement

acknowledges, through their collective actions, that the world we live in is not

human-centred. They argue that we live in a world where interlinked connections

and relationships between humans, non-humans, and more-than-humans systems

shaped our communal existence. By integrating indigenous knowledge from the

local community, the Living Rivers Movement emphasises the significance of

valuing all environmental interconnections and, in particular, water-human life

relationships. During the river pilgrimage, participants join in singing chants that

decry theHidroituangoDam and perform nostalgic songs that reminisce about the

harmonious community life that existed before the commencement of this hydro-

electric project.

After arriving at theCaucaRiver atmidnight, the participants beganfishing using

only their hands and a torch, re-enacting ancestral techniques. Throughout the

fishing activity, all participants chanted the words: ‘The Cauca River is dead, the

Cauca River is dirty. The Cauca River used to provide us with everything. We are

the river; we will save the river; we will heal the river’ (NCHM, 2019). Once the

communal fishing comes to an end, the participants light candles inside small

wooden replicas of artisanal fishing boats. This marks the most solemn aspect of

the activity. These small boats contain the names of individualswhoaremissing and

presumed to be buried in theCaucaRiver. Before releasing the boat replicas into the

river’s current, one of the organisers addresses the audience, stating: ‘I send this
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light for those comrades who have died in our struggle. May this be a beautiful

memory that we offer to this river, which is no longer just a river but a part of all of

us. This light is for all the loved ones whom the river has embraced and taken

without our knowing about them. May they receive this small light with deep

affection, andmay they realise that they are not forgotten.With this light, I advocate

for peace for everyone, even for those who have caused us great harm, because we

all deserve to live’ (NCHM, 2019). As more than 120 small wooden replicas

carrying an equal number of candles are released, the event culminates with

a minute of silence, a solemn tribute to both the river and the victims.

The second initiative is named ‘Cuerpos Gramaticales’ (Grammatical Bodies).

This undertaking is a political-artistic performative action designed within the

framework of Agroarte methodology. It seeks to narrate stories of violence

inflicted upon bodies, nature, and the territory from a posthuman perspective.

‘Cuerpos Gramaticales’ engages in a sequence of activities prior to the collective

action, involving the symbolic and material planting of bodies in public spaces to

recreate the individuals buried in mass graves. The use of theatre performances,

dance, poetry, and writing is integral to these activities. The Living Rivers

Movement has conducted ten performative actions under the umbrella of

‘Cuerpos Gramaticales’ between 2014 and 2018, spanning across Ituango and

Medellin, the capital of Antioquia County.

The framework of Agroarte spins around the posthuman metaphor of a tree

deeply rooted in the defence of life, the environment, and all ecological manifest-

ations. Its trunk symbolises the strength of survival amidst armed conflicts,

presenting a collective action capable of fostering a process of victims’ collective

memory ‘from below’ (TamayoGomez, 2022). This framework also encompasses

collective actions aimed at fostering ‘the democratisation of pain’ (a transform-

ation of personal experiences of loss into shared public knowledge) as expressions

of environmental citizenship (Tamayo Gomez, 2022). According to The Living

RiversMovement, the seed symbolically encapsulates the latency of thememory it

carries, while the wind disperses it, giving rise to interconnected new native forests

and embodying a profound metaphor of human and non-human entities.

As Cañoneros y cañoneras contra el olvido, ‘Cuerpos Gramaticales’ is

a collective action that provokes reflections about truth, memory, and recogni-

tion. Participants who get involved in this action design the whole process and

decide their own reasons for taking part in the planting: healing, protest,

a symbol of planting new family roots after suffering internal displacement,

connecting with the land, letting go, starting a new life or forgiveness, just to

name a few. This collective action usually ends with a final public performance

during which the project’s participants collectively ‘planting’ themselves with
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flowers into the ground in a public place to create catharsis. As one of The

Living Rivers Movement members expressed, the symbolic sowing of bodies

represents the metaphor of life where, as soon as the seed grows, blossoms and

produces fruits, it becomes part of the world’s socio-environmental system. In

her words ‘it is about finding our roots, not just the ones in the deep and heartfelt

earth, but also with our own roots, which lay within the immensity of every

single person’ (Alvarez, 2017).

The third collective action is a cross-media strategy named ‘Saborcito Cañonero’

(Canyon’s Taste), which involves the creation of fanzines, poetry, comic stories,

photographic exhibitions, the establishment of local community kitchens, and the

production of audio-visual material. This strategy aims to showcase local cultural

traditions and environmental cosmogonies related to food and cooking. Through

this collective effort, online videos are created to present recipes highlighting

Antioquia’s local cuisine, accompanied by narratives about local history, stories

of resistance by members of The Living Rivers Movement, and accounts detailing

the connections between humans, non-humans, and nature. Thus, it is a strategy that

addresses the relationship between the material and the symbolic dimension of food

and cooking.

Furthermore, this collective action involves the utilisation of medicinal herbs

in cooking, emphasising the significance of local indigenous knowledge. This

effort encompasses the collaborative development of catalogues featuring

medicinal herbs, the creation of innovative recipes in which local herbs serve

as primary ingredients, and the production of fanzines that convey narratives

highlighting the importance of food and food security within local communities.

Thus, comic stories showcase representations and narratives around how the

Cauca River used to provide all ingredients for a healthy diet around the

consumption of fish, and by what means cooking is a connection between

rural work, everyday activities, and the river as a central part of communal life.

However, one of the relevant and important aspects of this initiative is how

the Living Rivers Movement promotes cooking as an excuse to start open and

difficult conversations. Questions, including ‘What was the last meal you had

the day before you were displaced from your land by war?, ‘What was the last

dinner you cooked in the river on the day you were displaced by the

Hidroituango Dam?’, ‘What was the last cooking ingredient you used when

you saw your brother for the last time?’ or ‘What was the last meal your mother

or grandmother made before she was killed?’ are distributed in small fanzines to

catalyse questions during cooking activities at the local community kitchens in

order to reflect on the past.

As Smart (1994) and Domaneschi (2019) argued, worlds of food and cooking

are often suitable metaphors for understanding vital aspects of communal
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sociocultural life. Also, the collective action ‘Saborcito Cañonero’ is stressing

the idea of cooking and food as social spaces (Poulain, 2005), highlighting how

food production, food consumption, and the practice of cooking are structural

dimensions of the social organisation of human groups. From a posthuman

perspective, this initiative is addressing an intersection between human and

non-human elements, reimagining the reciprocal position assumed by human

action, in this case, cooking, and materiality (e.g., cooking ingredients, local

herbs), and the consequent valorisation attributed to the two dimensions in

different contexts created by ‘Saborcito Cañonero’.

Moreover, these three initiatives (Cañoneros y cañoneras contra el olvido,

Cuerpos Gramaticales, and Saborcito Cañonero) are grassroots collective

actions highlighting the relevance and cruciality of exercising other dimensions

of environmental citizenship from a posthuman approach. An important lesson

from those experiences concerning novel epistemologies that are emerging

from social movements’ prefigurative activism, that are reconfiguring the

dimensions of citizenship practice and political subjectivity with the aim of

reimagining new social contracts, is the way that The Living Rivers Movement

is addressing concepts including recognition, social justice ‘from below’, soli-

darity, and memory to be recognised as main environmental actors based on

their particular sociocultural identities.

