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Abstract

This research is aiming to establish a causality between the questionable
governance of the Philkeram cluster and the radical mobilization of the work-
ers of Viome. In this case, the occupation of Viome’s factory and the estab-
lishment of a cooperative, as the administration of it, followed the bankruptcy
of the cluster. Main purpose of the research is to identify the reasons of Viome
workers’ mobilization, to root them in the structural characteristics of firms
that operate under concentrated ownership, and to compare them with the
mobilization theory that was principally established by John Kelly.
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Industrial Transformation, Solidarity Economy, Cooperatives, Ownership’s
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Chapter 1: Introduction

This research paper wishes to explore the causality between types of in-
dustrial organization and workers’ mobilization. Is it possible an industrial
transformation to change basic tasks carried out in the workplace, and thus,
lead to workers’ mobilization? Could the causality be the other way around?
Meaning, can a workers’ mobilization appear as a response to structural prob-
lems of industrial formation? The mobilization in the workplace is expressed in
various ways. In the case that is researched in the present work, the workers of
the firm ‘Viome’ mobilized, occupied the factory and turned it into a coopera-
tive after the cluster that it belonged was firstly downgraded, afterwards went
bankrupt and eventually abandoned by the mother company. It is interesting
though to explore the triggers of the workers’ mobilization and examine the
causation of these triggers regarding the governance type of the cluster and
Viome as one of the affiliated firms.

In this paper I perceive the workers’ mobilization and narratives as the
main actor of the researched problem. Regardless, I consider the general dis-
cussion over the researched problem as non-linear. This means that the triggers
of mobilization were routed in the way the leader of the cluster was governing
the production process, but despite this, there were external causes that affect-
ed and accelerated the expression of the mobilization. Those characteristics
will also be taken into account during the debate as the general context under
which, the cluster was dissolved and thus led to the workers’ mobilization. The
fact that are considered as the context and not as the particular researched
causes of the mobilization stands on the fact that this research aims to examine
what it was mentioned above; the causality between the structural problems of
the organizational type and the mobilization of the workers.

In the case of “Viome’, there are three organizational types of production
that appear and are examined in the present paper. The organization of pro-
duction in the level of a firm, the clustered organization of four firms or alter-
natively, the inter-firm cooperation between the firm (Viome S.A) and the ab-
solute leader of the cluster (Philkeram S.A), and the ‘Cooperative Viome’ that
was established by the workers after the bankruptcy and the occupation of the
factory.

In the first and second section of the literature review, this research aims
to engage constructively within the thin borders of neoclassical theories of the
firm and clustering theories that help us understand how structural characteris-
tics of those can interpret the work dissatisfaction, and thus, the workers” mo-
bilization. Main characteristic of both types of production organization is the
entity of efficiency. This ‘efficiency’ constitutes the main ‘leader’ of decision-
making, input factors distribution and profit making, while it also appears as
one of the main filters of evaluating an enterprise. In the clustered type of pro-
duction form, this efficiency becomes collective, describing in this way the ad-
vantages of interfirm cooperation.

In the third section, the aforementioned characteristics of production’s
organization at the level of firm or cluster will come along with the cooperative
type of production, otherwise the worker-driven organizations. Though, not all
of the cooperatives embody the same characteristics. Thus, in this section I
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explore some main structural characteristics that stand different in comparison
with the firms and clusters. In this regard, one of the main structural problems
that got uncovered during the fieldwork research, is that Viome S.A did not
have its own freedom of decision-making and efficiency seeking while cooper-
ating with the leader of the cluster (mother company). In fact, the decision-
making over Viome S.A was the decision-making of Philkeram S.A and thus
Viome S.A never had an active role in the cluster. In this manner, the third sec-
tion is occupied by a presentation of the ‘concentrated ownership’ concept,
contextualized by the firm type of organization. Concentrated ownership many
times appears in family-owned enterprises, biasing both the decision-making
and the power distribution. Thus in our case, Viome was just following the de-
cisions of the mother company, serving its efficiency, and its profit making,
since the whole cluster belonged to the mother company. Therefore, both
power distribution and decision-making were affecting workers’ satisfaction or
dissatisfaction in the workplace.

Having developed the theoretical debate around the structural differences
between firms, clusters and cooperatives, in the fourth section I approach col-
lective action and mainly mobilization theory in two ways. Firstly, by the in-
sight of Kelly’s (1998) principal theory and then, by challenging it with Atzeni’s
(2009; et al 2010) contribution. The aim of this section is to provide the theo-
retical views of the theory around the reasons that trigger workers to mobilize.
Assistive to this aim, stands the analysis of Silver (2003) around the sources of
workers’ bargaining powers.

In the case of Viome S.A and the following Cooperative Viome, it is ob-
served that the established cooperative, has to balance between the changes
that the mobilization wanted to achieve and the pressure of building up a new
structure of production and decision-making. The present cooperative has to
carry out the production within a system of strict ethical and radical principles
but more interestingly it cannot take itself absolutely out of the market. Thus,
the dynamics of workers’ mobilization will be stress-tested in the fifth section
that the findings are aligned with the framework of the principal research ques-
tion; if the structural ‘injustices’ that were created under the previous type of
organization led to mobilization, but moreover, if this mobilization led to a
fairer and more inclusive structure.

Overall, this research paper makes use of three different but interrelated
theoretical frameworks and concepts.

The first one, regards the general governance of a firm. Here, by govern-
ance, I mean the direction and the decision making that a manager of a firm
has to incorporate. Thus, the chapter 3.1.1 the decision-making over produc-
tion can be led by the price mechanism. Another way, is to be led by the sub-
jective criteria of the manager. This is what I call human-activity driver of the
firm. Afterwards, there is a discussion of the way that the power is distributed
within the firm, regarding the aforementioned ways of decision-making. Final-
ly, both of the aforementioned are explored within the concept of the 3.3
chapter, about administration in large shareholders or family-owned firms. This
subchapter assists the understanding of the case under research, in terms of
‘how much of a firm Viome S.A was?” and how this could be additional to the
subject of the 3.2 subchapter that constructs a framework for analysing the
cluster type of Philkeram group, that Viome S.A was participating. The sub-
chapter 3.3 refers to the cooperative type of production organization, to con-
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tradict the characteristics and the concepts that are developed in the previous
two theoretical subchapters, in a struggle to understand why for the workers of
Viome, the overtake of the plant and the establishment of the cooperative was
considered as fairer structure. From all the aforementioned theoretical con-
cepts, I am attempting to extract the reasoning of mobilization by the workers
of Viome, in the 3.4 subchapter that takes into account mobilization concepts
and workers’ sources of power.

1.1 Research Questions and Hypothesis

As it derives from this introduction chapter, my research had the following
objectives:
e Tirstly, to understand the functioning of the specific structures of

organization, like the firm and the cluster in the case of Viome S.A
and Philkeram group.

e Secondly, to track how those structures created space for the mo-
bilization of Viome workers

e Thirdly, to understand the mobilization of the workers, as a not
spontaneous one, but as a process that leads to a new organization
of production, which is the cooperative.

Thus, the specific question is:

e Did the previous organization of production trigger the mobiliza-
tion of the workers, the consequent establishment of the coopera-
tive, and the occupation of the plant?

As a sub-question we could consider the following:

e s the new cooperative organization of production viable?

The main hypothesis of the present work, is that the failure of the previous
organization itself, as well as, the reasons for this failure, made the workers
think that they can manage the production in a better way.






Chapter 2: Methodology

This research paper is based on fieldwork that conducted in the city of
Thessaloniki, Greece, in 2015-2016 on Viome’s factory occupation that took
part in 2013. The particular factory was part of a cluster under the ownership
of the mother company Philkeram which was the absolute leader of the cluster,
owned by one family. The occupation of the plant followed the bankruptcy of
the mother company and hence, the abandonment of the whole cluster. The
topics investigated, were not so clear since the beginning of the fieldwork re-
search. My initial intention was to understand the dynamics and the satisfac-
tion/dissatisfaction of the workers in the plant, before and after the occupa-
tion. Thus, for my research, the fieldwork shed a light not only over the initial
researched problem, but more on the questioning of what is the problem there.
In other words, during the fieldwork and while interacting with the workers, I
understood better the context of such a case, and more thoughts came across
my mind. Moreover, I came to realize and structure better the involved parts
or ‘actors’.

The actual observation of the workplace; the attitudes of different
workers, and the degree of connection of the workers and the workplace,
handed over the baton to me to research on what triggered them to introduce
such a change in the workplace. In other words, which was the reason to oc-
cupy, to resist and to produce, as themselves and many other workers in simi-
lar mobilizations around the world are stating. My research question jumped
out of one question with the representative of the current cooperative. The
question was generally about the skills of the workers that mobilized and occu-
pied the plant. This led the asked worker to respond “we are taking care of
everything, as we were always doing. The employers were always absent from
Viome; they were staying in their offices that are placed in the factory of the
mother company.” This, together with other expressions of the workers that
were criticizing the management and monitoring type of the cluster, led this
research to its main research question; What triggers a radical mobilization of
workers? While hypothesizing that, the particular type of the firm’s and clus-
ter’s organization led to workers’ mobilization.

During the interviews, there was restricted time that the workers could
dedicate. Since the beginning, they informed me that the political and legal is-
sues that had to take care of, were restricting the time for the actual production
which respectively was restricting the time of the interviewing. Thus, I decided
to carry out the interviews in the following way.

One main formal and semi-structured interview that contained 56 ques-
tions with the representative of the established cooperative. The questions
concerned chronically, the period before the bankruptcy when the first changes
were introduced by the employers in the workplace, and which affected both
the performance of the firm, the cluster’s, and the working conditions. Then,
the period when the initial mobilizations took part, and as last period, the of
the plant’s occupation and the self-management by the workers. Main concern
during the interviews, was to extract -not directly- but through general ques-
tions what triggered the workers; what made them believe in their power of
carrying out the management better than the former employers.
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This main interview allowed me to track the main points of the worker’s
narrative, to be able to make short informal discussions on those, with an
amount of 15 the workers during their work in their posts. Thus, the questions
concerned the structural problems of the production until the time that Viome
S.A was still belonging to the Philkeram group and was participating in the
cluster. Moreover, those questions were followed by which was the reaction of
the workers at this point, how they dealt with the changes that the manage-
ment was implementing and they were affecting the value of Viome as a sepa-
rate firm, but also, how were the workers themselves affected, in terms of indi-
vidual earnings, working conditions, and the uncertainty they were
experiencing after those changes. Lastly, part of the questions was dedicated on
the cooperative’s organization and how this structure meant a difference for
the workers.

A limitation during the fieldwork research and respectively for this re-
search paper, is that the workers that did not follow the occupation of the fac-
tory were not questioned. This, limits the understanding of the mobilization
reasons and how this mobilization came to fulfil the industrial transformation;
from a firm that was part of a cluster to a cooperative that re-established
norms and values of production under a different context.

The time distance between the first dissatisfactions, the mobilization, and
the occupation advantaged the data collection because the workers had already
reconsider their theses and opinions about the low performance of the firm in
the recent years before the bankruptcy, and thus, their perceptions were not
led by contemporary anger and disappointment against the employers.

Concluding, during the research I took in consideration documentary data
like previous announcements and descriptions of the cooperative Viome, to
validate and strengthen the collected primary data.

2.1 Relevance to Development Studies

This work attempts to understand injustices and failures that might appear in
two dominant organizational types of production. Those are the firm and the
cluster. Moreover, this research paper, considers the workers as an active actor
that in many cases is able to transform the workplace, during a struggle to op-
pose oppression and exploitation. If this attempt of the workers is eventually
successful, remains always under investigation. Thus, regarding the aforemen-
tioned, two are the inaugural ways that this paper is relevant to development
studies. Firstly, by wishing to offer another case, of workers’ mobilization in
the direction of emancipation, and secondly, of identifying problems that could
change and thus, lead to more decent working conditions for the workers.



Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework of the
Analysis

In the following subchapters that concern the production under the
firm type of organization, I will attempt to gather those structural characteris-
tics that a firm must fulfil, but in the case of Viome stood problematic or even
failure conditions. Accordingly, Viome S.A was a firm, meaning that it should
correspond to a specific and stable structure of administration. Despite this,
Viome S.A was operating under the decision-making of the mother company!
which led to insufficient production. When the workers complained about the
loss of Viome’s market share, the administration of the mother company re-
sponded “this is the market. The market goes down and that is the reason that
Viome is losing its share” Thus, this debate leads us to review how the price
mechanism or the human activity affect the efficiency of a firm. After this, the
role of the ‘monitor’ of a firm will be tracked in the neoclassical theory of the
firm, but also, in the subchapter 3.1.2 I will explore, how this ‘monitoring’ and
decision-making gets transformed when the ownership of the firm is concen-
trated in a significantly small amount of people, like a family. Viome and the
whole cluster that was belonging, were owned by one family, and thus, atten-
tion needs to be paid on this structure of ownership.2

3.1 The Price Mechanism and the Human-Activity
Driver of the Firm

The purpose of this chapter is to explore aspects of the neoclassical
theory of the firm, regarding the basic structural characteristics that a firm
should fulfil. As it was mentioned earlier, Viome S.A was an SME enterprise
operating in the sector of producing building materials such as glues, tile’s in-
stallation, industrial cleaning liquids etc. More or less, Viome S.A was produc-
ing a variety of around 100 codes. It is interesting though that during the mobi-
lization of the workers and after it; during the occupation of the factory, the
narrative of the workers was slightly different than the dominant ones, mean-
ing the one of Philkeram S.A. The mother company Philkeram S.A which was
the unquestionable leader of the cluster, while trying to explain the downgrade
of Viome S.A, was pointing to external causes. As it was developed in the sec-

! Accordingly, during an informal discussion with the workers, it came up that when
important decisions had to be taken about Viome’s production plan, the board of the
mother company was making the business plan. For example, the workers stated that
the inputs were decided always by the mother company, making sometimes inefficient
the production of Viome, as they were promoting more expensive inputs just because
they were produced by the rest of the cluster, at the time that in the market similar
inputs were cheaper.

