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THE FUTURE ECONOMY: SYNTHESISAND LESSONSLEARNED FROM SIX CASE
STUDIES

INTRODUCTION

Many see “business-as-usual” (BAU) economics (S@04d0) failing us in ever more ways:
Inequality of income and wealth continues to insegdinancial crises and recessions are
increasingly problematic, and critical ecosystemeskeeing destabilized. But at the same time,
we see more and more economic initiatives thatadefrom BAU in important ways: They tend
to share a commitment to positive economic, soarad, environmental outcomes. Related
campaigns and positive press have worked to inengagular awareness about these non-
traditional efforts while providing needed encowagnt and support. Economics for Equity and
the Environment (the E3 Network) wanted to bringsth developments to the attention of
economists who have largely ignored them and beébgiprocess of studying “future economy
initiatives” in a more systematic and scientificyjw#Ve sought to understand the histories of
these initiatives, evaluate their impacts, andsssteeir potential for scaling and replication,
thereby forging the foundations of a future economy

We began by convening a group of senior econorfastdiar with the profession’s standards to
create a methodology, or “framework,” suitabledoalyzing and evaluating these diverse
initiatives. This advisory committee for the prdj@emrked to combine methodologies with
different strengths and weaknesses, broaden ttiéidraal list of criteria for evaluating
economic performance to make it relevant to effatith a broader and more inclusive set of
goals, and identify some quantifiable “metrics” fesearchers to apply. Teams of researchers
were then chosen to apply the framework as begtdbeld to six very different future economy
case studies. Researchers were asked to desaibetvation they were studying; briefly
explain its historical origins; evaluate its impaatlivelihoods, equity, empowerment, and the
environment; identify keys to success and unintdra@sequences; and assess whether or not it
could be easily increased in size or replicateevetere.

Each case study has its own introductory descniad executive summary, which you can
read athttp://www.futureecon.org/future-economy/case-sgfirhis “synthesis” article will
comment on: (1) important things to be learned feauh initiative, (2) lessons to be drawn from
all six case studies about future economy initesiin general, (3) what proved to be more and
less useful in our methodological framework, amally, (4) what future research needs to be
done to better understand progressive attemptarisdéend BAU economics.

VERDE IN PORTLAND, OREGON

Verde is a good place to start our examinatiomefdases, since it is perhaps the most
“complete” of the six future economy initiativeseMe is a nonprofit organization based in a
low-income community in Portland, Oregon that'sypary mission is to build environmental
wealth through social enterprise, outreach, anadeaby. Its work explicitly embraces all of the
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multiple priorities we identified-economic, social, and environmenrtadnd combines
institutions across private, public, and nonprséittors to achieve them. Its overall mission to
advance “sustainability as an anti-poverty strategyld serve as a succinct summary of the
mission of many future economy initiatives.

I mpacts

While Verde’s impact on outcomes in the city of tRord as a whole are small, its impact in the
Cully neighborhood is significant in terms of buld environmental amenities. Less significant
in the aggregate, though nonetheless importaig capacity to build local living wage jobs
with benefits to underserved people.

Livelihoods: Verde programs have provided training and jolegraent services for about a
dozen residents directly, won jobs working on gitgjects for several more local workers and
firms, and in the process created jobs with béierefits and wages than these workers would
have enjoyed otherwise. Verde programs have nat feiciently large in scale to reduce
unemployment or raise wages significantly for Cagya whole, a large and extensive urban
neighborhood with a population of over 13,000. Attiative at this small a scale cannot be
expected to significantly impact joblessness nmeravages more than marginally even within a
community, much less in a larger, municipal labarket: A citywide living wage policy would
do a much better job at ensuring higher averagesidepr example, while the $12-$14 wage
scale for Verde first- and second-year employesgjisficantly higher than the average wage
for comparable workers today, it would still beialation of the proposed $15 city minimum
wage, which is now under active discussion in Rodl

Equity: Because Verde programs benefit residents ofaddentaged neighborhood, they
improve equity. Verde programs provide better Iv@bds for over a dozen poor residents and
access to neighborhood environmental amenitiealfoesidents. Verde’s partner organizations
provide access to affordable housing for hundrdgor residents. Verde has maintained its
focus on lifting up the most disadvantaged membétse community where it works by
targeting unemployed or under-employed workers vatatively little training or formal
education. Finally, Verde plays the role of advedat social equity in municipal environmental
and economic policies, highlighting racial and éthdisparities in access to parkland, open
spaces, and living wage jobs in Portland in numepublic forums. Verde’s work has increased
the profile of these issues at the municipal level.