It is clear in this case that this environmental movement does not only aspire for

recognition as a rational actor who represents singular sociopolitical identities in

the public sphere (traditional political approach to the construction of normative

social contracts). It also claims a more robust set of rights (in our case, environ-

mental rights) in order to exercise other dimensions of their citizenship during

transitional justice processes, the struggles against EPM, finding ways to recon-

cile posthumanism with human liberal values, and addressing the intersection

between gender justice, indigenous rights, ecological memory, racial justice, and

interrelations of sexuality and identity.

In other words, the case of the Living Rivers Movement is relevant for compre-

hending how collective actions and grassroots initiatives can go beyond narrow

institutional focus and normative prescriptions, challenging conventional conceptu-

alisation of the full range of roles social movements can play in shaping democracy.

It is to recognise environmental citizenship as a dynamic, diverse, and contextual

process where actions of social solidarity, memory, and recognition are providing

means of expression for victims and survivors that are not open to them through the

formal discourse of citizenship. Furthermore, there is an absence of understanding

of what means social movements can exercise their agency to explore novel and

unofficial social justice mechanisms of reparation and recognition in post-conflict

scenarios.

33Reimagining Radical Democracy in the Global South

use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009498517
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.221.216.11, on 23 Nov 2024 at 11:17:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009498517
https://www.cambridge.org/core


The principal challenge is how to promote environmental citizenship initiatives

of social solidarity, memory, and recognition thatmight help local communities to

comprehend contested sociopolitical ideas, contest official versions of the past,

support inclusive processes of social justice, and create new social contracts. This

would improve our understanding of how the development of environmental

citizenship actions can be a powerful mechanism for claiming truth, justice, and

reparation in contested societies. Comprehending new dimensions of environ-

mental citizenship as a crucial aspect to create novel social contracts stresses the

importance of recognising social movements’ agency in supporting inclusive

sociocultural processes beyond official agendas and narratives, appreciating

environmental movements as subjects with their own agency, projects, priorities,

and organisational ability.

It is safe to argue, then, that bymoving away from the conventional definitions of

citizenship as strictly in political terms, the environmental movement in Colombia

firmly recognises and engages with crucial intersections between social justice and

rights. It acknowledges that true ecological awareness necessitates comprehensive

consideration of gender justice, indigenous rights, ecologicalmemory, racial justice,

and the complex interrelations of sexuality and identity. Understanding and address-

ing these interconnections are pivotal to creating a sustainable and equitable future

for all. Thus, gender justice serves as a cornerstone of the environmental movement

inColombia. Recognising that gender equality is inherently linked to environmental

well-being, the movement advocates for equal access to resources, participation,

and decision-making for all genders (Bell, 2016). It acknowledges that diverse

voices and experiences are essential to forge the path towards a more sustainable

and inclusive society. Also, indigenous rights are deeply intertwined with environ-

mental stewardship. Indigenous communities in Colombia have sustained harmo-

nious relationships with nature for centuries, instilling a profound understanding of

ecological balance and the importance of land preservation (Mazzocchi, 2020). The

environmental movement honours and supports the rights of indigenous peoples,

respecting their knowledge, traditions, and connection with their ancestral lands.

Furthermore, ecological memory acknowledges the importance of learning

from the past to forge a sustainable future. Recognising the wisdom held by

diverse cultures and their ancestral knowledge, the Colombian environmental

movement seeks to preserve and incorporate traditional ecological knowledge

into modern conservation efforts (Nykvist & von Heland, 2014). By acknow-

ledging and respecting ecological memory, we can learn from ancient practices

and avoid repeating past mistakes. In this context, racial justice is a fundamental

aspect of environmentalism. The environmental movement acknowledges that

marginalised communities often bear the brunt of environmental degradation

and climate change impacts due to systemic racism and environmental injustice.
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By addressing racial disparities, the environmental movement aims to rectify

the disproportionate burden faced by these communities and create equitable

solutions that benefit all (Alvarez, 2023).

Finally, the environmental movement recognises and values the interrelations

of sexuality and identity within the broader ecological discourse. Understanding

that LGBTQIA+ individuals face unique environmental challenges, the move-

ment advocates for LGBTQIA+ rights and inclusion. It promotes an inclusive

approach that embraces diverse identities and ensures that environmental

spaces are safe and welcoming for all individuals. In sum, the environmental

movement in Colombia takes a holistic approach, recognising the intricate web

of connections between various social justice issues. It emphasises gender

justice, indigenous rights, ecological memory, racial justice, and the interrela-

tions of sexuality and identity as critical factors in fostering a sustainable,

inclusive, and equitable future for our planet and all its inhabitants.

3.4 Environmental Citizenship and Radical Democracy
in Colombia

As we have demonstrated above, the environmental and ecological movement

in Colombia is highly relevant to a more sophisticated theoretical framework for

radical democracy. This relevance can be articulated through six key aspects

that highlight the transformative potential of these movements in fostering

inclusive, participatory, and equitable radical democratic practices.

The first aspect is grassroots mobilisation and participatory democracy. The

environmental and ecological movement in Colombia, and in particular The

Living Rivers Movement, have been characterised by robust grassroots mobil-

isation. These movements often emerge from local communities directly

affected by environmental degradation and resource extraction. Local commu-

nities in Colombia have organised to protect their territories from mining,

deforestation, and other destructive activities. These initiatives exemplify par-

ticipatory democracy, where decision-making power is decentralised and vested

in the hands of those most impacted by environmental issues. Such grassroots

mobilisation encourages active citizen participation and enhances democratic

engagement at the local level. Thus, many Indigenous and Afro-Colombian

communities have established autonomous governance structures to manage

their natural resources. These self-governance practices challenge the top-down

approach of the state and demonstrate the potential for more localised and

participatory forms of democracy.

The second aspect is the intersection of environmental and social justice.

The Colombian environmental movement is deeply intertwined with issues of
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social justice, making it a powerful advocate for a more inclusive and equit-

able form of democracy. Environmental degradation in Colombia often dis-

proportionately affects marginalised communities, including Indigenous

peoples, Afro-Colombians, and rural peasants. The environmental movement

highlights these injustices and advocates for policies that address both eco-

logical and social inequalities. This intersectional approach ensures that the

voices of marginalised communities are included in democratic processes.

Also, Colombia has a high number of environmental defenders who risk their

lives to protect their territories. The movement for their protection and recog-

nition underscores the need for a democracy that safeguards the rights of those

who stand up against powerful economic interests.

The third aspect is how the ecological movement in Colombia is reimagining

citizenship and collective responsibility. Environmental movements in Colombia

promote a broader and more inclusive concept of citizenship that goes beyond

traditional liberal democratic notions. For example, the movement advocates for

ecological citizenship where individuals and communities see themselves as

stewards of the environment. This expanded notion of citizenship includes

responsibilities towards the environment and future generations, fostering

a collective sense of duty and care for natural resources. At the same time,

manyColombian communities engage in commoning practices, managing shared

resources collectively. These practices challenge the neoliberal focus on private

property and individual ownership, promoting a communal approach to resource

management. Such practices enhance social cohesion and community resilience,

key components of a robust democracy.