2 This information was gathered during the main interview with the representative of
the cooperative Viome and was validated in the official enterprises’ record of the
Greek State. For more information, see Appendix 1.



tion of the research problem’s background, the significant causes were the fi-
nancial crisis in Greece and the collapse of the construction sector in Greece
because of the crisis. The workers on the other hand are pointing more to the
micro-economic and managerial mistakes and inabilities of the administrators
of Viome S.A. Thus, this chapter is aiming to unveil the microeconomic prac-
tices that should take place under an organization such the one of the firm. Are
the workers discourse valid?

According to the microeconomic theory, few times the human-factor
and similarly the decision-making is perceived as significant for this “achieved
efficiency”. Moreover, even fewer times scholars are researching the interrela-
tion among efficiency and power in the workplace, or efficiency and work sat-
isfaction.

The management of a firm is not entrenched and is not always follow-
ing the theoretical principles of price theory and microeconomics. On the oth-
er side, in microeconomic theory, workers’ participation is understood as a fac-
tor of production, most of the times measured in units. Thus, against the
approach mentioned above, the human-factor in the decision-making and
management stands a significant explanatory variable and as follows it will be
juxtaposed with the theory of the firm and the power of the workers’ mobiliza-
tion, in the present work.

So, a question that arises when we look beyond price theory and gen-
eral microeconomics, is how are the dynamics structured within a firm? What
is this that makes a firm an organization?

Coase (1937) in his earliest work on the characteristics of the firm, rec-
ognizes the lack of firm’s explanation out of the price theory. (1937: 387)
Moreover, the author describes that economic theory (even microeconomic)
should treat and analyse separately the economic system? than the ‘real” indi-
viduals, meaning the firm, the organization, etc. Thus, according to Coase, the
analysis of the production within a firm is driven by choices that their ‘nature’
differs from that of the economic system (Coase 1937: 388); producers have to
make choices out of the price mechanism. For the author, explicitly, “firm is
the supersession of the price mechanism” (Coase 1937: 389), moreover, his
argument is based on the fact that no organization would needed if the market
could allocate the factors perfectly regarding the price mechanism.

3.1.1 Power Distribution within the Firm

At this point, is important to refer, and review another element of the
firm organization of production. Alchian and Demsetz (1972) are looking at
the establishment of the firm from two aspects. Firstly, as a matching process
of inputs’ suppliers or owners, and the power of regulating the firm.

3 Even if this is the collection of individuals. Meaning that, the aggregation of individ-
uals might represent the economic system, but each individual firm and the decision-
making, the price choice etc., should be analysed under diversified terms.



“It is common to see the firm characterized by the power to settle issues by
fiat, by authority or by disciplinary action superior to that available in the con-
ventional market. This is delusion. The firm does not own all its inputs.” (Al-
chian and Demsetz 1972: 777)

Is this the case though? The authors are considering the organization of the
firm in its ‘laboratory’ sense. Nevertheless, it seems that the combination of
property ownership and the vertical decision-making in the firms, creates a sig-
nificantly different power distribution. Especially, when the firms are SMEs
that the ownership and the direction are many times overlying on each other.
In these cases, the firm is not just what Alchian and Demsetz are describing as
“team production” or “cooperative productive activity” (1972: 779). Moreover,
the tasks of the firm are decided by the direction of it, and are always corre-
sponding to the aimed efficiency, and profitability of the firm and the owners
or stakeholders. This means that the exercised power of decision-making but
also of direction relies on the higher positions of the hierarchy and yes, some
of the factors of production or the ‘inputs’ owners’ like the workers, are expe-
riencing the power exercised by the direction, even sometimes in the sense of
absolute authority or as disciplinary actions.

In the same path, Alchian and Demsetz are introducing the concept of
monitoring. Precisely, because of their perception of the firm -as a place of
more efficient cooperation between factors of production than the market, as
the transaction costs are reduced. Then, a monitoring is demanded to control
and direct the use of the factors. But, despite the fact that the authors are rely-
ing their argumentation on the thesis that a firm is not a place that disciplinary
power is used, they come to ask rhetorically “But who will monitor the moni-
tor?” (1972: 872). In other words, the “centralized contractual agent in a team
productive process -not some superior authoritarian directive or disciplinary
power” (1972: 778) has a power that cannot be challenged or evaluated by any
other ‘physical means’. So, an important question that arises wisely is what is
this nature of power or even what is the nature of the monitor that despite the
fact that is physically placed as the head of the firm; operating just as another
mean during the production process, nobody can challenge its power? The
question placed by Alchian and Demsetz really points to a structural problem-
atic of the firm. Their response to this, is that if monitors are given incentives
on the net earnings of the production then they will not shirk and the monitor-
ing will successfully control the use of production factors in the favourable ef-
ticient way. This argument is weak. It is weak in the sense that is not predicting
what happens when monitor of the firm is the actual owner of the firm. Theo-
retically, the firm “(...) does not own all its inputs” (Alchian and Demsetz
1972: 777) and that is true. But does the firm own all the inputs that belong to
the same workplace except the inputs that are bought/contracted out of it?
Most of the times yes. Because the firm organization has reached such an inte-
gration that is not just what Alchian and Demsetz describing as contractual
cooperation of input owners. It is a well-integrated organization that anymore
owns the factors or at least makes them feel that owns them.

Who is not owning those, is the monitor of the process, and till this point, the
argumentation of Alchian and Demsetz is important. But, beyond this point
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there is no prediction or analysis of the fact that the monitor can be the owner
at the same time. When this happens, the independency of the monitor vanish-
es. It gets trapped between achieving profitability in its absolute form and on
the other hand, to continue -as a monitor should- coordinate the production in
favour of each factor. This creates the biggest of the contradictions in the
workplace. The power exercised by the monitor has to follow to different
paths of behaviour. The one of disciplining the factors, optimize their use, and
the other of being an independent observer and advisor of the process that
respects the ‘input owners’ contracts’.

3.1.2 Administration in Large Shareholders or Family-Owned
Firms

Responding to the above mentioned weakness of monitor’s nature is
the issue of ‘concentrated ownership’. Regarding this concept, the performance
of a firm is significantly dependent on the ownership structure and the follow-
ing governance characteristics that may appear. Specifically, Ben-Amar and
Andre (2006) while referring to Shleifer and Vishny (1997) start their argumen-
tation over the ownership characteristics with the following thesis, “It is gener-
ally viewed that in widely held firms, the presence of a large shareholder should
have a positive effect on firm performance.” The argumentation in respect to
that is the reduced agency costs that non-family owned and directed firms are
facing. On the other hand, direction by family-owners can embed lack of ad-
ministration skills that potentially could be a reason of lacking efficiency. Ac-
cordingly, Ben-Amar and Andre are stating that “the choice of a family mem-
ber as CEO can have a significant negative impact if the individual does not
have the talent, expertise or competency to run the business and may lack the
incentives that professional managers have to ensure their reputation in the
executive labour market” (2006: 520). Still, it is hard to conceptualize how ad-
ministrative behaviour is distinguished regarding the structure of ownership, as
in both cases of concentrated and not concentrated ownership the ‘monitor’
can potentially fail to manage the operation of the firm. Nevertheless, the pre-
sent work will consider three different periods of a firm’s operation and pet-
formance.

The one is the period that the general market economy fails to repro-
duce capital, making it in that way scarce, but a firm is performing well. The
second is when the market economy is not facing a crisis but the firm is going
through a micro-economic crisis, in this case despite the micro-crisis the firm
can have access to capital and finance its operations to go out of the crisis.
During the third one, both the economy is shrinking and the firm cannot fi-
nance its operations. Thus, insight of this work is that, in the first two periods
the direction of the firm under terms of ‘concentrated ownership’ is manifest-
ing what is described in literature as negative outcomes of the ‘family owner-
ship’ but not the conceptualized ones.

Extending this insight, means that, in the first period that both the
economy is expanding, finance capital is leveraging and the direction of the
firm does not have the incentives to make use of the decision-making power
that derives from the ‘concentrated ownership power’. In the second one, the
economy faces a depression, the finance capital becomes scarce, but the delev-
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eraging of it does not affect the actual decision-making of the firm. In these
two cases, it is likely the family-owned firm direction to reveal directive charac-
teristics like Zhang (1998) cited in Ben-Amar and Andre (2006) states as “(...)
sub-optimal investment decisions because of lack of diversification since they
hold a great portion of their wealth in one company” (2006: 520), or the lack
of administrative skills that was presented above in the present work.

But, the most important one is the final case, regarding the conceptual-
ized outcomes of ‘family concentrated ownership’. During the third period, the
firm is facing problems of financing its operation while the capital in economy
is deleveraging. In this case, the family-owned firm is making decisions that
have to do with the sustainability or the bankruptcy of it, and in this case we
find the conceptualized negative effects of family-owned firms. This case of
family-direction is distinguished from the rest two, because in my opinion it
contains the riskiest and most crucial decision-making of the firm’s administra-
tion. The most representative problem of this period is the tunnelling. Regard-
ing this concept, Ben-Amar and Andre (2006) while referring to Johnson et al.
(2000) note that large shareholders like family-owned firms make use of “pyt-
amid structures” to transfer assets and profits to other affiliated firms
(2006:520). Moreover, the authors are listing the various ways that ‘tunnelling’
takes part between affiliated firms, such as “excessive compensation for posi-
tions held in the firm, advantageous transfer prices, loans at non-market rates,
loan guarantees for other affiliated entities or by merger transactions that can
enhance the value of other firms in the group.” (2006: 520)

There is a clarification that has to be made at this point. The phenom-
enon of tunnelling is significantly different from the rest of the family-direction
problems. That is the reason that in the previous paragraph it was argued that
it may appear in periods of both financial crisis and firm’s declining perfor-
mance. The reason behind this, is that ‘tunnelling’ seems to be more a ‘finan-
cial tool’ for the concentrated ownership to claim a better funding, than just a
‘lack of administrative skills’ that appears in the other cases. The rest that ap-
pear in the first two cases, have to do with everyday tasks of the firm. By fact,
for example, if the member of the family and at the same time CEO of the
firm does not carry administrative skills does not have the same gravity with
the conscious choice of a ‘monitoring’ person to operate ‘tunnelling’. The first
might rely on the human-characteristics of the ownership structure, but the
second is an action that takes part consciously and while aiming to change
structural characteristics of the firm like the financial status of the organization.
Alike, some scholars are referring to this operation as part of the administrative
behaviourism, under the concept of ‘opportunism’. Mainly, opportunism is
defined as the seeking for individual or concentrated benefits. For instance,
Fama and Jensen are ending up to the concept of opportunism as a conse-
quence of concentrating on the same agent, the management, the control, and
the residual risk bearing of the decision-making. They explain that, this phe-
nomenon appears more in “closed corporations that are generally smaller and
have residual claims that are largely restricted to internal decision agents”
(Fama and Jensen 1983: 303). Regarding the observation of the authors, when
the above elements of decision-making are not separated there is a risk of op-
portunism by the decision agents. (Fama and Jensen 1983: 300)

Considering the above, if we take into account the tendency of firms to
reduce costs (even if they are transaction or direction or inputs) it is likely a
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firm with a concentrated ownership to reduce even agency costs as this leads
to the maximization of owners’-manager’s profits. In this regard, the adminis-
trative process becomes inefficient in a matter of opportunism by the side of
the owner-monitor. Moreover, and lastly, this ownership structure pushes us to
consider a potential appearance of interests’ conflicts between workers and the
monitor, as the last is always dependent to the maximizing of his/her own
profits and this might stand distractive for the well performance of the whole
firm and thus, to an inefficient production process.

In the same way, going back in the way that this ownership structure
discloses power, when the ‘monitor’-absolute owner faces this identity prob-
lem, and exercises its power in favour of its own interests, then, there is no ne-
gotiating power by the rest of the factors around the prices they are supplying
their inputs while they operate under the so-called ‘team production’. Moni-
tor’s power, potentially, beyond the analysis of Alchian and Demsetz, can be-
come authoritarian, disciplinary and its role distractive for the potential effi-

cient production. The firm when comes in touch with this aspects of reality,
turns into a “black box™ (Coase 1992: 714).

But in what sense a ‘black box™? Coase meant it as a negative use of in-
put factors. The factors of production could be free to negotiate and be nego-
tiated in the market, (meaning independent) or they can be included in a firm
organization under a contractual relationship. What Robbins stated about eco-
nomic theory of organization was that, “At the same time it tends to leave out
completely the governing factor of all productive organisation -the relationship
of prices and costs” (1932: 70) meant exactly the aforementioned problem of
analysis. That, analysing the production process, does not mean to consider the
firm as just the matching of input owners under contracts, that is why Coase
additionally argues that is mainly ignored what happens in the firm, between
inputting factors for production and the sale of their outputs. (Coase 1992:
714) and thus, that -as it was mentioned eatlier in this work- the inputs are de-
pendent not on the market but on the administrative decisions (1992: 714).
Consequently, Coase makes one of the most important arguments on the insti-
tutionalized structure of production. He argues, that, especially in the modern
type of corporation/firm, the efficiency relies on the governance processes
within the firm, on how the internal affairs, such as directing the factors, are
carried out (Coase 1992: 714) and more specifically he triggers the question of
which are those exchanges between the ‘input owners’ that take place in a firm
and make it efficient or not. Explicitly, he turns the attention on the internal
governance of the factors, in comparison with Alchian and Demsetz that con-
sider it just as monitoring without any authoritarian or discipline power.

3.2 Clusters, Interfirm Cooperation, and Collective
Efficiency
As it was mentioned eatlier in this work, Viome S.A beyond an individual
firm was also belonging in a group that was operating as a cluster. The failure

of the cluster that occurred after the bankruptcy of the mother company and
thus, of the whole group, calls us, firstly to identify the type of the Philkeram
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group cluster, but moreover, the interfirm type of cooperation that existed, and
how this cooperation might affect the workers in the cluster.

Overall, is important to carry the ongoing debate from the firm to the
cluster, as clustering can be considered a more integrated form of industrial
organization, that goes beyond the firm.

If the firm organization of production is considered an integrated rela-
tionship of input owners, then the clustering exists as an even more integrated
cooperation. That is because firms are considered as cooperation between in-
put owners, but clusters are mainly considered as an alliance between firms or
interfirm cooperation. If the main goal under a firm organization of produc-
tion is efficiency, in the cluster organization it appears as collective efficiency,
furthermore reduction of transaction costs and knowledge sharing, that pro-
vides the chance of faster integrating and growth of the firms that participate
in the cluster. Thus, challenging the norms, the ownership structure and the
economic organization in the previous section, calls us to think of how these
concepts are described in a clustered organization of production.

Despite that clusters are widely considered as an integrated form of
firm’s organization, and thus, a way for enterprises to develop collectively, it is
still under exploration which particular interfirm cooperation describes a clus-
ter. In this manner, Feser (1998) while referring to Kaufman (1994) notes that,
“Even Porter’s (1990) seminal contribution is more a theory of firm competi-
tiveness than cluster’s”. It seems that there is a need for the present work to
approach structurally the clusters’ theories rather than the whole variety that
might define what a cluster is. Thus, in this section there will be an attempt to
approach clusters’ theory from the perspective of governance, power over de-
cision-making, collective efficiency and upgrade/downgrade theoretical in-
sights. Accordingly, what allows a cluster to upgrade? Technology, capital in-
puts or decent work and training of employees? When is a cluster successful?
Does it need to upgrade or just to be efficient?

3.2.1 Economic and Geographic Clustering of Firms

Feser is contributing with his work on how to understand and define
clusters regarding their identical characteristics, as he titles it “identified clus-
ters”, otherwise “cluster-specific strategies” (1998: 4). Despite this, Feser is
aiming to understand eventually, how policies around clusters can be the most
efficient but less which are the structural characteristics that activate collective
efficiency or collective failure. Nevertheless, the use of Feset’s typology assists
the identification of a cluster, as one of his main distinctions among clusters is
the economic or geographical clustered enterprises (1998: 9) This insight of
Feser, describes what widely can be observed in the literature about clusters.
The variety of definitions, regarding different types of clustered organization of
firms is in fact the description of different appearances of interfirm relations.
Thus, scholars that note a geographical relation which gets expressed into a
cooperation between the firms, define the clusters in a different way than
scholars who are attracted more by the actual production cooperation of them.

Gereffi and Lee (20106) in their recent work about economic and social
upgrading in GVC’s and clusters are noting that clustering of firms is mainly

13



beneficial for two reasons. Firstly, the concentrated productive activities are
leading to “‘economies of scale and scope external to individual firms but inter-
nal to the cluster”, and secondly, because they bring together those firms with
similarly operating institutions and thus, the identification and solution of
shared problems becomes easier. (2016: 27) On the other hand, the authors
contradict two different natures of the clustered firms. The one that often calls
them to compete and the second, of tackling collectively common problems
and thus, achieve collective efficiency. On this aspect, Schmitz argues that trust
and reciprocity is an important element of the clustered firms’ cooperation. As
he notes this relationship of cooperation and competition between the firms
has to be explained by a concept that can stand common, and help us look and
test individual firms participating in a cluster from a collective perspective.

Gereffi and Lee (2016) are giving a definition quite similar with the rest
of the scholars, but while contributing a small but significant characteristic.
Thus, they are referring to the importance of firms’ operation “within well-
defined spatial boundaries” (2016: 26) while they are clustered to facilitate
“similar sectorial activities” (2016: 27). This is important because they highlight
the need of independency of firms that are clustered. In this way, the charac-
teristic of clusters like the one of being horizontally cooperating is guarded. It
provides a prevention against dominative vertical governance of the cluster
that may occur because of concentrated ownership within the cluster. When
the aforementioned are taking part, the authors are stating that the advantages
of clustering can vary; from geographic proximity and thus, reduced transac-
tion costs, to informal networks of knowledge and skills (Gereffi and Lee
2016:27).

Having provided some of the basic characteristics of the clusters, a
question that appears to be crucial, is in what extend the above mentioned can
conceptualize the structure of benefits in a cluster? Looking closer, someone
can realize that the whole debate that took part in the previous section around
the theory of the firm and the different distribution of power or privileges, en-
compass the context of ‘input owners’ competition within the firm, where
most of the times the direction or the so-called ‘monitor’ holds significant
power over the decision-making and the outcomes of it. But, when the debate
gets integrated, and comes to cluster analysis, then the actors are not anymore
the input owners rather than the individual firms. So, how can someone in this
context of examining the power and privileges distribution in a cluster can
overcome the main analysis of the actor-firm and reach a more specified analy-
sis of ‘input owners’ as for example the workers in it?

3.2.2 Social Upgrading within Clusters

Gereffi and Lee are contributing to the answer of the last question, in a
manner of providing the main types of upgrading and dedicating part of the
analysis for the social upgrading. With this tool on hand, the analysis of a clus-
ter can reach the questioning of how workers are affected by the performance
of the cluster. Accordingly, the authors are referring to product, process, func-
tional and chain upgrading. The first, refers to the product transformation into
a more complex or sophisticated one, the second has to do with the produc-
tion process and technology used to make the process more efficient, and the
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last two are used to describe a move into new functions of the firm or to new
but related industries. As it was mentioned earlier, the only one that refers to
the labour conditions within a cluster is the social upgrading. According to this
concept, the social upgrading of a firm relates significantly on the economic
upgrading of the cluster. Thus, when the cluster makes use of economic up-
grading while reducing labour costs and rights, social upgrading is perceived as
at least segmented. (Gereffi and Lee 2016: 30)

3.2.3 Ownership Structure within a Cluster

A limitation of the studies around clusters is that the ownership struc-
ture within the cluster is rarely examined. For example, firms that are part of a
business group that its ownership is highly concentrated, placed geographically
near and having developed an interfirm cooperation like other clusters are
clearly not subjected to the same cooperation type, governance and efficiency
characteristics. Moreover, in those cases there is a high probability of the clus-
ter to be operating vertically with leader firms of the cluster becoming absolute
drivers of it, financially, but also regarding the decision-making. In this manner,
the point that Gereffi and Lee are considering as important, regarding the effi-
cient cooperation of cluster firms, is that cluster governance should be “(...)
operating horizontally between cluster firms and institutions in local contexts”.
Moreover, in a need of the firm to be profitable, is likely the concepts of firm’s
efficiency and clustet’s collective efficiency to get the meaning of cost competi-
tion, and flexibilization of the working conditions. In this case, the meaning of
efficiency and economic upgrading that firm and cluster theories are adopting
as main structural advantages have to carefully be examined regarding working
conditions.

3.3 Organization Beyond Firms and Clusters: The
Cooperatives

In the previous sections, there was an attempt to understand which are
those structural characteristics of the firm type organization, that are expedient
for understanding concepts like efficient production, power distribution, work-
ing conditions, and more generally the ‘nature’ of the individual and clustered
firms. In this regard, the debate evolves into which are those characteristics
that appear alternatively in the cooperative organization of production. In this
sense, what makes a cooperative organization of production different? If a
cluster differentiates mainly in the sense of collective efficiency, then what
makes a cooperative of workers; a worker-managed enterprise, different re-
garding the structure?
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3.3.1 Do the Cooperatives introduce a Radical Model of
Production?

Stryjan (1989) recognizes a basic distinction among worker driven or-
ganizations. He notes that in regard with material collection for these organiza-
tions, it helps to consider them firstly as worker-owned enterprises, secondly as
worker cooperatives, and lastly, as the specific paradigm of Kibbutzim in Isra-
el. (1989: 4-5) Regarding this distinction, the author suggests that, affiliation is
an important concept which call us to recognize if a worker-driven organiza-
tion belongs to one of the aforementioned. In the previous sections, there was
a debate between different types of ownership that explain the existence of
different organization structures, thus, Stryjan chooses the same way to filter
the organization structure. He introduces the concept of affiliation which he
states that is the main shaper of the organization structure. Therefore, enter-
prises that their affiliation type is the membership are constituting the worker-
driven organizations.

On the other hand, those that appear to be organized by ownership,
are corresponding to traditional firm type organizations. (1989: 39) Neverthe-
less, Stryjan’s analysis on what he calls impossible organizations is lacking of
specific distinction between worker-driven organizations. On this regard, there
are cooperatives that are organized with a minimum of hierarchy, and usually
in those types the members-workers have to elect managers or in other words
co-ordinators. Another characteristic of those more ‘traditional’ cooperatives,
is that employees-workers in different positions are earning different wages.
Accordingly, Vieta (2010) while referring to Fajn and Rebon (2005) is noting
that because of several challenges, many cooperatives had turned into a firm
management type; adopting “privileging of technical and marketing skill above
other skills, increased job intensification, pressures to work overtime without
adequate compensation (...)” (2010: 306) Thus, we could question, what are
those structural characteristics that contribute to the reproduction of the work-
ers, in a sense of, what is this structure that makes wotkers believe that their
workplace autonomy would be more efficient or more satisfactory for them-
selves? In this regard, this section will refer mostly to the worker-driven organ-
izations that operate with the most possible equality, and horizontal structure
of power. Those, definitely are not the traditional cooperatives but cooperative
schemes that are influenced by the recent rising of bankrupt takeover of firms
in Argentina.

In this sense, cooperatives that derive from a factory’s takeover de-
mand a significantly different analysis than cooperatives that start up as an ini-
tiative of people that want to establish self-managed enterprises. The difference
is that in the first case, workers are expressing a mobilization, an uprising in
their workplaces, a dissatisfaction with the organization of their work. Accord-
ingly, Atzeni (2010) introduces this context while referring to the managerial
control. He notes that “the exercise of the managerial control, depending as it
does on profitability rather than on humanity, might in itself be perceived as
authoritarian and coercive, and thus be a potential source of conflict.” (2010: 4)
This insight brings us back to the debate around firm’s and cluster’s direction
or ‘monitoring’, and governance respectively. Regardless, does that mean that a
factory’s takeover -and the organization of it as a cooperative run by workers-
is a product of such conflict? If it is, to which point does it respond to this au-
thoritarian ‘concentrated management’?
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3.3.2 Productivity of Cooperatives

For example, Ben-Ner while attempting an evaluation of worker coop-
eratives, argues that it is very likely the members of a cooperative to be less
productive than wage labour. (1984: 251) Part of his justification relies on ar-
guments like the lack of discipline and motivation because of the monitor’s
absence and of excessive egalitarianism between the workers. (1984: 248) But,
if the workers are really perceiving the monitoring as “authoritarian and coer-
cive”, as Atzeni notes, because of a capitalist firm’s obsession to reproduce
capital as fast as possible or in other words to achieve high profitability, then
what is expected in a workers’ alternative organization structure is exactly this.
To tackle profitability and to introduce a type of de-growth. Which means that
what if workers driving an enterprise are choosing consciously to be less pro-
ductive? In this case, the argument-critic is failing, because it assumes that
workers should act and behave as their own bosses, expecting from their own
selves, high profitability and discipline.

In this regard, Vieta (2010) opens a third road of considering this prob-
lem. He situates the problem as a matter of underproduction, which he argues
that is one of the challenges for self-managed-recuperated enterprises. Accord-
ingly, he notes that the underproduction or suboptimum production is ex-
plained if we look closer to three main problems. The lack of financing, the
time that the workers need to carry out activities that does not have to do with
the production like political effort for “lobbying local legislatures to renegotiate
their status as expropriated firms” (2010: 304) and time for learning new ad-
ministrative skills. The two authors are pointing to almost the same thing in
different ways of expression. Vieta is naming it underproduction that has to do
with the structural vulnerabilities of a cooperative, in the same time that Ben-
Ner argues that is all about the nature of the worker. Interpreting his words, he
argues that being a worker under wage contract means that you are more pro-
ductive than a worker-member of the cooperative. And why? Not because of
structural characteristics as Vieta mentions but because he thinks that workers
are less disciplined and excessively equal. In a nutshell, Ben-Ner misplaces the
reasoning of underproduction. He carries it from the structural-level to the
personal-level. For him, cooperatives are failing in productivity, because work-
ers are more free.

Are, though, the cooperatives able to provide a different model of or-
ganization? If the structural characteristics of the firms are reproducing “injus-
tices” that might lead to the searching for a better structure like the one of a
cooperative by the workers, then what about the cooperatives themselves? Are
there “injustices”?

In this regard, Ben-Ner is making two interesting points around coop-
eratives’ evolution over time. Firstly, that “the better the business of the pro-
ducer cooperative the more numerous becomes the group of wage hired labor-
ers” (1984: 249) and that, “over the long run, the proportion of members
decreases and the organizations is transformed gradually into a capitalist firm”
(1984: 248). Similarly, Vieta states that many cooperatives in Argentina being
concerned that if the number of new members are more than the foundation
ones this might change the tasks of the organization and turn it into a capitalist
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firm, they started hiring labour rather than introducing new members. Thus,
Vieta is concluding “ironically, these institutions tend to reproduce the very
exploitative and alienating capitalist practices that led to the labor instability
ERT protagonists were contesting in the first place” (2010: 305)

3.3.3 Trade through Solidarity Networks

Looking closer to the aforementioned vulnerabilities of a cooperative, and
taking into account that in the literature is widely observed that cooperatives
are facing various market pressures we have to admit that cooperatives are
challenged by similar external problems as the firms do. Thus, it would not be
fair and logical, to contradict structural “injustices” that the firm type incorpo-
rates because of market pressures, while not doing the same for the “injustic-
es” that the cooperatives incorporate, during those pressures by the market
economy. This creates the questioning; then, what alternative the cooperative
type stands for?