The fourth aspect is how this movement is enhancing democratic participa-

tion through environmental advocacy. Environmental advocacy in Colombia

has led to the development of new forms of democratic participation and

governance, as the case of Living Rivers is showing us. Environmental move-

ments often organise assemblies and forums to discuss and address environ-

mental issues. These gatherings provide a platform for inclusive dialogue and

collective decision-making, empowering communities to have a direct say in

matters that affect their lives. Moreover, the environmental movement in

Colombia has also spurred legal innovations, such as the recognition of the

rights of nature from a posthumanistic approach. For instance, granting the

Atrato River legal personhood was a groundbreaking development that reflects

a shift towards a more holistic and inclusive legal framework. Such legal

recognition can be seen as a step towards a more radical and transformative

form of democracy that acknowledges the intrinsic value of natural entities.

The fifth aspect is related to fostering resilience and adaptive capacity. The

environmentalmovement inColombia contributes to building resilient communities
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capable of adapting to environmental and social changes. By advocating for sustain-

able practices and protecting ecosystems, the environmental movement helps com-

munities build resilience against climate change and other environmental threats.

Resilient communities are better equipped to participate in and sustain democratic

practices.Themovement promotes adaptivegovernancemodels that areflexible and

responsive to changing environmental conditions. This adaptability is crucial for

fostering a dynamic and responsive democracy that can address contemporary

challenges effectively.

The final aspect concerns influencing national and global environmental

policies. Colombian environmental movements have also impacted national

and international policy, demonstrating the potential for local activism to influ-

ence broader democratic frameworks. Thus, environmental activists in Colombia

have successfully advocated for stronger environmental protections and policies

at the national level. These policy changes reflect the power of collective action

and participatory advocacy in shaping government actions and priorities (e.g.,

The Escazú Agreement).

All in all, the Colombian environmental movement is a part of global

networks advocating for environmental justice and sustainability. This global

solidarity reinforces the interconnectedness of local and global struggles and

highlights the role of transnational activism in advancing democratic principles

worldwide. Thus, the environmental and ecological movement in Colombia

provides a compelling case for rethinking and revitalising radical democratic

frameworks while it challenges the limitations of traditional liberal democratic

models and offers innovative pathways for addressing the complex socio-

environmental challenges. By emphasising grassroots participation, social and

environmental justice, expanded notions of citizenship, and resilience, the case

of The Living Rivers Movement demonstrates how radical democracy can be

more inclusive, participatory, and equitable.

4 Building the Common in Türkiye

In this section we are turning our attention to the ways through which contem-

porary social movements prefigured and implemented new economic models as

‘rehearsals’ for a truly radical social order imagined beyond those offered by

neoliberal capitalism or state socialism. Our aim is to flesh out our second claim

regarding the ‘blind spots’ within the theory of radical democracy, i.e., how

novel political practices that emerged from these movements surpassed the

imagination of the radical democratic paradigm in building an alternative

economic model. In order to demonstrate this, we focus on commoning prac-

tices and solidarity economies as they took root in Türkiye before, during, and
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after Gezi Park protests in 2013. Tracing the actual experience of radical

democracy as it took root in Türkiye will help us understand how these practices

shaped the political imagination of the activists towards building a future not

confined to the binary of ‘capitalism or socialism’.

4.1 Radical Democracy in Gezi Park

When the AKP government and its leader Recep T. Erdoğan laid their eyes on

a small promenade at the heart of Istanbul to open it up for the construction of

a shopping mall and a high-end residential complex, they were probably not

expecting the reaction that became one of the biggest protests in modern

Turkish history. The attempt to demolish Gezi Park had not caught public’s

attention except for a handful of environmental activists until the police began

to violently handle the protest on the last days of May 2013. Powerful images of

protestors being tear-gassed and battered spread rapidly through social media,

igniting further riots across the city and the entire country. Following the retreat

of the police after relentless clashes, a two-week occupation of the park began

with a long list of diverse occupants, including urban grassroots organisations

and neighbourhood associations; socialist political parties, radical left groups and

platforms, environmentalists (such as those who were resisting against the third

bridge onBosporus), soccer fans of the prominent Istanbul clubs, and various small

and big groups who identified as Kemalist nationalist, LGBTQIA+, feminist,

anarchist and more. Looked closely, this colourful crowd comprised employ-

ees in precarious service-sector jobs; members of trade unions, chambers

and associations (although they were not there to officially represent their

organisations); university and high school students; white-collar profes-

sionals such as academics, journalists, doctors, lawyers, architects, and

city planners; anti-capitalist Muslims; several deputies of the parliament;

and politically non-affiliated citizens (Ercan Bilgiç & Kafkaslı, 2013;

Kibar & Tatari, 2013; Konda, 2014; Uluğ & Acar, 2014).

This astonishing diversity was heralding the birth of something fundamen-

tally new and radical in Turkish politics and society. Similar to the other square

movements and occupations that stretched from Latin America and Europe to

the Middle East and East Asia during the 2010s, novel radical democratic

practices were at the centre of contentious politics during the Gezi movement,

too. In the span of just a couple of years following the rise and demise of the

occupation of Gezi Park, different forms of political activism (street fights, park

forums, squat house anarchism, or simply meeting in a building) became part of

a connected process of radical democratic mobilisation in Istanbul and across

the country.
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Indeed, a new modality of social existence emerged with the occupation:

concerts and other recreational activities such as yoga, chess or soccer, movie

screenings, activities for children as well as informative workshops on a variety

of topics became commonplace (Mashallah Team, 2013). A library and

a makeshift clinic were established immediately after the park was occupied.

Meanwhile, donations including food, toiletries, and other needs were piling up

as food stations started distributing food free of charge. Crews of volunteers

worked in shifts to keep the park clean. All the while, barricades surrounded the

park, and activists (both men and women, some of whom would be as young as

sixteen) took turns as ‘guards’ while others were providing them with food and

other needs (Atayurt, 2013: 27–28). There was also amedia centre that served as

the official press of the park commune. Humour remained strong in graffities,

banners, slogans, satirical songs, and even by inventing a term ‘chapulling’with

which activists (and their collaborators in different corners of the world) re-

appropriated the term çapulcu (looter, maraudeur) gifted to them by Erdoğan
himself.

More importantly, the park became a lively space for interaction, communi-

cation, and political debate as an integral part of ongoing activism. Crowded

assemblies could go on until midnight where participants followed special

communication rules, showing respect for each other’s sometimes hard-to-

swallow opinions (Kibar & Tatari, 2013: 62–67). Early interviews with activists

and observations by journalists revealed that themes such as diversity, toler-

ance, peaceful coexistence, community, freedom, and building a common future

would often be raised in these forum meetings in the park (Güven, 2013). This

would continue even after Gezi Park was dispersed by the police and when

activists retreated to other public parks in the city and all around the country,

holding public forums with hundreds of people attending to discuss the future of

their rebellion. Numerous forums that emerged during this period created a vital

sphere for the exercise of a novel type of political engagement that reflected the

will of the emerging political community. Soon enough, they created their own

communication protocols at the meetings where rotating speakers could voice

their thoughts in the time allocated for them. Debates sometimes lasted for

hours and involved pragmatic matters regarding the actions to be taken, but also

broader political questions. As forum gatherings became more routine, they

began to establish thematic sub-committees, some of which organised work-

shops and study-groups on themes such as women, children, arts, learning a new

language, and so forth. With their radical democratic practices (with regard to

participation, decision-making, division of labour, and mobilisation), and their

deep distrust towards existing representative mechanisms, these forums became
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bedrocks for an alternative political existence and the creation of new political

subjectivities.

One important characteristic of the forums was that activists utilised truly

radical ways to arrive at collective decisions. They developed new habits and new

roles, new rhythms which characterised new forms of life in common. Indeed,

the horizontal organisational structure of park forums served as a fundamental

characteristic of a new political experience defined by consensus-based decision-

making, non-hierarchical, leaderless organisation, and so on, which could be

defined as building ‘the common’. Squat houses, community gardens and other

local initiatives, too, were instances of crafting new spaces of solidarity and

communication where constituting a new community around the common

became the method of achieving justice and equality through radical democracy.

The radical democratic vision that centred around the defence of the com-

mons in Türkiye did not begin with the Gezi uprising but dates back to the 1960s

and 1970s (Fırat, 2018). But before we provide a critical overview of the

struggles for fighting for the commons as an alternative, anti-capitalist form

of social existence in the Turkish context, a brief discussion on the idea of the

commons and commoning is in order.

4.2 From Defending the Commons to (Re)building
the Common

Commons can be defined as a system ‘in which resources are shared by

a community of users/producers, who also define themodes of use and production,

distribution and circulation of these resources through democratic and horizontal

forms of governance’ (De Angelis & Harvie, 2013: 280). Historically, commons

were utilised to protect the community ‘from the excesses of capitalist processes,

and at times even allow them to avoid the discipline of capital’ (Genç, 2018: 83). In

more contemporary times, defending the commons became an important feature of

the emancipatory struggles in the Global South for the survival of local communi-

ties through access to and sustainable use of natural resources as well as collective

production. Yet it is the act of ‘commoning’ that turns commons into praxis rather

than a mere reservoir of shared resources. In the mid-1990s and early 2000s, as the

face of the anti-globalisation struggle, the Zapatista movement in Mexico was

implementing various practices of commoning. Their methods inspired landless

peasants’ movements in different parts of the Global South, such as Brazil,

Bolivia, and India, among others (Fırat, 2018: 69).
Hardly confined to rural mobilisation, commoning also became a method of

struggle against the enclosure and privatisation of public spaces through gentrifica-

tion and urban renewal projects. As such it became an act of self-defence against the
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neoliberal assault on the city and the social fabric it nurtures. Indeed, various

movements of the poor and the precariat, such as occupying streets and roads against

highway constructions, or the rise of squatting and other autonomous governance

practices in certain cities in Europe, or factory occupations of Argentina in the early

2000s, or the rise of collective gardens and production cooperativeswere all a part of

this ‘commoning’ wave (Fırat, 2018: 69–70). It was with these social movements

that commoning began to emerge as ‘discursive andmaterial practices that not only

counter[ed] forces of enclosure but that also produce[d] a sense of place and

community’ in the urban context (Fırat, 2022: 1031).
It is important to think about commoning in relation with the broader idea of

‘solidarity economy’which has become the conceptual and practical foundation

of an alternative, non-capitalist economic model in the last decades (there is

a growing literature on solidarity economy: Aykaç, 2017; Kawano et al., 2010;

Laville, 2023; North & Cato, 2017; Roelvink et al., 2015; Speth & Courrier,

2020; Utting, 2015; Zitcer, 2021). Solidarity economy emerged and grew as

a global movement to transform and transcend the capitalist economy to create

a more just and sustainable alternative, as well as creating a network of national

and regional initiatives around the same purpose. It gained prominence follow-

ing the 2008 financial crisis but especially due to the looming ecological crisis.

At its core, solidarity economy is an effort to imagine and implement economic

alternatives in the face of the failures of neoliberal capitalism but also of state

socialism and other state-dominated authoritarian systems (Kawano, 2020:

285). It seeks to develop a novel approach to economy along radical democratic

lines and around the principles of solidarity, cooperation, mutualism, equity (in

race, ethnicity, nationality, class, gender and other dimensions), participatory

democracy, sustainability, and pluralism (Kawano, 2020: 286).

One of the key aspects of solidarity economies is that they imagine an economic

systemwhich is ‘embedded in natural and social ecosystems’ and as such does not

shy away from attempting to transform the state as well to accommodate a broad

range of socially and naturally sustainable practices (Kawano, 2020: 286). Food

cooperatives, community land trusts, non-profit non-bank financial institutions,

worker-owned factory production, community gardens, non-monetised exchange

bazaars, care networks, and different forms of mutual aid disaster relief are all

considered as expressions of non-capitalist alternatives under the umbrella of

solidarity economy. Being more comprehensive than ‘social economy’ which

adheres to the ‘principles of democratic control by membership, solidarity, pri-

macy of social and member interests over capital, and sustainability’, solidarity

economy emphasises systemic change that advocates the transformation of the

state more along autonomista and anarchist principles, albeit not being limited to

these (Kawano, 2020: 292–293). As Aykaç argues, ‘although the idea and the
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principles of the solidarity economy are revolutionary, the strategy or the course of

action toward the aforementioned objective is more transformative than it is

revolutionary’ (Aykaç, 2017: 11).

The major implication for contemporary social movements of the rise of

solidarity economy, along with commoning as its main tool and driver, is the

reversal in the temporal order of radical social change. In other words, instead of

waiting for the transformation of institutions by force of a political revolution,

practices of everyday life, regardless of where they were undertaken (in an

encampment in an occupied park or square, or in a squat house, or even at

regular forum meetings), became the revolution itself. Commoning as a form of

political mobilisation in these movements rejected the state and market logic/

power as the sole alternatives to organising principles of the existing social

order. It offered a deeper critique with an alternative social organisation model

in mind: a political project that attempts to restore a reworked form of solidarity

that has been destroyed by neoliberalism when people lost their employment,

residence, health, education and social bonds that held them together as

a community. Therefore, contemporary social movements became a dual polit-

ics in which radical democracy simultaneously meant politics of mobilising (to

protect and reclaim common resources) and politics of organising (to constitute

a new community) against the neoliberal logic of social (dis)organisation. In

this political context, the common served ‘as both the form and the content of

social relations that transcend the limitations and the market worshipping

cynicism of contemporary capitalism’ (Stavrides, 2020).

During the anti-austerity and pro-democracy movements of the 2010s,

commoning became both a survival mechanism for the disadvantaged and

marginalised, and a reaction by the urban middle class who experienced

significant cultural and social impoverishment and loss of belonging due to

the gentrification and transformation of their city. Although these movements

emerged from their specific national contexts (such as in Brazil in 2013 when

protestors took the streets to protest a hike in the price of public transportation)

they were not ‘insulated’ cases but were in alliance with each other. They were

globally connected also with respect to the methods they learnt from each

other. In resisting the privatisation of common spaces and refusing disposses-

sion, initiatives such as collective kitchens, healthcare centres, day-cares, non-

commercial pharmacies, schools, producer cooperatives, exchange markets,

and vegetable gardens, not to mention the open assemblies in park encamp-

ments and occupations, emerged as solidarist, collaborative, equalitarian, self-

ruling, and radically democratic institutions of the collective will. It is through

these non-capitalist practices that commoning moved beyond a mere act of

collectively producing, defending, reclaiming and reproducing the material
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needs of a community outside the realm of the market and the state.

Commoning extended itself to the ‘co-production of new systems of values,

of producing what is of common value together’ (De Angelis, 2010: 958)

which meant the reviving and redefining of the community as a political tool in

the struggle for an alternative world. As such, reclaiming the commons and

acts of commoning became both the paradigm of social transformation and

motor of establishing a new social order through anti-capitalist institutions,

relations, practices, and values.