The market competition affects the cooperative structure and its respons-
es to those challenges. If an argument against the concentrated ownership in a
firm is that there is a role confusion for owners/managers, then the coopera-
tive organization shows similar characteristics. The workers are owning the
enterprise and also are the ones that have to take decisions that serve their
main purpose. This main financial purpose, is wisely tackled by Ben-Ner; the
“objective of the cooperative is to maximize net income per member” (1984:
250) The firm, either operating under a type of “concentrated ownership” or
not, aims to maximize its total profits through efficiency. Thus, the answer of
the question that is placed in the beginning of this paragraph, is precisely given
in the previous two sentences. Despite the fact, that cooperatives are facing
similar pressures by the competitive market which are actually exposing them
to similar injustices, the critical difference is that the surpluses as well as the
losses are most of the times distributed equally among the members. In the
case of a firm, and even more in a firm with concentrated ownership, the
workers have to face wage reductions, precariousness, and losses of jobs, to
serve the efficiency and the maximization of the total profits. In the case of a
cooperative, the workers distribute those costs while having the sense that this
is the fair way, being aware of the solidarity that they have already developed.

Beyond the different internal cooperation that makes workers to perceive
differently the structural injustices, the cooperatives in many cases are develop-
ing another ‘security net’. The solidarity trade networks. Accordingly, Vieta
sees the involvement in solidarity economies as the most promising aspect of
cooperative enterprises. (2010: 308) Through his point is important to under-
stand what solidarity economy means and what forms it takes. For coopera-
tives that want to avoid the competitiveness and sometimes the non-affordable
costs of inputs in the market, the solidarity economy networks provided an
inter-cooperative mutual assistance. Vieta describes this assistance by listing
down, “similar or related sectors sharing orders and customers and even col-
laborating with or bartering technical expertise, the use of machinery, labor
processes, raw materials, marketing and administrative tasks, legal assistance,
inventory, or other production inputs” (2010: 308) In this way -the author- is
mentioning that cooperatives tackled challenges of the market by participating
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collectively. Collective efficiency does not stand only for clusters, the coopera-
tives are achieving in some cases to develop an alternative intra-firm coopera-
tion, and in the same time an inter-firm collaboration.

3.4 Mobilization Theory

Atzeni’s (2009) contribution to mobilization theory seems very crucial
for the analysis of radical ways of workers’ mobilizations. On the other side,
Kelly’s principal theory provides a complete model that despite the corrections
and contributions of other scholars, attempted to explain the industrial rela-
tions by the workers’ insight; by their mobilization. The industrial relations, are
characterized by a sequence of matters that highlight the importance to re-
search on them. As Blyton and Turnbull (1994) were noting, “the creation of
an economic surplus, the co-existence of conflict and cooperation, the inde-
terminate nature of the exchange relationship, and the asymmetry of power”
are some of those matters. Many of the aforementioned are appearing in the
theories of the previous sections, making the main hypothesis of this research
paper sound reasonable. There must be something in the industrial organiza-
tion that after a particular moment, triggers a worker’s mobilization. Either
traditional like strikes, or radical as occupation and takeover of plants. The
question that remains for the upcoming section of analysis; is not exactly that
important what triggers, but what leads the workers to adopt radical mobiliza-
tion actions.

3.4.1 Dissatisfaction, Injustice, and Collective Action

Kelly (1998) while being influenced by Tilly’s (1978) first attempt to
conceptualize collective action, considers it as an ensemble of individual expe-
riences and concerns. This might explain some cases, but still lacks in terms of
analysing the power of groups. Not all the groups of individuals that are expe-
riencing ‘injustices’, react in the same way. Even less are responding by mobi-
lizing. Another interesting point of Kelly’s is that, employers are mainly con-
cerned about profitability, while workers do not have a main mechanism to
fight in favour of their interests, and make them count same importantly as

profitability. (1998: 4)

Kelly refers to the preconditions that Tilly’s theory of collective action
relies on; like “definition of interests, the degree of organization, and the costs
and benefits of taking action” (1998: 33) while he reconsiders it by taking into
account the individual calculations that a worker does once the collective ac-
tion becomes a possibility. In an elaborated form, Tilly’s theory co-calculates
the balance between “interests, organization, mobilization, opportunity and the
different forms of action.” (Kelly 1998: 25) with the concept of interests being
its core. Accordingly, the interests come to be defined by the workers, individ-
ually and collectively. The organization reflects the minimum structure that a
group of workers might have regarding its capacity for mobilization. As mobi-
lization is defined the “process by which a group acquires collective control
over the resources needed for action” (Tilly 1978:7). The concept of oppor-
tunity contains three aspects, “the balance of power between the parties, the
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costs of repression by the ruling group, and the opportunities available for
subordinate groups to pursue their claims” (Kelly 1998: 25).

Kelly (1998) while making use of Tilly’s theory of collective action at-
tempts to understand the dynamics of workers’ mobilization. He follows an
evidential process of three stages. Firstly, he explores the process from dissatis-
faction to injustice, then, from injustice to collective interest. According to the
author, dissatisfaction cannot necessarily explain collective action. What he ar-
gues that is the important element to take the form of collective action is the
sense of injustice; and this is illustrated when an action is perceived as “wrong
or illegitimate” (1998: 27) Moreover, the author states that three concepts are
transforming this injustice to collective action; attribution, social identification,
and leadership. Hence, he mainly argues that during the experience of injustice
in the workplace, “individuals with a strong sense of social identity, ‘switched
on’ during a mobilization campaign, may think in terms of grup interests and
group gains and losses” (italics used by the author) (1998: 34), considering in
this sense the ‘leadership’ as catalytic factor of the mobilization’s triggering.

It should be clarified that the concept of mobilization potentially con-
tains everything that has to do with an ‘uprising’ of workers. Moreover, differ-
ent expresses of mobilization, also embody different preconditions. Thus, not
all the ways of mobilization can be explained by one main theoretical concept.
A radical mobilization as the one that is discussed in the present research pa-
per, can be explained partly by the existing theory, but it offers interesting as-
pects on the triggering process of workers” mobilization. Atzeni is referring to
the concept of mobilization as a characteristic of workers that more or less it
gets developed deterministically in the workplace. Firstly, he argues on that
while referring to the solidarity concept.

3.4.2 Compafierismo and Solidarity

“As long as the employer wants production, the workers have some degree of power”

(Balstone and Gourlay 1986: 18)

This quote is highly significant for the analysis of workers’ mobiliza-
tion. It describes the notion of distinguishing the mobilization during times
that the traditional firms are performing well and times that they are facing a
crisis. Moreover, we should recognize that mobilization lasts longer than just
its expression in the workplace. It starts earlier than the actual expression; it
demands a ‘preparation’ period and it is triggered under conditions like the
ones mentioned eatrlier in this paper. Each of those two periods contains dif-
ferent aspects. Thus, the concept of injustice that Kelly (1998) developed his
theory on, can be tracked in both periods. On the other hand, Atzeni is making
a distinction between the two periods, through the concepts of companerismo
and solidarity (Atzeni, 2009: 9). What is important to understand regarding the
inaugural quote of the present section is that, there are times that the employer
does not want production. Times that enterprises are bankrupt and plants are
abandoned. In this sense, Atzeni’s contribution to the mobilization theory
stands crucial, as he attempts to re-consider and re-examine the theory in cases
that workers are carrying out radical mobilization by occupying plants and self-
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organizing the production. In this manner, he introduces new concepts as the
aforementioned of solidarity to explain the objective basis of mobilization,
when actually workers appear to have no bargaining power over their work.
Summarizing, Atzeni rejects the accountability of injustice in the mobilization
process as he thinks that ‘injustice’ cannot be considered as one coherent and
concrete entity. Injustice for Atzeni, is a highly subjective concept that falls
short of collective action explanation, and its individualized experience is not
directly leading to a collective feeling. (2009: 7) Concluding, Atzeni analyses the
‘birth of mobilization’ earlier than the experience of the various ‘injustices’ that
derive from the contradictions of the capitalist/labour relationship. He tracks
the compafierismo in the nature of the collective work of workers, in their out-
of-work activities like dinners and gatherings. Afterwards, he admits that when
the ‘injustices’ appear, this compafierismo transforms into active solidarity that
triggers the mobilization.

3.5 Workers’ Bargaining Power

As it was mentioned several times in this paper, the workers are per-
ceived as the core actor of this research problem. Thus, having gone through
theories of firm organization, concentrated ownership, clusters’ organization
benefits and mobilization of the workers, it is time to explore shortly the pow-
er that workers are possibly carrying. Firm’s and clustet’s power is more or less
deriving from the main characteristic of those organizations; the individual
property and ownership. Which is the power of the workers that can respond
to those power? Could that power explain a radical mobilization?

Silver (2003) is distinguishing the specific power that workers make use
to advantage themselves. Associational power and structural power is the very
first distinction. According to this, ‘associational’ is understood “the various
forms of power that result from the formation of collective organization of
workers” (2003: 13). ‘Structural’, in contrast, derives from the position of
workers in the economic system, and according to the author, contains the
‘marketplace bargaining power’ and the ‘workplace bargaining power’. The first
one, corresponds to the workers’ power in the labour market translated as
scarce skills, low unemployment and “the ability of workers to pull out of the
labor market entirely and survive on non-wage sources of income”. The sec-
ond relies on the power that workers’ carry regarding special skills or positions
that they hold in the workplace*. (2003: 13) In general, ‘workplace power’ po-
tentially describes any power that derives from the production process and
workers can make use of to achieve their goals.

As it was mentioned earlier in this work, when the Philkeram group went
bankrupt and announced a pause of payments in 20115 part of the workers®

4 Work stoppages are also perceived as ‘workplace power’ by the author. (Silver 2003:
13)

> Between 2009-2011 the Philkeram group had stopped the operation of the whole
cluster, but in 2011 announced the final bankrupt and the cessation of payments. (see

Appendix 2)
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decided the occupation of the plant and the establishment of a cooperative.
The establishment of the cooperative was decided as the only way that they
could legally produce and also being able to demand by the State to recognize
them (For more information and source see Appendix 3). Hence, the organiza-
tion of the factory finally transformed from a firm operating in a cluster, to a
cooperative that had decided to make decisions completely horizontally, equal-
ly, and with environmental-concerns about the production. Thus, in the next
fourth chapter, I will attempt an analysis, with the following structure. Firstly,
the problems that occurred under the previous organization of the firm and
the cluster. Afterwards, how those problems were addressed and triggered the
workers” mobilization, and finally, the investigation of the advantages and dis-
advantages of the new cooperative organization. In accordance with that, is the
new structure addressing problems that the workers believed that the could
address better and fairer?

6 22 workers out of 60
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Chapter 4: The Case of the Cooperative ‘Viome

“If they are not able to do it, then we are”

Quote used by the workers of the Co-
operative Viome

This quote illustrates in the best way the discussion of this analysis’
chapter. The whole contribution of this paper aims to be an explanation of
structural failures and injustices, that the previous organization of Viome’s
production performed. Three are the introductory characteristics, the firm’s
organization under the concentrated ownership of one family, the concentrated
ownership of the whole cluster by the same family as well, and lastly, the deci-
sion-making’s and performance’s dependency of Viome, on the mother com-
pany of the cluster. Within these three aforementioned characteristics fall the
most of the ‘injustices” and failures that the workers considered as inability of
the employers to manage/govern the factory of Viome and the rest of the clus-
ter.

Hence, in the next subchapters I go through the most important struc-
tural problems, starting from the 2006-07 questionable upgrade of the cluster,
which consequently led to a downgrade of Viome. Moreover, I will analyze the
first ‘authoritarian and fiat’ actions of the mother company to discipline the
workers of Viome, as a response to their very first spontaneous mobilizations.

In the second subchapter, there is an analysis of the radical mobiliza-
tion of the workers; occupation, and operation of the plant by themselves. This
will take into consideration Kelly’s theory (1996), Atzeni’s (2009; 2010) contri-
butions of compafierismo and solidarity, and finally, workers’ sources of power
by Silver (2003).

In the third subchapter, the final outcome of the workers’ mobilization;
the establishment of the cooperative will be discussed, so to finally extract in
the fourth chapter, the main concerns and perceptions of the workers that led
them to mobilize in such a radical way. Were there injustices and dissatisfaction
produced by the structure of the previous production? In respond to those
failures, did some of them contributed as empowerment for the workers to
undertake the plant?
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4.1 Philkeram Cluster: Questionable Upgrade and the
Following Downgrade of Viome

4.1.1 Process Upgrading, Labour Reduction, and Closed-System of
Production

In the case of Philkeram Johnson cluster, I identified a closed-system of
production. Especially, after 2006-07 that the mother company inserted the
new production lines and thus had to make cuts, both in the expenses for in-
puts and the cost of labor. This year was a significant one for the cluster, as the
mother company introduced new technology and knowledge to the cluster.”
Regarding the theory of clustering, the mother company attempted a process
upgrading. The first new production line was introduced in the production
process of the mother company Philkeram Johnson S.A and the second one in
the Hippocampos S.A which was part of the cluster. This shed two lights for
the cluster. The positive one was the attempt of the mother company which
was on the top of the governance hierarchy to achieve a technological upgrade
in the cluster. But on the other hand, this upgrade came in line with costs that
the cluster had to balance through cuts and flexibilization of the labor condi-
tions. This, according to the workers, led to the first spontaneous mobiliza-
tions and conflicts with the employees. The workers started work stoppages
and to not trust the administration of the cluster.

The third one can be considered as a negative side-effect as well, as the
mother company decided to make use of more inputs coming from the firm
that was specialized in the production of raw materials and which was part of
the cluster. Specifically, the workers stated that in one day the managers of the
mother company gave them commands that they have to work with a different
input to produce the tiles’ adhesive.?

As a consequence, the performance and the actual production of the clus-
ter became significantly dependent on the inputs and outputs of the affiliated
companies transforming in that way the cluster into a closed-system of inputs
and outputs. Viome was affected by this, according to the workers, as the qual-
ity of the products that the input raw materials were changed dropped and the
price increased. Accordingly, during the interviews, the workers had a concrete
opinion -also based on the complaints that they were receiving by the clients-
that the change of the products’ ingredients, led Viome in a big loss of the
share that was occupying in the market. More specifically, the workers claimed
that the sales of the tiles’ adhesive products, in which the raw material changed,
dropped by 20%. At this point, it is interesting that the workers of Viome de-
cided to formally complain to the mother company for the change of the raw
materials referring to the customers’ complaints about the quality. Since that
moment, the workers of Viome attempted to have an active participation

7 For the question and response of the interviewee see Appendix 4.
8 For the corresponding answer of the worker see Appendix 5.
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which was materialized in constructing opinion about the decision-making
over the production.’®

But why did that happen? Why did the workers care about the quality of
the products, and moreover, why did they express the need to negotiate about
this with the administration of the mother company?

The concepts that were mentioned before as failure of the mother compa-
ny’s and thus, downgrade of cluster’s performance, had a complex combina-
tion. The absence of monitoring in Viome, which occurred because of the
concentrated ownership and power, placed the workers -informally- as the only
‘administrators’ of Viome’ operation!?. Or at least, this was the perception of
the workers. Thus, the workers had developed already an administrative rela-
tion with the production, which was the reason that led to a strong conflict
with the administration of the mother company, during the transformations in
the production process that were mentioned earlier in this text.

The workers” narrative brings up the abovementioned transformation of
the products, partly as the reason of Viome’s downgrade, and at the end, fail-
ure. Despite the significance of this change, the failure and dissolution of the
cluster cannot rely on just one reason. Nonetheless, it emphasizes on questions
that can be raised around the outcomes that a cluster’s upgrade may have and
more specifically, on the reverse effect that the governance hierarchy of the
cluster might cause. The technological changes, the hierarchical structure of the
decision-making, and at the end even the clustering, might not always lead to
the development of small or medium enterprises as big part of the literature
suggests.

4.1.2 Concentrated Ownership and Decision-Making in the Cluster

Considering the above, we have to take into account the fact that the
whole cluster, containing the Philkeram group and the company of the raw
materials production, was owned and directed by one family. The case of this
cluster, falls in the concept of ‘large shareholders’ administration or the family-
owned firms’. Regarding the literature review this could have either a positive
outcome because of the reduced agency costs in the cluster; as the family-
owner was also the administration authority of it, or could end up in lack of
efficiency because of lack of administration skills. The workers perceived as
unjust the fact that the ‘weights’ of the upgrading investment were affecting
their working conditions and livelihoods, but this was not the most important
trigger for their mobilization. On the other hand, those entrepreneurial actions
of the firms made the workers to start constructing an idea of inability by the
mother company’s CEOs to administrate the whole cluster and thus Viome as
well.

? See also Appendix 5

10 This was a significantly interesting response, in which the workers during an infor-
mal discussion stated “We were the only ones to defend Viome S.A, the bosses were
sitting on their chairs in the factory of the mother company”
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In general, the whole mobilization process was escalating over time, allow-
ing in this sense the workers to understand what was going right and wrong
regarding the administration by the employers.

Another problem that the workers expressed was the absence of the em-
ployers in the factory of Viome. Accordingly, this absence combined with the
concentrated decision-making of the leader of the cluster (mother company)
was expressed by the mother company as an opportunism in the sense that
Fama and Jensen (1983: 303) are stating. Regarding this aspect, when the
mother company faced problems of financial instability, made two important
decisions. Both of them, were in the direction of ‘tunneling’. Firstly, the moth-
er company, as absolute owner of the cluster and consequently of Viome,
forced Viome to increase the using of input materials that were produced by
the rest of the affiliated firms and the extractive company, while those inputs
were provided to Viome by the mother company. Secondly, the family-owner
decided to provide loans to the mother company by Viome!l. Both of those,
are showing that when the crisis started, the employers acted opportunistically,
creating ‘pyramid structures’ through which they attempted similar actions as
the ones described in the literature like “excessive compensation for positions
held in the firm, advantageous transfer prices, loans at non-market rates, loan
guarantees for other affiliated entities or by merger transactions that can en-
hance the value of other firms in the group” (Ben-Amar and Andre 2006: 520)

Discussing the governance type, the Philkeram cluster had this characteris-
tic that makes the specific clustering an interesting paradigm. The concentrated
ownership, made the governance of the cluster not only hierarchical but strictly
hierarchical, as if it was one enterprise. The decisions of the mother company
were not discussed with any other managers of the affiliated companies as the
managers of the other firms were all members of the same family; but they
were implemented directly to all of the firms. This was a reason that Viome
was operating without any supervision until 2006-07 that the conflict between
the management and the workers started.

Concluding this subchapter, the aforementioned vulnerabilities and fail-
ures, as well as, the development of administration skills by the workers of Vi-
ome, explains partly their dissatisfaction and disappointment with the structure
of the production. More importantly, it explains the ex-ante empowerment of
the workers when they shouted “if they are not able to do it, then we are”. This
finding of the fieldwork, appeared to be the main root for their radical mobili-
zation, occupation, and worker-administration of the plant. This finding will be
presented more extendedly in the next subchapter of this section that regards
the mobilization of Viome workers.

11 This information got gathered during an informal discussion and got validated in
the recent official documentary (Next Stop: Utopia 2015).
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4.2 Viome’s Workers Mobilization

We have to consider workers’ mobilization as a tough negotiation game.
Thus, when work is demanded by the employer then the mobilization tool of
workers is the work stoppage. That is what the workers of Viome incorporated
during the first disappointment with the governance of the cluster and subse-
quently with the absence of negotiation power that Viome S.A as an individual
firm performed during the interfirm cooperation because of the concentrated
ownership and decision-making that the structure of the whole group implied.
But, what happens when the employer for various reasons chooses to stop the
operation? What is the bargaining power of workers in this case? If we suppose
that during those first mobilizations while the cluster was still operating the
workers exercised their ‘workplace bargaining power’ through work stoppages,
then what kind of power do they exercised when the employers stopped the
operation of the cluster and abandoned all the affiliated firms? The case of Vi-
ome and a plenty of other studies (Palomino 2003; Vieta and Ruggeri 2009;
Vieta 2012) show that the workers while still being in a workplace conflict,
adopt another tool of struggle, and that is to work the plants. But how to work
the plants? For sure, not in a way that continues the profitability of the em-
ployer. But, by occupying plants, establishing cooperatives, and proving that
the workers have alternative ‘weaponry’ when the capital decides to rest; those
cases prove are a significant unrest of the workers. But then, the most im-
portant question of this paper derives. What is this content that triggers this
mobilization of workers; to undertake the plants?

4.2.1 Leadership and Collectivization of the Experienced
‘Injustice”

The mobilization theory as it was established by Kelly (1998), concentrates
on ‘injustice’ that is experienced individually by the workers and thus, under
circumstances that a leader appears, it becomes a collective feeling, it gets polit-
icized, and hence, leads to mobilization. But for this case, that the wotkers atre
losing most of their sources of power (see the theoretical framework about Sil-
ver’s ‘sources of power’) the concept of injustice can explain the mobilization
up to a limited level. This means that it explains a precondition but not the
mobilizations in these cases. It explains the precondition of the workers getting
conscious of the inequitable situation.

Thus, Kelly’s concept of leadership, for example, was validated in the case
of Viome but it was valid up to the point that explains a precondition of mobi-
lization -this of getting conscious about the different injustices- but not the
mobilization itself. Hence, to a specific point, leadership appeared and collecti-
vized the experienced injustice that had started with the first transformations
of the cluster and of Viome S.A. Specifically, after the first mobilizations, the
mother company transformed the exercised disciplinary power, and govern-
ance of the internal issues of the cluster. The described situation finds the rep-
resentative of the cooperative which at the time was just a worker of Viome,
being offered by the employers a higher position than the one he was occupy-
ing. When he refused, and while the employers were recognizing that he was
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the one that was collectivizing the rest of the workers'2, they ‘downgraded’ his
position, placing him at a post that (geographically) he could not interact with
any other worker, but also did not have the skills to work there.

This disciplinary power, reminds of what Foucault (1978) was describing
with the concept of ‘panopticism’. In a nutshell, Foucault is stating the follow-
ing about the disciplinary power of distribution and individualization of per-
sons. “First a strict spatial partitioning (...)” then, “(...) is placed under the
authority of a syndic, who keeps it under surveillance.” (1978: 195). In combi-
nation with the ‘new type of supervision’ that the mother company intro-
duced??, this leadership that appeared, and the attempt to discipline the leader
made more explicit to the rest of the workers the ‘structural injustice’. Accord-
ingly, during an informal discussion some of the workers stated that “Viome
became similar to an army”. Concluding, what in this fact made a shock to the
workers was the changing of a ‘task’, meaning that the mother company con-
tradicts its previous governance type!4, by choosing to discipline the workers
and eliminate any struggle that the last started, and this was changing a task
that the workers were used to. To work in a more autonomous way, with no
active supervision. Conceptualizing the abovementioned task, it could be stated
that the supervision’s change by the mother company, crashed with the
knowledge-power that the workers had already developed by working autono-
mously.’s It was coming to take away from them, the freedom in the work-
place. This conflicting combination escalated the mobilization of the workers.

Nevertheless, despite the appearance of the ‘leader’ as Kelly (1996) is con-
sidering, and moreover, despite the reflection of the ‘injustices’ on his face -as
it was mentioned in the beginning of this subchapter- this conflict just pushed
the workers to realize the inequitable situation. Hence, Atzeni’s contribution
on mobilization theory, assists to explore deeper the mobilization that occurs
not as a bargain that it was mentioned eatlier, but as an attempt of the workers
to be autonomous.

4.2.2 Solidarity Deriving from Compafierismo and Solidarity
Deriving from Knowledge Empowerment

Atzeni (2009) argues that there are several kinds of injustice that the
workers may experience, and thus, injustice cannot be defined as a unique enti-
ty. Moreover, he contributes that the mobilization of the workers should be

12 The representative of the cooperative stated: “They had realized that I was active
and that I couldn’t compromise, that’s why they sent me up there” (meaning on the
distant post).

13 At this time, the change of the governance and the exercise of disciplinary power
took place in another way as well. The mother company, assigned as monitors em-
ployees of Philkeram. The questioned worker stated: “they (meaning the monitors)
had never mixed any of those materials. Their skills were not such. Thus, I responded
him to go away, and that he didn’t have the skills to command me. He went away after
this argument while saying do (meaning the workers of Viome) whatever you want”

14 That the supervision of Viome S.A was absent.

15 The workers when they asked during a discussion, they noted with pride that they
were repairing the machinery by themselves, doing the quality control on the products
etc. see also later in this work)
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analyzed more detailed “rooting collectivism in the workplace solidarity created
by the capitalist labour process” (Atzeni 2009: 6). In the case of Viome, there
are interesting characteristics explaining a different trigger for workers’ mobili-
zation. Thus, it is true that both the theory of mobilization as it was first pub-
lished by Kelly and the contribution of Atzeni, offered an explanation on the
workers” mobilization in Viome.

Accordingly, while reviewing Atzeni’s concept of solidarity, I found it fit-
ting with my researched case. Of course, this is partly explained by the fact that
the paradigm of Viome, the workers and their whole mobilization was influ-
enced, encouraged but also inspired by the ‘Argentinian current of occupied
factories’ (see appendix 6). Thus, solidarity between the workers really turns to
a mobilization force for the workers, as Atzeni argued. On the other hand, in
the case of Viome S.A it did not appear just as what Atzeni (2009) is arguing
about a compafierismo that pre-exists. In the case of Viome S.A there was not
a significant pre-collectivism rather a solidarity that got developed on the
theme that was presented in the previous subchapter. Specifically, it appeared
as a mixture of the identification of the injustices because of the whole context
of transformations, but also, because of the reflections of some of those injus-
tices on the face of the leader when he was pointed by the employers. Moreo-
ver, and finally, it got concrete under the ex-ante ‘knowledge’ empowerment
that they had already developed because of the supervision absence.

This was the basis of the workers to mobilize radically and create the motto “if
they are not able to do it, then we are”.

This is what collectivized a part of Viome’s workers, and motivated them to
undertake the plant.

This is the reason in combination with what Atzeni (2009) is recognizing in the
FIAT factory; that the workers are relating themselves and build a special iden-
tity significantly based on the characteristics of the production output.

That the workers are identifying themselves as organic part of the enterprises
and feel proud about their position.

Finally, this is what makes them to undertake the plants. The empowerment of
the know-how, combined with a respect and pride for their work, that leads
them to defend their workplace as if it was theirs.

Concluding this subchapter, during the interviews, according to what was
mentioned in the previous paragraph, the workers mentioned: “even before,
we were doing everything by ourselves”. The workers had developed those
skills that they were feeling able to direct the whole production of the plant.
This power of them, would be enough to bargain in the sense of work stop-
pages as Silver is describing; to “cause disruptions on a much wider scale than
the stoppage itself”. But this was not the case after the abandonment of the
plant by the employers. The workers used this type of ‘workplace power’ dur-
ing the conflict with the mother company, but after the abandonment they
used it, to achieve autonomy. Moreover, the workers still believe that continu-
ing the occupation of the plant and making the cooperative successful and sus-
tainable is a way to continue the mobilization. How? As they said, exercising
this power of occupying and working the factories of the individual owners, in
long term will prove to the employers that the workers are able to do it. And
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thus, -as they said- “the employers will be skeptical to abandon the plants easily
in the future”.