4.3 Early Practices of Commoning in Türkiye

The termmüşterekler (‘commons’) began to gain prominence in the lexicon of

Turkish political activism during the late 1990s and early 2000s. But accord-

ing to Duru, the continuing (and increasing) relevance of the concept itself

stems from several reasons, including: a significant portion of the country’s

land still being owned by the state due to the heritage of the manorial system

and Ottoman land law; forests still occupying a significant territory of the

country; and the ongoing process of urbanisation the adverse consequences of

which became more visible and pronounced in the face of increasing com-

modification of the land as well as the rising importance of sectors such as

energy, tourism and construction that bring the most damage and destruction

onto nature (Duru, 2018: 16). Duru also contends that one can find strong

iterations of the commons as early as the first years of the Republic, more

specifically in the Village Law of 1924. The law included articles that empha-

sised ‘male and female villagers who have the right to choose the village

headman and council of elders’, and that ‘most of the village work is carried

out through collective participation of all villagers’, and that ‘people who have

the right to shared goods such as mosques, schools, pastures, highlands and

coppices and who live in nucleated or dispersed settlement patterns with their

vineyards, gardens, and farms are the constituents of a village’ (Duru, 2013).

This is why the term müşterekler has often been associated with protests that

resisted the privatisation of ‘common resources’, especially in the rural parts

of the country (Fırat, 2018: 67–68). Most notably, protests against the com-

modification of natural resources and their transfer to big construction and

energy companies, which had not begun but doubtlessly intensified under the

AKP’s construction-led growth model during the first decade of the twenty-

first century, sparked first serious discussions about the commons (Adaman

et al., 2016: 21).

Resisting environmental destruction, pollution, construction of power plants,

or opening up of new mines became primary reasons for mobilisation in
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environmental movements in the past two decades (Hazar-Kalnoya, 2021).

Radical discourse and practices of commoning could be observed during

numerous protests that resisted, among other things, the appropriation of land,

eviction of peasants from these enclosed areas, prevention of traditional or

alternative methods of agricultural production (Adaman et al., 2016: 18).

Among these, disrupting construction sites by sit-ins, barricades, and occupa-

tions often accompanied direct clashes with private or state security forces.

What united them was their collective resistance to some form of enclosure of

what they saw as their commons. The political topography of this activism

extended from reclaiming and defending land, forests, pastures, rivers, or

sometimes the whole planet to defending the ‘national riches’ against the

economic imperialism of multinational companies, such as the resistance

against gold mining in Bergama during the 1990s and the construction of

a hydroelectric power plants in in the Black Sea region of the country since

the early 2000s (Çobanoğlu, 2014). As such they became a defence of eco-

logical and social life against dispossession and privatisation of which they

collectively owned and utilised.

With the intensification of neoliberal urbanisation under the AKP rule, the

centre of political activism and sites of commoning began to shift from rural

areas to urban spaces, especially to big cities such as Istanbul. One of the most

prominent actors in this form of activism has been neighbourhood associations.

They became especially active in Istanbul during the early years of the AKP rule

to struggle against renewal, gentrification and transformation projects in their

districts but also against ‘mega projects’ such as the construction of a new

airport, the third bridge on the Bosporus, plans for a new canal connecting Black

Sea to Marmara Sea, and maritime ports constructions along the Bosporus such

as Galataport, Haydarpaşaport and Haliçport. These neighbourhood associ-

ations and other environmentalist groups often formed platforms and alliances

to promote education, information-sharing, and consciousness-raising activism

(Genç, 2018: 85–86). Their efforts were joined by others to defend historical

sites and public spaces in cities, particularly in Istanbul, such as the historical

movie theatre Emek in the Beyoğlu district at the heart of the city (Fırat, 2022).
Campaigns led by urban planners, lawyers, artists, and academics sought to

extend their efforts beyond legal battles and generated a counter-discourse that

entertained ideas such as accessibility, public interest, and cultural heritage

(Genç, 2018: 88).

In order to resist the transfer of public spaces into private hands, counter-

narratives in press releases, public protests or other events framed such attempts

as ‘theft’ to raise awareness and mobilise the public. Reinstituting collective

practices such as organising film festivals, concerts or other events, turning the
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privatised space into a collectively owned and utilised space became the very

acts of commoning against attempts of enclosure. Turning these spaces into

common places of everyday life where concerned individuals volunteered for

various tasks such as food preparation, cleaning, and others. Such acts turned

the space into a special form of existence where, in sharp contrast to neoliber-

alism’s emphasis on the commercial value of the urban space, a non-capitalist

form of togetherness, a new political subjectivity is experienced (Fırat, 2022).
Moreover a new form of solidarity and sociality could now be imagined and

prefigured through these acts of commoning against the destruction of the social

under neoliberalism.

4.4 Commoning (in) Gezi Park and Beyond

Gezi Park protests and radical practices in their aftermath should be considered

as a part of – if not the most notable example in – this historical lineage in

defending, reclaiming, and rebuilding the commons in Türkiye. It emerged as an

act for protecting a collectively utilised resource, a public park, against the state-

enforced enclosure disguised as an urban renewal project. The main motivation

behind the Gezi protests was to halt this relentless attack on the residents’ ‘right

to the city’. Yet the uprising went beyond a mere act of defence and morphed

into collective practices of producing and reproducing the common along the

principles of solidarity, autonomy, justice, and self-organisation. The provision

of food, shelter, healthcare, education, recreational activities and workshops,

public gardens, and the division of labour for the overall maintenance of Gezi

Park (and later the park forums and squat houses) were all undertakings that

inherently prefigured a collective future beyond the AKP’s vision of Islamist

neoliberal urbanism in Istanbul (Akbulut, 2016: 291–292). In Ertaş’s words,
Gezi was a ‘situated experience of creating and protecting (with barricades) an

urban commons where the logic of neoliberal enclosure of public spaces could

be subverted, giving way to new forms of relationality among people and with

the spaces they occupy’ (Ertaş, 2023).
Over time, the whole movement began to evolve from protecting the com-

mons to constituting the common, carrying with it new ‘values and principles as

freedom, equality, reciprocity, solidarity, trust, and self-governance in a space

where the state and capital were excluded’ (Genç, 2018: 92). Various enact-

ments of commoning became a source of new subjectification that began to

change the lives of those who took part in this collective effort (Yazıcı & Fırat,
2013). The transformative power of collectively resisting this enclosure (and the

open and covert violence around it) first behind the barricade during the clashes,

then in the park, forum, neighbourhood and squat house came to define the act
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of being, acting, living in common. Put differently, radical democratic politics

that spanned from protests in the streets and Taksim square to the occupation of

Gezi Park, from forums in the neighbourhood parks to squat houses, became an

alternative solidarity project rejecting to be a docile class of conservative

religious consumer-citizens in favour of an anti-capitalist, self-organised, non-

hierarchical, non-representative and self-sufficient community.

During the Gezi movement, squat houses in Istanbul became among the most

prominent spaces where the politics of commoning could find a tangible expres-

sion. These places fostered a unique form of radical democracy, not merely

theoretical but deeply connected to the shared resources and concerns of the

squat’s inhabitants and the neighbourhood in which it was located. The fusion of

politics and space in these squat houses brought forth a practical manifestation

of collective engagement and a new set of communal values around non-

capitalist principles. More importantly, squat houses came to function as social

centres where the ‘lost feeling of community’ was revived in a self-ruling, non-

hierarchical social setting (Rittersberger-Tılıç, 2015: 92–93).
One such example is the Yeldeğirmeni squat house that was established in the

Kadıköy district in Istanbul. The occupants of the squat connected with the

residents to reclaim and re-appropriate what was stolen from the public through

commodification under the AKP government. They got actively involved in the

matters of the neighbourhood such as the provision of supplies for the local

school or helping refugee children in the district. They also organised solidarity

campaigns with the shopkeepers in the neighbourhood or created teams to help

the elderly with their needs. Similar with other squatting experiences around the

world (Çoban, 2015), the neighbourhood was designated as the primary unit and

the centre of the common in the broader effort to transform the city (Muhalefet,

2013). Put differently, they both mobilised resources to improve the conditions

of the city with a focus on local spaces, and transformed the social relations

within these spaces (Ülger et al., 2014). By radicalising the sphere of their

everyday life (as experienced in the squares, camps and then in the park forums)

the community became the source of political power. In other words, commu-

nity and politics became inseparable as community became politics in/of/

around the common.

4.5 Post-Gezi Experiences of Being/Thinking/Doing in Common

Having lived through the experience of the Gezi uprising, activists began to

discuss more widely the idea of cooperatives as an alternative economic model

(Öngel & Yıldırım, 2019). One example of this particular commoning practice

was in 2013 when some of the workers of the Kazova textile factory took over
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the factory after it went bankrupt, and continued production adhering to ‘auto-

management’ methods. But it was the food production and consumption

cooperatives that became more widespread following the Gezi uprisings

(Morkoç, 2018; Türkkan, 2019). The visibility of women in activism had

already increased during the Gezi uprising. In the years following the demise

of the movement, women-led cooperatives and other alternative economic

organisations (‘collectives’) around the principles of solidarity economy –

primarily in agricultural production and handicrafts – began to mushroom all

over the country (Işıl & Değirmenci, 2020; Yerdeniz Kooperatifi, 2023). What

united these and other initiatives were that they were all run by volunteers who

prioritised social rather than individual good/benefit/utility, and preferred an

autonomous organisational style/form in which horizontalism and consensus-

oriented democratic participation in decision-making could be realised in

a shared/common space (Arslantürk, 2020).

Establishment of co-working spaces as mutually shared sites of work and

socialisation in Istanbul, such as the ‘space on Earth’ initiative, can be con-

sidered yet as another form of commoning activism that became popular in the

immediate aftermath of the Gezi uprising. Although it may not appear as

a movement per se, the experience itself was a peculiar response to neoliberal

urbanisation and increasing precarisation in the face of soaring real estate prices

in the city and deteriorating job security for freelance white-collar workers

(Yeşilyurt, 2019). Aside from being merely a place of work, co-working spaces

offered an ‘emancipatory’ potential as a non-capitalist form of work organisa-

tion. As a spatial resource, these collectives also hosted talks, workshops, film

screenings, exchange bazaars, and exhibitions, all of which transformed what

would otherwise be a place of capitalist production into a place of solidarity.

The ‘spirit’ of commoning continued to colour activism even after the waves

of the Gezi uprising receded. One organisation, Deep Poverty Network, that

kicked off in 2019 began mainly as a research initiative to investigate various

dimensions of deepening inequalities and poverty. But when the Covid-19

pandemic hit in 2020, the network expanded its scope and became directly

involved in establishing mutual care networks, establish ‘to support the urgent

needs of individuals who work in daily precarious jobs, who have been laid off,

given unpaid leave, and living in deep poverty’ (Deep Poverty Network, n.d.).

Solidarity initiatives and networks during the pandemic were not limited to

poverty relief efforts. In addition to organising food delivery, initiatives such

as educational support, legal help, monetary assistance to those who could not

work due to curfew impositions, women’s solidarity collectives, and ‘neigh-

bour outreach’ efforts, among others, mushroomed following the realisation

of the severity of the pandemic. Mostly relying on social media for organising
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and communication, various solidarity networks in different neighbourhoods

and districts in Istanbul were formed (Özdemir, 2020). Some of these net-

works had already been established in the immediate aftermath of the Gezi

protests. The pandemic served as a trigger for their reactivation. During the

first days of the pandemic, volunteers were recruited who then were mobilised

to reach out to different communities to determine the need, and channel

resources to the needy. Some of them also connected with local administration

authorities to better coordinate support efforts.

Another instance when social solidarity networks have been swiftly created and

activated was the immediate aftermath of the twin earthquakes in February 2023.

Miners, construction workers, heavy machinery operators, doctors and other

healthcare professionals, various civil society organisations, political parties,

domestic and foreign search and rescue teams, and individual volunteers all

mobilised to the earthquake zone from the very first day, developing practices of

‘care’ that did not rely on government assistance or market logic but on a form of

mobilisation of the commons (Tekin & Yükseker, 2023; also see The Care

Collective, 2020). With the relief efforts and self-organised local and national

collectives emerging almost instantaneously, the earthquake zone turned into

a political space for bottom-up, sustainable, and human-centred encounters and

practices in non-hierarchical social organising. Autonomous decision-making for

more effective coordination of the relief efforts, and other acts of solidarity for

building collective power were all reminiscent of the experiences during the Gezi

uprising and its aftermath, from a decade ago (Ertaş, 2023).
What all these and other radical democratic examples during and following the

Gezi movement demonstrate is that from within this whole experience emerged

a potential and a vision for a new social order: a social order whose loose

institutionalisation centred the common(s). The experience as a whole was not

merely a political demand for political recognition, as radical democracy would

have theorised. Nor can it be understood simply in discursive terms which would

interpret it simply as building hegemony among different political demands. This

radical politics as it emerged in forums and assemblies in occupied parks, neigh-

bourhood solidarities, and squat houses turned sites of protest and creation into

spaces for production and reproduction through community-oriented or community-

spirited actions, and not merely an additional platform to conduct traditional

politics at the local level or at multiple levels simultaneously. The whole radical

democratic experience became a delicate blend of inclusiveness, plurality, a non-

hierarchical structure, direct participation without pre-decided principles, and hav-

ing a direct relationship with a particular physical space by way of occupying it.

It is here that the Turkish case, along with many other social movements of the

twenty-first century which utilised similar radical political practices, demonstrates
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how the boundary between activist, organiser, volunteer, participant became

blurred under these radical democratic practices. More importantly, the conven-

tional demarcations between the social, the political, the economic and the

ecological eroded for these experiences were not just anti-capitalist but also anti-

systemic: their essence could not be captured neither by the capitalist logic nor

its predominant and historically unrivalled alternative, socialism. As Stavrides

observed, something new was materialising in these experiences: ‘community-

oriented or community-inspired actions that, often quite distinct from neocommu-

nitarian, neoconservative ideologies, create or even reinvent communities in the

making’ (Stavrides, 2012: 586).

Once again, the idea and pursuance of the common was at the core of

this community building process. It was around this emerging common that

a variety of ideas, visions, and yearnings were assembled into collective actions

that constituted a reworked definition of a ‘social order’ which did not degener-

ate into a narrow, homogeneous form of public (De Angelis & Harvie, 2013).