4.3 Trade and Solidarity Economy

In the case of the cooperative Viome, it is observed an alternative relation
with the market economy, significantly different in comparison with traditional
firms or even traditional cooperatives that participate in the market economy
as if they were firms. This seems to be the main reason that Viome is increas-
ing its annual production every year since 2013 that the workers occupied it,
took the control over the production and applied radical changes; from the
organizational type of the production to the modification of the product. On
the other hand, despite those attempts of the workers to operate in a different
environment than the traditional market economy, the production process is
still dependent on it. For the sustainable operation of the cooperative the
workers took two principal decisions. Firstly, to modify the product, and sec-
ondly, to make use of a solidarity network for promoting their products.

The first restriction that the cooperative Viome faced was the legal use
and production of the previous building materials. On this contributed partly
the fact that the workers occupied the factory and established the cooperative,
but still they did not own neither the property rights of the product, nor the
stocks that had remained as inputs. This, combined with the scarce of capital,
led the cooperative to start the production of natural soaps and detergents.

Thus, the cooperative Viome is any more engaging in a network of soli-
darity economy, but only when it refers to outputs’ trading. All the products
are promoted directly to the customers without the use of intermediaries. The
particular type of the solidarity economy contains a network that promotes the
products of Viome to workers’ unions in Greece and the rest of Europels, to
political organizations and individuals through the e-shop of the cooperative!”.
The workers, making use of the solidarity network give another notion to the
meaning of trade. They define the trade as an exchange of needs, as an ex-
change that helps both parts to survive and exchange in different terms, rather
than the traditional profit-seeking exchange. The sales do not depend on the
specialization and capacity of “specialists” to advertise and promote it. Moreo-
ver, is a common and fundamental decision of the workers’ assembly not to
place the products in massive-selling marketplaces, establishing in this way a
different relation between their product and the society. Those as mentioned
above, correspond to their perception that the production of a good, is not just
a process. It is deeply and significantly placed in the core of social activity and
responsibility; it is related to the way we perceive all the political debates
around environmental, feminist, worker and equality issues. This the reason
that they decided to produce goods that are natural and environmentally

16 Data gathered during a personal interview with a worker.
17 See http://www.viomecoop.com
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friendly. In the same way of thinking, recycling is part of their production pro-
cess; any material that is not used anymore is recycled.

On the other side, the inputs that the cooperative Viome makes use are
highly dependent on the market economy. Specifically, the response of the rep-
resentative of the cooperative, when he was asked who is providing the coop-
erative with inputs, he responded “we buy whatever is cheaper but of good
quality, we even import raw materials because they are cheaper”, consequently,
when I asked him if those inputs are coming from other cooperatives, he said
“Not exactly, for now, we are depending on cheap materials, but no, we are
buying the inputs from anyone”. This proved, the dependency of the produc-
tion on the traditional market that can provide cheap materials, in contrast with
cooperatives that provide inputs, because of their insignificant position in the
economy, their lack of capital accumulation, their slow capital reproduction,
and moreover, their lack of communication and networking, cannot establish a
network that could provide raw materials and intermediary products to other
cooperatives. This stands contradictory, with the response of a group informal
discussion with other workers, that expressed that they do not want to pro-
mote their products in the traditional market economy, as they are already us-
ing it for inputs.

Despite the above, when they were asked why the do not use the tradi-
tional market economy for selling their products, they responded that ideation-
ally they think of the goods’ trade as a mutual-dependent relation. They think
that people who are choosing to buy their products should do so, not for the
reason that their products are fancy, or well promoted. But, because they con-
tain the “hidden” characteristics of a workers’ fulfilling and independent work,
solidarity, environmental responsibility and an ideology that its core is the work
without oppression and exploitation. In that way they think that their respon-
sibility is always to follow those principles that the customers choose their
products for. Concluding, we can consider the above mentioned as a potential
goal of the cooperative, but still the restrictions do not seem to allow flexibility
in their way of planning the production. In other words, even if they want to
establish new, ethical principles of trading and production, still the market
economy restricts them, and leads them to compromises, that do not exactly fit
with their particular discourse.

4.4 Organizational Type of Production and
Sustainable Development of the Cooperative

The aforementioned are constructing a context with strict principles’®, that
at the moment restricts the chances of Viome to upgrade or expand, in a way
that a capitalist type of an organization would manage to do. In this way, the
cooperative Viome may sacrifice the profits that the joining of the market
economy would provide but provides an example of the sustainable develop-
ment of an organization. It moreover, provides a model that the entrepreneuri-

18 For more information on their agreement of principles, see http://biom-
metal.blogspot.nl/2013/01/1.html
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al social responsibility does not derive from a marketing strategic plan but from
ethical principles that in their core, it carries the social control over the produc-
tion.

The sustainable development that those paradigms can provide for recon-
sidering, relies on the fact that this relation between the workers, capital, tech-
nology proves that all the production factors can be used under ethical criteria
that the human being decides the way. In the capitalist production form of
firms, the engagement of the human beings can reach one point that after that
the capital rules and decides. That was, for example, one of the reasons that the
cluster failed. The participation of the human being cannot sometimes over-
come the contradictory power of the capital. The mother company reached a
point that the capital could not reflect the actual production, the debts had to
be serviced, and there happened the crash that many capitalist firms face dur-
ing crises. The needs of the capital seem to have priority compared with the
needs of the workers. Thus, the capital runs away, and the workers face precar-
ious conditions of living.

4.5 Internal and External Challenges and Debates

On the other hand, Viome is facing challenges that vary. There were times
that the workers had a disagreement on issues that had to do with the improvi-
sation of the production and with the insertion of more specialized products.
In this direction, one of the workers described a time that they decided to dis-
cuss a new product, which demanded the chemical engineers to dedicate some
of their working hours in R&D to decide if they had the capacity to move for-
ward in the production of it. As with all of the proposals, the problem should
be discussed, and the decision should be made by the weekly general assembly.
During the discussion, the chemical engineers argued that Viome had the ca-
pacity to introduce the new product but in this case, they would face the risk of
the final quality and of more working time to add it in the production line. The
assembly in this case, decided not to take the risks as many of the workers were
concerned about the possible failure of this upgrade. The representative of
their new union and cooperative -stated that this is what self-management and
solidarity are about, and that there are times that part of the workers has to
slow down their expectations and the other part has to take the time to grow
them faster. He supported that there are times that some of them attempt to
move forward faster, to upgrade the production and develop Viome, but at the
same time, some others are not so confident. That is when solidarity has to
take place, and that’s why they postponed this plan for the future so that the
“pace” of all of them will be in line.

The aforementioned shows that one of the challenges that Viome faces, is
the limited capability of the production line. The reasons for this restriction
varies from time to time. Technology, capital or even the number of the work-
ers might affect both the actual production capabilities or even the workers’
perception of it. In the last case, a significant part of the workers claimed that
they were capable of introducing the new product, even though the perception
of the rest was different. This is a characteristic that differs when the decision-
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making was under the control of the managers and now that the workers are in
charge of it. The decisions might be less risky and thus, profitable but on the
other hand makes the development of the cooperative more sustainable and
secure, as every “new step” for Viome is filtered by all the workers, regarding
the different knowledge and opinion they have over the production capabilities
and the following risk.

At this point, it was important for me to realize that the different organi-
zational type of a firm (cooperative versus hierarchically structured decision-
making) regards not only the who or how the decision is taken. The most im-
portant is that this alternative organizational type reflects its components on
the actual production. Thus, the cooperatives that make use of this model of
horizontal and inclusive decision-making lead to an alternative production
model. Embedding in this way, characteristics of what the product is, how is it
produced, what risks are affordable to be taken, who is promoting the product,
what is the price of it, what is the impact on the environment and several
more. All of the aforementioned, are embedded in the product even if the per-
son that buys it, is not noticing it. All those characteristics of the production
under worker-driven enterprises, highlight that the performance of the last
should not be evaluated in the same way that capitalist enterprises are exam-
ined”. An evaluation should take in account the job satisfaction, the empow-
erment, the social interactions that the workers develop and not only the annu-
al income of the enterprise or the invested capital. Moreover, the relation that
they develop with the capital is different as well. The capital is necessary for
the production process, but the workers are making use of it to make their
business plans work and not the other way around. Concluding, Viome as a
worker-driven enterprise promotes a different “value system” away from ob-
sessive profitability-seeking and absolute efficiency.

19 For a notion on the decision-making see Appendix 8
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Chapter 5: Conclusions

This research paper attempted to answer the question of relationship between
the type of industrial production and the industrial transformation that the
workers of Viome implemented while occupying the plant and establishing the
cooperative. This industrial transformation was assumed in this research paper,
an expression of workers’ radical mobilization. Hence, the main question can
be also framed as, what triggers such a radical mobilization of workers?

To structure a response to this questioning, I hypothesized that the
previous organizational structure embedded characteristics that forced this rad-
ical mobilization. Thus, to understand the transformation and the workers’ un-
rest, I consulted mainly the theory of mobilization as it was developed by John
Kelly, as well as, Maurizio Atzeni’s contributions, that actually were more simi-
lar to the case that I researched. Nevertheless, both of them offered a limited
explanation of different elements during Viome workers’ mobilization. Their
combination though, made the case much clearer in terms of preconditions of
mobilization, as the ‘injustices’ experienced in the workplace, and the solidarity
that may empower them to unrest.

This was the reason, that I tried to explore in the literature review, the-
ories of firm and clustering organization; to extract concepts and characteris-
tics, that in the researched case were appearing differently. After developing
the abovementioned theoretical framework and was applied to my case, it got
distinguished, the insufficient or even unjust governance of the cluster, and
moreover, of the inter-cooperation of Viome firm with the leader of the cluster
which is the mother company. Directly affected, were the workers of Viome,
as they had to both defend their working conditions and the firm, in a way of
defending their workplace. Concepts such as the ‘concentrated ownership’, the
‘tunneling’, the absence of supervision in Viome’s factory, and other, helped to
understand that the workers were experiencing an ex-ante autonomy in the
workplace, which consequently had pushed them to undertake tasks that de-
manded managerial skills. Some of them are, the repairmen of the machinery,
the quality control of the product, etc. Thus, when this attempted to be
changed by the mother company in 2006-07; partly because of financial neces-
sity and partly because of the attempt of the mother company to discipline the
workers, this know-how, or knowledge power that the workers were withhold-
ing was expressed in radicalization. Moreover, when the workers lost any bar-
gaining power because of the bankruptcy of the plants by the mother company
and the no-existence of the actual workplace, the workers exercised this power
to take over the plant and prove their initial motto “if they are not able, then
we are”. But where they able at the end? Could we claim the established coop-
erative viable?

It was shown that despite the potentials that the cooperative has, the
dominance of the traditional market economy, in a way, pushes them to use
only the network of solidarity economy. Regardless, that the workers stated
that they prefer the solidarity network. Why? Because for them, the solidarity
network offers a specific and easily accessible group of clients that are buying
their products, while using an ideological association with the workers. The
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solidarity network offers them a safety net. On which they might rely on the
future, without searching for new ways to develop and promote their products.

Thus, the alternative model of the cooperative, seems to be highly de-
pendent on the context of the economy. As long as those paradigms are small
and few, they cannot challenge the production under the traditional organiza-
tion. In this sense, may this research paper shed a light on their mobilization
triggers, as well as, the positionality of those alternative paradigms in the socie-
ty. Using the words of the workers, those paradigms have potentials despite
the limitations, but their importance right now, relies on the words “the em-
ployers will be skeptical to abandon the plants easily in the future”.

It is sure, that the workers who are mobilizing in this radical way, prove
that the working class is able to emancipate itself and that can still fight despite
the disorganization the neoliberal policies and dogma has caused.

In this sense, future researches have to consider more about the con-
text of the economies that these cooperatives participate in, rather than the
organization itself. The cooperative organization will never stand a significant
alternative to the mainstream ways of production, if the context of the econo-
my does not allow it. Hence, future research and such workers’ mobilizations
might lead us to a structuration process that will transform basic unjust and
oppressive elements of the industrial production.
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Appendix 1: Administration Board of Philkeram
Group

E4HMEPIZ THEZ KYBEPNHIEQZ (TEYXOZ AE. - ENE. xai E.MH.) 7

Tou MevBivovroe TupBodhou Anunrpliou AleEavBpd-
mnoukou (evepyoldvTwy and kool i EexwploTd), o Zo-
pla Towavelf Tou Xpforou, npoiordusvos ynuelou mg
eTapeiag Kdtoxo TpiAdpou Becoalovixng, KAToYOG
Tou AAT. pe apiBud = 5731671989, Tou IBT A Gecoaho-
wikng, ue A M 064283997 e AOY. 2 Geooahoving,
eAnvkie unnrodTntac, Ehevlepla ABavamdéSou Tou
Seohdyou, npoioraudvn TS unooTipEns fpeuvas Kal
avwanTEng me etapelag, kdrowog Muialog Seooa-
hovikne, oddc M. Fewnuatd opuds 36 kdToxog Tou
AAT e apbus I 33IFTV097, tou 1B TA Oeooahovi-
KNe, e ADM 046038658, me AOY. Z° Beooalovikng,
sAnviic unnrodmrac Kar Mapia Moulonoliou Tou
Anunrpiou, npototauéwn Aoyompiou, kdrowoe Ka-
Aauapidc Seooahovikne obds Boondpou apifude 37,
kdToyog Tou AAT. ue apBud AA 2444512004, Tou A’
TA Gcooahovikne pe A®M 055200770, Tne AQY. Ka-
Aauapide, eAnvxie, unoypdpovreg ndvtore avd o,
aveEapTitwe oapde ko yia ypnuansd mood dgouc dwe
£E) uudBes (6000) evpw Kar' eEaipeon twv avwtépw,
yia v omofoypdenon enraydv yia va KarateBod
oe Tpanelixé Aoyapraoud me etapeioc, apxel kol pia
udvo unoypoapl.