More importantly, it was the ‘transformation of life along anti-capitalist prin-

ciples’ that became the motivating and guiding principle in forums and other

sites of radical democratic experimentation – a novel experimentation that

could not be captured by the existing theories of radical democracy. In contrast

with the ways many theorists of radical democracy confined themselves to

a more conservative understanding of radicalism, activists wanted the revive

what they called ‘solidarity economy’ where they would engage in a host of

creative activism, such as closing bank accounts, encouraging shopping with

local businesses and overall curbing consumption, organising ‘do-it-yourself’

style workshops (such as how to brew your own beer) to stop purchasing big

brands, establishing exchange markets that would limit money transactions and

founding or supporting non-profit cooperatives, markets and restaurants, estab-

lishing solidarity kitchens, and even using guerrilla tactics to disrupt the ordin-

ary flow of the economy (Atılgan, 2013: 16). Overall, by rejecting the existing

forms of political representation and by directly acting on ideas regarding

alternative forms, contemporary social movements became a laboratory for

a new social order that placed the common at the heart of a new democratic

community.

5 Reimagining Radical Democracy and Social Movements
in the Twenty-First Century

As we expressed at the beginning, Reimagining Radical Democracy in the

Global South is a call for rethinking the ways through which ‘radical democ-

racy-as-theory’ can respond to the expectations of, and demands from, ‘radical
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democracy-as-social movement’. Our purpose is to extend an invitation to

activists, academics, politicians, practitioners, policymakers, social movements

groups, civil society organisations, and grassroots collectives to reimagine

a more egalitarian global society reinvigorating the potential of the radical

democratic paradigm. In the previous sections, we suggested that there exists

a mismatch between the concept/theory of radical democracy as currently

formulated in the literature and the ways it is articulated in contentious politics

in non-European contexts. Social movements in Colombia and Türkiye demon-

strate that new forms of political activism and emerging non-capitalist visions

for a more egalitarian society challenge existing conceptual frameworks in

radical democratic theory, and that a more comprehensive articulation and

implementation of radical democracy beyond the narrow canvas of the Global

North is urgently needed. Such an epistemological expansion is essential not

only for promoting a better dialogue between theory and practice, or for

highlighting the diversity of goals, methods, and motivations of contemporary

social movements around the world. It is also necessary for comprehending the

emancipatory potential of radical democracy in times of democratic erosion and

rising authoritarianism. In other words, there is an urgent need to start rethink-

ing radical democracy in light of the profound social changes that are happening

in the twenty-first century.

5.1 Questions and Challenges

The current post-millennial period has presented us with numerous challenges,

fluctuating from growing inequality and the rise of global poverty to environ-

mental crises and the decline of democracy around the world. From our

perspective, reimagining radical democracy in light of contemporary move-

ments involves a nuanced understanding of current and future challenges, and

a commitment to create innovative, inclusive, and sustainable solutions. By

combining academic and activist perspectives around collective reflections and

discussions on alternative forms of governance and innovative social orders, we

believe it is possible to enrich the discourse and contribute to the development

of more effective strategies towards this goal.

We also believe that the Colombian and Turkish cases open the way for

tackling a number of pressing questions that still wait to be addressed: how can

social movements incorporate practical intersectional perspectives to ensure

inclusivity and address multiple forms of oppression? What lessons can we

glean from past movements to inform our strategies for radical democracy?

What insights can we derive from grassroots movements around the world?

How can we foster international solidarity and collaboration to create a global
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movement for change inspired by radical democracy? Additionally, how can

digital platforms and emerging technologies be harnessed to enhance radical

democratic participation and empower marginalised voices? What potential

risks and challenges are associated with their use?

While we hope that this Element will encourage new debates on these

questions and others while contributing to shaping future discussions and

actions that will emerge from the process of reimagining radical democracy,

we are also aware that this is no easy task. Reimagining radical democracy to

respond to the needs of the movements of the twenty-first century poses several

challenges that demand thoughtful consideration and concerted effort. From our

perspective, addressing these challenges involves a multifaceted approach that

encompasses social, economic, cultural, environmental, and justice-oriented

dimensions.

Regarding the economic dimension, the Turkish case illustrates the relevance

and importance of imagining novel cooperative and participatory models in the

realm of political economy. The challenge lies in scaling up alternative eco-

nomic models including cooperatives and participatory budgeting, to counter

the dominance of capitalist structures that have established themselves as if

there could be no alternatives. Overcoming resistance and scepticism from

established institutions and fostering the necessary infrastructure for those

models is critical. In this context, rethinking radical democracy can encourage

the establishment of a new form of economic democracy. Advocating for a truly

‘radical’ economic democracy within social movements necessitates confront-

ing deeply entrenched power structures. This involves pushing for fair wages,

workers’ rights, and wealth redistribution, requiring strategic alliances and

sustained efforts to influence policy changes, but more importantly, to create

real alternatives to capitalism. In other words, radical democracy can be the key

to reinventing a social contract in which capitalism does not play a central role

in the new social order (see Varoufakis 2020 for an inspiring attempt for such

formulation).

In relation to the sociocultural dimension, the challenge here lies in contest-

ing dominant narratives and creating innovative models for cultural resilience

and expression. The test, in addressing radical democratic ideas, is how to

effectively utilise culturally expressive dimensions, including films, music,

arts, and storytelling, to challenge prevailing narratives. This involves creating

alternative platforms for cultural expression and radical democracy that can

reach diverse audiences. In other words, the question is how to embrace cultural

resistance mechanisms as a powerful tool for change while circumnavigating

the fine line between mainstream capitalistic co-option and maintaining the

grassroots authenticity of radical democracy.
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Recognising and addressing the disproportionate impact of ecological chal-

lenges on marginalised communities is a complex issue that the environmental

dimension aims to tackle. As the Colombian case highlights, this involves

bridging the gap between environmental activism and social justice move-

ments, ensuring inclusivity and intersectionality. Thus, integrating radical

democracy into environmental justice movements requires overcoming com-

partmentalisation. The challenge is to accentuate the interconnectedness of

social and ecological systems from a posthumanistic approach, fostering

a holistic understanding that informs actionable strategies.

5.2 Connecting Radical Democratic Practice with Radical
Democratic Theory

As Reimagining Radical Democracy in the Global South illustrates, environ-

mental citizenship and practices of commoning not only offer a transformative

shift from the liberal democratic interpretations of political citizenship and

economic order but also inform paradigmatic innovations within the radical

democratic theory. These innovations can assume various facets that reflect

their positive contributions to both individual and collective subjectivities. For

example, liberal democratic models typically emphasise individual rights and

responsibilities within a framework of representative democracy. Citizenship in

this context is often transactional, focusing on the relationship between the

individual and the state, and largely confined to political participation through

voting and compliance with laws. Environmental citizenship and commoning,

however, extend the concept of citizenship to include collective responsibilities

and the stewardship of shared resources. Thus, as we argued, environmental

citizenship views citizens as active agents in environmental governance,

emphasising duties towards the environment and future generations. It fosters

a sense of collective responsibility and interdependence, encouraging practices

that contribute to sustainability and ecological justice. This model shifts the

focus from individual rights to collective well-being and the health of the planet.

In the same vein, commoning is the practice of managing shared resources

(commons) collectively by communities. It challenges the neoliberal emphasis

on private property and individual ownership, promoting shared stewardship

and collaborative management of resources such as land, water, and knowledge.

This approach cultivates a sense of community and mutual aid, reshaping

individuals as co-managers and co-beneficiaries of common goods.

Both environmental citizenship and commoning also invoke a fundamental

transformation of subjectivity, encouraging individuals to see themselves as

integral parts of a larger ecological and social system. Environmental citizenship
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nurtures an ecological consciousness where individuals recognise their intercon-

nectedness with the environment. This shift in perspective encourages sustainable

living practices and advocacy for policies that protect the environment. Citizens

become more than just voters; they are stewards of the earth, responsible for the

well-being of all living beings. At the same time, commoning fosters a deep sense

of community engagement and solidarity. It requires individuals to actively

participate in the governance and maintenance of commons, promoting skills

such as cooperation, negotiation, and conflict resolution. This collective action

transforms individuals from passive consumers to active co-creators of their

social and ecological environment.

Environmental citizenship and commoning also enhance democratic partici-

pation by involving citizens directly in decision-making processes that affect

their lives and communities. This direct involvement contrasts sharply with the

often passive role of citizens in liberal democracies, where decision-making is

largely delegated to elected representatives. Thus, environmental citizenship

involves participatory governance models where citizens are directly engaged

in environmental decision-making processes. This can include community-

based conservation efforts, local sustainability initiatives, and participatory

budgeting for environmental projects. Such engagement fosters a more inclu-

sive and responsive form of democracy. Commoning involves the collaborative

management of resources, which requires active participation and consensus-

building. This democratic practice empowers individuals and communities to

have a direct say in how resources should be used and maintained, fostering

a sense of ownership and responsibility.

As was presented in the previous sections, both frameworks address issues of

social and environmental justice more comprehensively than traditional liberal

democratic models. They emphasise equity, inclusion, and the redistribution of

resources, ensuring that marginalised voices are heard and that the benefits of

environmental and social policies are shared equitably. Commoning practices

often arise in response to the inequitable distribution of resources. By reclaim-

ing and managing commons, communities can address social injustices and

create more equitable access to essential resources. Environmental citizenship

promotes policies and practices that prioritise the needs and rights of marginal-

ised communities disproportionately affected by environmental degradation

and climate change. It calls for a just transition to sustainable practices that

leave no one behind.

In an era of rapid environmental and social change, the resilience and adaptability

fostered by environmental citizenship and commoning are crucial. These models

encourage communities to develop adaptive strategies and resilient practices that

canwithstand ecological and economic shocks.Environmental citizenship promotes
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adaptive management practices that are responsive to changing environmental

conditions. This dynamic approach allows for continuous learning and adjustment,

making communities more resilient to climate change and other environmental

challenges. Commoning builds social capital and trust within communities, which

are essential for resilience. By working together to manage the commons, commu-

nities develop strong social networks and support systems that enhance their ability

to respond to crises. In otherwords, both environmental citizenship and commoning

offer transformative pathways for radical democracy, challenging the limitations of

liberal democratic models and fostering amore inclusive, participatory, and sustain-

able form of citizenship. By reimagining the roles and responsibilities of individuals

and communities, these frameworks cultivate a deeper sense of collective identity,

environmental stewardship, and social justice.

5.3 Learning from the Global South

There is no doubt, then, that the ways through which social movements in

Colombia and Türkiye developed novel political and economic practices offer

transformative lessons for a more inclusive democratic social order. Each lesson

is grounded in the principles of radical democracy, emphasising the importance

of diversity, participatory decision-making, imaginative institutional engage-

ment, and long-term sustainability. The version of radical democratic theory

emerging from these practices shows how actively engaging communities and

promoting intersectionality can transform existing democratic arrangements.

The Colombian and Turkish cases highlight the need for direct involvement of

grassroots communities in decision-making processes. This inclusion fosters

a richer, more diverse democratic discourse that addresses the unique needs and

perspectives of these groups.

Furthermore, the intersectionality of social and environmental justice issues

in Colombia and Türkiye showcases the necessity of addressing overlapping

forms of oppression. Radical democratic theory can learn from this by advocat-

ing for policies and practices that recognise and address multiple, intersecting

forms of marginalisation. Also, the cases of Colombia and Türkiye offer useful

examples for the creation of ‘from below’ spaces for dialogue and collaboration,

such as community assemblies and forums, which allow for the exchange of

diverse experiences and ideas. These spaces enable a more participatory form of

democracy where all community members can contribute to the decision-

making process, as demonstrated by the inclusive practices in Colombian and

Turkish movements.

Contemporary movements in Colombia and Türkiye also illustrate the power

of collective action and consensus-building in dismantling hierarchical structures
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and the embrace of participatory decision-making processes. Both cases demon-

strate how abandoning top-down decision-making in favour of horizontal, par-

ticipatory structures aligns with radical democracy’s emphasis on flattening

hierarchies and fostering a sense of ownership and agency among participants.

The success of Colombian and Turkish ‘from below’ assemblies and forums

underscores the importance of open dialogue in building consensus and collective

decision-making. Radical democratic theory can incorporate these practices to

enhance participatory governance within social movements and broader demo-

cratic institutions.

Moreover, emphasising collective decision-making processes, where all mem-

bers have an equal say, strengthens the democratic fabric of social movements.

This approach ensures that decisions reflect the collective will and fosters

a deeper commitment to democratic principles as the Colombian and Turkish

cases show. It is important to remember that radical democratic theory often

involves challenging existing power structures, but it also recognises the import-

ance of strategic engagement with institutions to achieve lasting change. The

cases of Colombia and Türkiye offer valuable insights into this dynamic. Both

movements show that while grassroots activism is crucial, engaging with public

and private institutions through lobbying, advocacy, and policy reform is equally

important. Radical democracy can adopt this dual approach to maximise its

impact on transforming existing institutions.

The Colombian and Turkish cases also point to the effectiveness of direct

confrontation with institutions to demand reforms. Radical democratic move-

ments can draw on these examples to advocate for systemic changes within

existing institutional frameworks, thereby bridging grassroots activism and

formal political engagement. Sustainable social change is a cornerstone of

radical democratic theory. The Colombian and Turkish cases highlight the

importance of building lasting networks and coalitions to sustain momentum.

In other words, the cases of Colombia and Türkiye provide a rich source of

inspiration for advancing radical democratic theory. By emphasising inclusiv-

ity, participatory decision-making, imaginative institutional engagement, long-

term sustainability, and education, these movements offer practical lessons for

creating a more inclusive, equitable, and resilient democratic framework.

Radical democracy can be significantly enriched by incorporating these lessons,

fostering a more dynamic and transformative approach to democratic practice.

**
In conclusion, a close analysis of environmental citizenship and commoning in

the cases of Colombia and Türkiye reveals possible innovative ways to revamp

radical democracy as a novel epistemological and ontological framework. By
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delving into the intricate interplay of diverse voices and perspectives from these

countries, we hope that Reimagining Radical Democracy in the Global South

will inspire readers to reimagine radical democracy not merely as a procedural

system but as a transformative force that shapes the very foundations of

knowledge and existence. The new epistemological and ontological dimensions

highlighted in the Element will hopefully encourage a shift in perspective,

urging individuals to view radical democracy not merely as a set of institutional

procedures but as a dynamic force that can shape cultural narratives and

economic structures. It is our intent and expectation that the examples men-

tioned here will underscore that radical democracy extends beyond the political

realm, influencing the core fabric of societies and offering a holistic vision for

a world where power, knowledge, and existence are redefined. By engaging

with the various lessons, experiences, and outcomes from both cases, we hope

that scholars and activists will actively participate in the ongoing debates on and

experimentations of radical democracy, fostering a global dialogue on how

radical democracy can serve as a catalyst for positive change, transcending

borders and envisioning a world where diversity, equality, and justice are at the

forefront of societal values.
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