Avtiypapa kol anoondouaTa TEv MPpaKTKay Twv Tu-
veSpiioswy Tou Mownmxol Iuppouliou emxupdvevtal
and mv MNpdedpo Tou A kol Tov MeuBdvovra Z0ufou-
ho, and Tov kabéva EeywpioTd f and kool

Beooakovixn, 25 loukiou 201

Me evrohdi Mepspepeidpxm
0 NeoioTduevos AiedBuvong
MNKOAADI AAAMANTIAAHE
—_—

(17)
Avaxolvivar kaTadpone oTo MnTp oo Avewiuwy ETam-
peldy oroixelny Tne Avidwune Etapeloc pe tnv
NV «DIAKEPAM JOHNSOMN ANCGNYMH ETAIPIA

BOMHXANIA KEPAMIKON MAAKIAION..

O NEPKMEPEIAPYHE KENTPIKHE MAKEAOMIAT

Tryv 10/08/2011 xaTaywpiomxay oto Mntpoo Avawi-
uwv Eraipewsv Tng Ynngeolag pog (Ajvon AvantuEng
NE @eooakovixng To and 26 07/201 npaxTikd éxra-
wrne Mevehc TuvéAeuone koboe Kal To and 26/07/20M
npaxtxd Tou Moxntxol ZupBoukiou Tne Avewuung
Ermpelac pe myv enwwpia <pIAKEPAM JOHNSON ANG-
WYMH ETAIPLA BEOMHXANIA KEPAMIKON MAAKIAKIN.
kal aplfud Mnrpaou B283/62/8/86/0118 and To onoio
MPOKUMTEL 6T To AnKnmkd Zupfoliio nou exAdyinke
and Tnv nepandvw ME. ko Ba Swxfos My erapeia
Wéxpl 26/07/2016 ouykpoTinke oe owua we eEhc

1 Medpyioe Kovivou ®iinnou, EXAy Ymxoos, Bio-
wixavoc, kdtoxoe MNavopduatoe Beooahovikng oddc
Meydhou AheFivBpou 25, AAT: AE 700833/09.1120086,
TA. Xamhdou, ADM: 002826733 Z° AQY. Oeofvikneg,
wg Mpéedpog.

2 Xpwotiva Mewopylou Oimou, Exnvic Ynfkoog,
Enepnuariac kdTowog Navopduato: Seooalovixng,
oBde AvolEswe 57, AAT: Al 7A90B7/12)0420M1, AT. Ma-
vopduatoe, AOM: 026796269 Z° AOY. Geooahovime,
we AvtmpeSpoc.

3. Joseph Matthews, Bperavée Yrixo og, Emyepruati-
ac, kirowog M. Bpertaviog, Bar House, Bar Road, Baslow
Derbyshire DE45 1SF, Ap. Aifampiou 500150969, we
Méhog

Exnpoourmoen mg eTaipeleg

a) O MEQPFTIOL KaIANNOY, Npdedpos AowsrnTixod
TuuBouhiou nou éxet kal v Wldmra Tou MFevikod M-
subuvtol me Erapelac exnpoownel ko Seousie Tnv
eTapein ue pdvin TV Uno yoopt) Tou nou TP etal kdTw
and v eTapxkl snowyla, o dheg TIC avapepdue-
ver evBEIKTKE: epimTdoec Tou dpdpou 21, map. 1 Tou
karaotarwod, kafie Kol oe exelves nou odupwva pe
To Néuo sunintouv ot apuodidmmres Tou Aloknmxod
FuuBouiiou.

B) T Bieg napandve apuodidmree, alid andxowod
kol avd Slo, &youv Ta eEfg otehéyn e Etapelog ka
eEoumodo mBdvta Tplta Mpdowna, o1 UTIO YPApES T
omolwy Ba TiBevral and kool kdrw and v eTap
enwvwulo

1. XPITTINA Mewpylou SIANMNOY, AvtmpdeSpoc Aosn-
Trod Zupfoukibu Apuddia yia 8épara Emxonavioe ko
Anuooinv Ixéoswv, kitokoe Navopduaroc Beojvikng,
oB6g AvolEpwe 57 AAT: Al TAO087 12/04.2011, AT. Navo-
pduaroc AdM: (26796269 - Z° AQY. Beoocalovixng.

2 XPHITOZ Mewpylou TYPOMOYAOE, Eunopikds fi-
euBuvtic Oulou me «<DIAKEP AM-JOHNSON AE. xal
AwvBuvtiic EpyooTtaoiou, itoxos Seooahovikrg, odd
Ashpidv 169 AAT: T 828840/ 01.032001, AT Seooahowi-
Kne A M: 022660676 AOY. Z° Beooalovikne.

3. I0ANNHE Navaywdtow MXCAHAAHE, Aiguduvtic On-
KOVOLIKIV Kal AMormTiKoy Ynngeowv Ouilou me «BIA-
KEPAM-JOHNSOM AE », xdroxoc Navopduaroc e vi-
ke, 086 Hida MAsidn 8 AAT: AB 682752/23.0220 07,
AT Baovhwenv AGM: 033264360 - AOY. Z° Geooalo-
viKng.

4. MAPKOZ Nétpou MPOIOT EEuood0TnBey npd-
owno and To Momnred IupBodlo, xkdrowoe Ka-
hapoplds Seooahovikng, obic B. ARSEAd 38 AAT:
AE 174499/01022007, Kahapopide Seafvikng ADM:
00B235655 - A.OY. Kehouapids.

5 MANAMQTHE Egpavouih, ANESANAPHE, Npotor dus-
voe NuMjoswy Oulou ™e «DIAKEPAM-JOHNSON AE =
Ménac EAMGBag Kérowog Apoowde Arreac, NMévrou
3, AAT: M 297124/30.04.1984, NAN. EpuBpaioc ADM:
044532794 - AOY. Knguonde.

6. ANASTAZIOE Xphotou XATZHAEMOMIAHE, Mpo-
torduevog Aoyotnpiou, kdtowoe Avw MNéAne Sso-
oaiovixne oddc ABfvac 44 xal KiBapwwa 24 AAT:
AB 3200727032006, A" TA. Gcooahovikng ADM.:
027466094 - A QY. 1" Beooakovikme.

7. XPHEITOZ Mg KYPIAKOPEZHE, Nociotéuevog
MNpoun@euy, kT oikog Avw NéAng Seooahovikne, Extw-
poc 1 AAT: = 511296/10.03.1989, A’ TA Bsoochovixng
AdM: 063042400 - I AOY. Beooahovikne

8. MAPIA Mevehdou IMYPIAAKH, Taulac Mpapeiou
Abnviv, kdrowos Néag Epubpalag ATt oiide Bpu-
odhwv 1 AAT: AB 336305/20.072006 Tw Acp. M. Epu-
Bpalog AGM: 031378171 - AOY. Kngolag

Beooahovin, 10 Avyodotou 2011

Me evrohf) Mepipepeidoim
0 Npoiotdpevoc MsdBuvone K.aa.
A KOMETANTINIADY

This document was gathered by the Greek government'’s record of businesses?

20http:/ /www.et.or/index.php/2013-01-28-14-06-23 /search-ae-epe-issue-with-
publisher-criteria
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Appendix 2: Announcement of Cessation of
Paymentsz

6 E®HMEPIZ THZ KYBEPNHZEQZ (TEYXOZ A.E. - EN.E. kai TENMH.)

qaaon Tou MNoAupeiolg NpwTodikelou Osooalovikng pe
v onola knpUxBnke g kKATATTAON MTWXEUOTG N Avi-
vupn Etapeia pe tnv enwvupia «PIAKEPAM JOHNSON
ANQNYMH ETAIPIA BIOMHXANIA KEPAMIKQN MAAKI-
AION-, apiBué Mntpdou 8283/62/B/86/0118 kal AD.M.
094014760.

Me tnv iBla andgeaan opioke nuepopnvia nadong
TANpwpGY N 137 loukiou 201 kat dlopioBnke cUvBikog
ndxevang o dwnyépog Becoahovikng Medpylog Ba-
vapoudng (AM 6439), kdrokog Begoahovikng 0ddg
Dpdykwv ap. 1.

Beocahovikn, 2 Aekepppiou 201

Me evtoh Nepupepeidpyn
O Npoigtduevog Aevbuvong
NIKOAAOZ AAAMANTIAAHZ
e
@
Avaroivaon kataxweiong oto Mntpwo Avwviuwy Etat-
pEWDV Tou Zxediov Z0uBaang Zuyxuveuang TG Ava-
vupng Etapeiag pe mv enwvupia «@EQAOIHE KA-
KOYTHZ ANONYMH ETAIPEIA= kal 8.7, «©. KAKOYTHZ
AE-.

O MEPI®EPEIAPXHZ NOTIOY AIFAIOY

Tnv 512201 kataxwplomnke oto MnTpwo Aveviuwy
Etapedv mg ummpeoiag pag To and 10.11.201 Ixé-
810 ZopPaong Zuyxdveuang Twv Avavipov Etaipe-
wv a) <QEOAOIHE KAKOYTHI ANONYMH ETAIPEIA»
Kal TO S1aKpITIKS TTAD «©. KAKOYTHEI AE» kal aplBud
Mntpwou 70175/81/B/10/08 pe £€8pa To Afpo Mukdvou
Kkat B) «PIAA ZENOAOXEIAKEZ TOYPIZTIKEZ - EMNO-
PIKEZ KAl KAT AZKEYAZTIKEX EMNIXEIPHIEIZ ANONYMH
ETAIPEIA- kal Biakpirkd Titho <PIAA AE> kat aplBpd
Mntpwou 59884/81/B/06/1 ue £6pa 1o Afjuo Muxdvou, ue
anoppdenon TG BedTepng ané TV NPT, Jlueova e
TIg dlatagelg Twv dpdpwv 68-77 Tou KN. 2190/1920 «nepi
Avavipav Etaipetdve kat tou N. 12971972,

Eppounohn, 5 AsxkepBpiou 2011
Me evtoh Nepupepeidpxn
O MpoioTdpevoq
IQANNHZ ZIFANAZ
[P ——

(8)
Avakoivwon kataxadelong oto Mntpwo Avavipwyv
Etawpeiwy Tou Ixediou ZpBaong Iuyxwveuong mg
Avdvupng Etapeiag pe v enwvupia «<PIAA SENO-
AOXEIAKEZ TOYPIZTIKEZ - EMMNOPIKEZ KAI KATA-
ZKEYAZTIKEZ ENIXEIPHZEIZ ANONYMH ETAIPEIA-

kal 5.1, JPIAA AE=.

Q NEPIPEPEIAPXHZ NOTIOY AIFAIOY

Tnv 5122011 karaxwplomke oto MnTpwo Avevipwmy
Etapewdv mg unnpeoiag pag 1o and 1012011 Zxé-
Blo Z0pRaong Zuyxdveuong twv Avavipwv Etaipeidv
a) <PIAA ZENOAOXEIAKEZ TOYPIZTIKEZ - EMNOPIKEZ
KAI KATAIKEYAZITIKEL ENIXEIPHIEIZ ANONYMH ETAI-
PEIA» kat dlakpitikd Titho «PIAA AE= xkat apifud M-
Tpwou 59884/81/B/06/1 e £8pa To Afuo Mukdévou kal B)
«OEOAOIHI KAKOYTHI ANQNYMH ETAIPEIA= kal To
Blakprtikd TiTAo «0. KAKOYTHZI AE > kat apiBpd Mntpwou
70175/81/B/10/08 pe £8pa To Afjuo Mukdvou, 31 anoppo-

phoswg TG MEWTNg and v dedtepn, oUMPWYA HE TIG
BlatdEelg Twv dpbpwv 68-77 tou KN 2190/1920 «nepi
Avwwipwy Etapedve kal Tou N. 12971972

Eppodrnoin, 5 AskepBplou 201

Me evtodn Mepipepeidpyn
O NpoioTduevog
IQANNHZ ZIFAAAZ
—_—

AIOPOQZEIZ ZOAAMATON
9
Ito ®.EK. 5144/17.6.2010 (1. AE - ENE.) oto onoio
BnuooiedBnke N avakoivwaon kataxwplong oto MnTpwo
Avavipwv Etaipeidv g ovotaong tng Avdvuung Etar-
peiag pe Tnv enwwvupia <C.PW. EANAZ AHMHTPIAKA
MPQINOY ANQNYMH ETAIPEIA= 5.1. <CPW. EANAZ AE-
Kkat APMAE. 69738/01AT/B/10/174 erugépetal n napakd-
Tw SidpOwon oTnv avakoivwon pe aptdud 1, otn oeAida
2, 0TiX0 12 oThAN T:
and 1o havBaopévo: «Aldpkeia: H Bidpkeia g eTak-
pelag opifetal oe efBoprvra (70) xpdvia kat apxiet and
NV nuepopnvia kataxwpiong oto MnTpwo Avevipwy
ETaipeidvs
ato 0pf6: «Aldpkeia: H &dpreia Tng etaweiag apxiget
and v véun ovoTach g kat Affyel v avriotoixn
nuepopnvia Tou étoug 2070s.
(And mv Meplpépela ATTAG)
—
(10)
Ito ®EK. 9028/2682011 (. AE. - ENE) oto onoio
BNUOCIEUBNKE N avakoivwon Kataxwplong oto M-
Tpo Avwvipwy Etapewdv otoxeinv mg Avidvuung
Etaipeiag ue tnv enwvupia «ANTKOP ANTBANINT
NETTOYOPK TEKNOAOTZIZ) "ANTCOR ADVANCED
NETWORK TECHNOLOGIES ANQNYMH ETAIPEIA MA-
PAFQIHZ KAl EMNOPIAZ AOTZMIKQY™ 1. {ANTKOP
ANTBANZINT NETIOYPK TEKNOAOTZIZ) "ANTCOR
ADVANCED NETWORK TECHNOLOGIES AE™ kau
APMAE 60642/01AT/B/06/246(2008) erugépovial oL
napakdte dlopbuoels
a) o oeAida 5, atixo 39, oTAN 1
and 1o havBaopévo: «Koidgs
oto opbd: Kapudgs kat
B) o ceA@Ba 5, oTixo 9, omin 2
and 1o AavBaouévo: «Kogidgs
oto opbd: Kapuigs.

(And v Neppépela ATTIKAG)

—
(1

ZIto ®EK.580/14.2201 (1. AE. - ENE) oo onoifo &n-
HooiedBnke n avakoivwaon kataxwpong aro Mntpwo
Avavipwv Etapeldy otoikelwv mg Avidvuung Etapsiag
e TV entwvupiia «YASU EAAAT ANONYMH ET AIPIA-MA"
PAMQrH KAl EMMOPIA MPOIONT QN ZAXAPONAAZTIKHI
& MAPOXH YMHPEZIQN EZTIAZHZ- &.1. «<YASU HELLAS
AE= kat APM.AE 70642/01AT/B/11/046 empépeTal n na-
pakdtw SidpBwon ot gekida 5, oToixo 2, oTHAN 1

and 1o Aavlaouévo: «Manafavacious

ato opfd: LlanabavdoTs.

(And v Nepupépela ATTIKAC)

21 Source: Greek government's record of businesses (see: Greek State's Database of En-
terprises' Balance Sheets
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EGHMEPIZ THZ KYBEPNHIEQZ (TEYXOZ AE. - ENE. ka1 TEMH.) 5

AZ559187/2008 AcsAtiou Aotuvoukrg TautdmTtag,
exBoBévtog und Tou T.A Axapvav ATTIKNG, He AGM
022487513, A.O.Y. Axapvidv, SAANVIKIAG UTMKo4TNTAS

ANTINPOEAPOX kat AIEYSYNON ZYMBOYAOL: ®dtioq
Manaotalpou Tou Avdpéa, Xnukdg - Mnyavikdg, mou
yewnénke oTig Kapuég Aakwviag To £1og 1953, kATolKOg
Mehoowdv ATTIKAG enti ¢ Aswpdpou Mevtéing 125,
KATOXOG Tou urt’ aplBu. AE.012287/2007 Achtiou AoTtuve-
g TautdmTacg, exdobévtog und Tou T.A Mehoowv
ATTIKAC, HE ADM 051666946, A.OY. Apapouciou, EMI-
VIKAG UMNKodTNTag,

MEAQZ: Navhog MavwAdriouhog Tou Inupidwvog, i-
Kknydpog, mou yewnBnke o AukoUpla Axalag, To étog
1938, katowkog ABnvav eni g odol Zkoupd 50, kaTo-
*0G Tou un’ apiBp. A398615/1961 AshTiou ACTUVOULKNG
Tautétnrag, ekdoBévtog und tou IZ° NapapTiuatog
Acpahelag ABNviy, e AOM 008494585, AO.Y. A" ABn-
Vi, EAANVIKTG UMNKo4TNTAS,

MEAQZ: Navtehng ZyapdEng Tou Aviwviou, TOMTIKGG
HXavikdg, mou yevwnonke otnv ABnva, to £1og 1972, kG-
Tolkog Néou WuyikoU ATTIKAG entl g 0doU AheEdvdpou
Manavagtaciou 9, kdtoxog Tou ur apByL M.604023/1990
Aehtiou Agtuvopkng TautdTag, ekdo0EvTog und Tou
T.A XahavBpiou ATTikng, pe AOM 070337474, A.OY. Xa-
havdpiou, eAMVIKAG uTmKodTNTAG

MEAOZ: lwdwng ToBAg Tou KwvoTavt vou, 18lwTt-
k6 UTIAMANACS, TIou YEwnBnke oTnv Nikawa ATTIKAS, TO
£10¢ 1959, katowkog Mepald AtTikig eni Tng odol Zéag
83-91, kdToxog Tou Ul apBw. AE.141708/2007 AsAtiou
Actuvopkng Tautdnrag, exdoBéviog und tou TA. MNet-
paid, pe AOM 025861770, AOY. A’ Mepaid, eEAANVIKAG
UMmMKOGTNTAg.

To AwoiknTikd ZupRoUhio, avaBétel Ty SlevBuvan kat
Blayeipian Twv etaipikdy unobBéoswy wg G

A Tnv etaipeia exnpoownel o Avtinpdedpog kaw A-
euBlivawv ZUpPoukog ddTiog Nanactadpou. Autdg ek-
mpoownel v etalpeia draoTKwg kal eEwdikwg Kal
Beopelel quTAV evidrov ndong Apxnig kat Opyaviopou.
Mépog ex Twv dvw appodlothTwy dUvatal v avatedel
ge TpiTo npdowno pEog 1 un Tou AtoiknTikod Zupfou-
hiou, petd and andeaon Tou AknTiKol ZupBouriou
g eTaipsiag.

B. EdkéTEpa Yia TNV avaknyn OKOVOULKWY UMoXpE-
woewv Tne eTawpeiag vavtt Tpltwy, To AOKNTIKG Zup-
Bouho anogacilel Ta eEAG:

Ma tnv éxdoon N omoBoypAenon emTayng, Cuvah-
AAypATKAG KAl QvaAnyn UNoXpewoewy NG eTapelag
£vavTl omoloudnmoTe Tpitou £ug To Mood Twv eEivta
¥Aadwy (60.000) eupw, anarrodvtal AYO unoypapég
KATWOL TG eTAPIKAG enwvupiag, ek Twy eENG TPOCW-
Twwv:

1) @wtiou NanacTadpou - AvTimpoédpou kat AlsuBd-
vovTog ZupBoUhou.

2) Avtaviou Zyapdehn tou Naviehr, nokTwkol pnya-
vikoU Tou yewnenke oto EAAnvikd Aakwviag to 1946,
katoikou Naiaiod Wuyxwol AtTikng (0ddg Apalag ap. 31)
katoxoc Tou utt aptB AA3TE5715 AlaBatpiou exkBoBE-
vTog TNV 297.2006, eKd. apx AEA/AANP.C, sAAnvi-
KNG unmkodTnTag, pe AGM 009811083, A.Q.Y. Wuykol.

3) Kwvotavtivou AsBévin tou Navayiditn, olKovopoAs-
you, nou yewwninke ota Zeppnica Meooanviag to 1952,
katoikou Néag Zpudpvng ATTikig (Atyaiou 34), katdyou
Tou ur aplBp. AZ605758/2008 Aektiou AoTuvouknig

Appendix 3

This question was directed to the worker that is the representative of the coop-

Tautdmrag, ekdoBévTog und Tou T.A. Néag Zpipwng
ATTiKAG, EAANVIKTG unmkodTrnTag, e AOM 019577347,
AOY. Néag Zuipvne.
lMa mv éxdoon N omoboypdenan emTayng, cuvah-
AQYUATIKAG KAl QvaAnyn unoxpewoswy g eTaipelag
£vavTl onoloudnnote Tpitou aflag and eEnfvra Yddeg
Kal éva Aentd (60.000,01) supw £wg Tplakdoleg Xthddeg
(300.000) eupw, anartoivtal AYO unoypapsg kATwoL
NG ETAPIKTG eNMwvupiag, wg eEAg:
MNpwtn unoypagpn (unoxpewTkn): dwTiog Nanactad-
pou
Aelrepn unioypaen (BlaleukTikd):
a) Avtwviou Zyapdéln
B) Kwvotavtivou Aefévin
MNa v ékdoon 1 oruoBoypdenon ertayrg, cuvahhay-
HATKAG Kai avdAndn unoxpewoewy e eTaipeiag évavn
onoloudnmote Tpitou aglag and Tplakdoies Xhddeg eupdy
kal éva Asmtd (300.000,01) kal dvw, anarrodvtar TPEIZ
unoypapég katwdt TNE ETAIPIKAG enwwpiag, wg eENg:
YroxpewTikn unoypagn dlo npocwnwy, Twv dwTi-
ou Nanaotadpou kat Inupidwvog Mairavénoulou, Kal
BalevkTikd, Twv Avtwviou Zyapdékn f Kevatavtivou
Aepévn.
Makifvn, 5 AskepBplou 201
H Npoiotapévn AEldBuvang
=ENIA KOTPOMOYAOY
e
5)
Avaxolvwon kataywplong oto Mntpuwo Avwvipwy Etal-
peldv atoixeinv g Avidvuung Etaipeiag pe ty emnw-
vupia «edpylog E. Kanousilng - Avivupog Blopmyavi-
K1) kal Epnopikn Etaweia Enirhwvs kat 5.1. «Eurchouse
aBees.

‘0 NEPIPEPEIAPXHEZ KENTPIKHZ MAKEAONIAZ

Tnv 2122011 kataxwpiotnke oTo Mntpdo Avavipwy
Etapewv g Yrmpeoiag n ap®j. 30102/2510.2011 and-
paan tou Mohupeholg MpwTtodikeiou Becoahovikng
He TNV omola KnpUxBnke 08 KATAOTAON TTWYEVONS 1
Aviivupn Etapeia pe tnv enwvupia «Mewpylog E. Ka-
nouoilng - Avdvupog Biopnxavikn kai Eunopd Etai-
pela Enimwv», 8.7. «Eurchouse aB & &.» aplBud Mntpdou
57170/62/8/04/0149 kar A®M. 999720716 tng AQY QAE
Beooalovikng, oploTnke NuEpa NAGCEWS TWV TANPWHKY
NG 1 122010 kat doplotnke olvBIKog NS TTWXEUoEWS
n dopopévn oto MpwTodikelo @eacalovikng dknydpog
EvayyeAia dapudkn (AM 6650), kdtolkog @cooahovikng
(0B6g Ayiou Mnvd 7).

Beooahovikn, 2 Aekeppplou 2011

Me evTohr| MNepupepetdpxn
O MNpoloTtduevog AletBuvong
NIKOAAOZ AAAMANTIAAHT
PR

(6)
Avaxoivwon kataypiong oto Mntpwo Avewiuwy Etai-
peldv otoixelwv mg Avdvuung Etaipeiag ue v
enwvupia «DIAKEPAM JOHNSON ANGNYMH ETAIPIA

BIOMHXANIA KEPAMIKON MAAKIAIQMN-.

‘0 NEPIPEPEIAPXHEZ KENTPIKHZ MAKEAONIAZ

Tnv 2122011 kataxwpiotnke oTo MnTpdo Avavipwy
Etapewv g Yrmpeoiag n apiB. 30289/31.10.2011 and-

erative. The question was formulated as follows:

Q:
A:

What’s the specific organizational framework of the cooperative?

“At first we started without having any organization. Then we started
realizing that our attempt couldn’t achieve anything without a legal structure.
We were also pushed by the negotiations with the government, as we were ask-
ing the government to recognize us, to recognize that we were not paid since
2009, and make it legal for us to operate the factory. Then they told us that we
should at least have an organization form so that they could start the process.
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That how we decided to establish the cooperative. At this point we called all
the workers (meaning also the ones that hadn’t followed the occupation) of
Viome to come back in the factory and become members of the cooperative.
Not everyone agreed but we gathered the number of members that we needed
to establish a cooperative”

Appendix 4

Q: Which was the year that the problems started?

A: “In 2006-07 the bosses took a loan to buy and introduce two new produc-
tion lines. The one for Philkeram and the other for Hippocampus S.A. You
know, they (meaning the production line??) were really technologically modern.
Very good machinery. Then, they decided to start firing workers and reducing
our wages. They started firing the newest ones, not us, we were here too many
years to fire us. Officially, we are not fired even at the moment. And do you
know what happened at the end with this new machinery? The banks took eve-
rything back; they didn’t even manage to use them for long (meaning the ma-
chinery?3).”

Appendix 5

Q: In one of the short-documentary videos that were published about Viome,
it is mentioned that Viome S.A got trapped by the administration, and that if
some of the inputs were bought in the market Viome S.A would not had been
downgraded. What did you mean with that?

A: “Yes, we meant that at some point they changed even the inputs of very
popular and good quality products that Viome S.A was trading. The tiles’ adhe-
sive was one of the best in the Greek market. And it’s not us that are saying
this. The clients were coming to us and they were complaining that the product
was not anymore as stable and strong as it was. Thus, we decided to arrange a
meeting with the board to complain officially. Their response was that this is
how the market performs and they blamed the crisis. We told them, which cri-
sis, the rest of the products don’t have that significant drop of their sales. After
this first time, we decided to do this for every change that they were deciding;
as more as they didn’t want us involved, as more involved we were getting”

22 'The note in the parenthesis is mine.
23 Parenthesis is mine.
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Appendix 6

The original question to the representative of the cooperative at this point was:

Q: Did the presence of famous academics and activists like Naomi Klein
helped your attempt?

A: “Of course, it’s not the same when nobody knows your experiment on
self-organization. The presence of those people here, in the factory, made it
harder for the people that were counter-mobilizing to hit the cooperative Vi-
ome. Those people changed the cooperative’s popularity. But, even though, we
already had support by workers in Argentina that we contacted to help us since
the beginning. And they helped us with many challenging issues, with technical
advices, with issues of trust between us etc.”

Appendix 7

The interviewed workers of Viome S.A noted that they were well paid un-
til 2006-07, that the mother company started firing workers and reducing the
wages. Moreover, they stated that the cluster was upgrading, and that worthily,
it was occupying a big share of the Greek market and had significant exports.

Until the changes of 2006-07, the workers seem to respect Viome as an
entity. Their contribution to the production and their own specific work was
recognized through its reflection on the products’ quality and its distinguished
position in the market. In short, they were, and still are, considering Viome as a
company that should not be shut down.

Appendix 8

This answer came from the following question:

Q: What if you had an urgent situation that someone has to take a fast decision
about sells that have to happen immediately. Who would decide? The workers
that are in the plant at this moment?

A: “No, we are never rushing. Even if it is urgent we tell them to wait till the
next morning, that we are having a short assembly, every morning we have an
assembly for those reasons. If they can’t wait, then let it be. Everything is de-
cided in assemblies and no one is violating this principle. That’s why we don’t
have any hired employers but only members. Because we aim to be all equal.
When we need a person more to work with us, we are accepting them as
members of the cooperative and not as employers, despite the legal framework
that allows cooperatives to hire employers.”
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