Empower ment and social relations. There is no doubt that Verde is a source of paiale dignity

for Cully residents, and that Verde has signifigaatnpowered neighborhood residevitsa-vis

the city government. But perhaps more importantlrde has excelled at coalition building,
steering clear of the squabbles among leaders r@aghiaations that all too often compete
against one another for resources and recognitipoor communities. Verde originally
represented recent Latino immigrants to the neididmmd, but now extends its scope and impact
far beyond the Latino community. Verde’s cross-camity reach is particularly commendable
in a neighborhood where poor Whites, Blacks, antivdaAmericans have recently been joined
by Latino and Asian immigrants.



Verde has not pursued worker empowerment throughev@wnership, but instead
concentrated on founding and running for-prsditial enterprises. These social business
ventures are subject to community accountabilibg,absentee owner control. The workers’
individual learning plans and on-the-job trainimgage from high school equivalency to
irrigation installation; these plans increase weoskeapacities for technical and managerial
decision-making measurably. To this extent, comtyusnid employee influence over business
decisions has been increased.

Environment: With regard to increasing environmental ameniigsh as parks, trees in public
spaces, and community gardens in a neglected coitynuerde has had a significant impact.
Its most significant environmental impact has béenconstruction of Thomas Cully Park, a 25-
acre landfill site in the center of the neighborthoBuilding the park will turn Cully from one of
Portland’s most park-deficient neighborhoods intelatively park-rich one. But perhaps more
importantly, Verde has championed a powerful nesaidProtecting the environment need not
compete with overcoming poverty. Instead, purs@ngronmental sustainability can become an
effective anti-poverty strategy through creatinggligobs in building parks, restoring natural
areas and open spaces, installing bioswales or gtben infrastructure features, and
landscaping for local businesses and residentraptexes. Further, by encouraging walking and
biking and working towards increased neighborhdoek$ connectivity and safety through
programs such as Living Cully Walks, Verde’s a¢igés have laid the groundwork for reduced
GHG emissions by residents, though the impact te dadifficult to measure.

Keysto Success

It is clear that Verde has benefited from remarkdéadership, which transformed a community
development and affordable housing program formekcatino immigrants into a highly
successful economic development model for theentmmunity around the theme of
environmental sustainability. What some have cdilled Verde model” is now studied by
organizers in other cities.

Verde itself is a hybrid of different organizatioasd alliances — a grant-funded nonprofit, three
mission-driven for-profit businesses, and a netwairgartnerships with multiple organizations
across sectors. Taking advantage of different azginnal forms is one of the keys to Verde’s
success. Notably, Verde plays a leadership rokeliroader coalition called Living Cully, guided
by a memorandum of understanding across four azgaans. Beside Verde, Living Cully
includes Hacienda CDC, NAYA, and Habitat for Humtgneach of which takes primary
responsibility for different initiatives within thegreement. Living Cully also works with the
Portland City government as the Living Cully Ecaiii. It is doubtful that Verde would be as
successful as it is had it not partnered succdgsiuth other organizations and developed a
presence at the municipal level. In short, orgaroral flexibility, successful outreach to non-
Latino residents without abandoning its base inLifigno community, coalition building, and
leadership in the face of challenges to overcomédPal city government’s historical neglect for
the interests of Cully residents were all keys &dé’s success.



Vulnerabilities and Unintended Consequences

Case study authors Enelow and Hesselgrave idehtiég vulnerabilities: (1) gentrification, (2)
reliance on public sector procurement, and (3) wesak in the private job market.

(1) Gentrification

Verde and its partner Hacienda are fully awaréefthreat of gentrification and have several
projects aimed to prevent it, including home weaga¢ion and energy-efficient affordable
housing rehabilitation. Cully borders the AlbertesfDistrict in Northeast Portland, which was
the most rapidly gentrifying zip code in the enticuntry in 2014, and Cully is clearly the next
target for rapid gentrification. In other wordsett is no guarantee that Verde and the larger
Living Cully Ecodistrict it helped create will prevstrong enough to avoid gentrification. If
gentrification is allowed to continue, most of theal residents that Verde and Living Cully
have organized and empowered will find themselveeg out of Cully and displaced to more
distant suburbs of Portland.

As gentrification in Portland accelerates, citygmams to ameliorate gentrification are woefully
underfunded and in disarray, and the state sufifens a lack of policy tools to combat it.

Oregon is one of two states in the country whosestitution explicitly prohibits local
governments from making use of inclusionary zonrirtge major policy tool for creating
affordable housing besides massive public fund#egde can hardly be blamed for the larger
economic forces driving gentrification in Portlamdyr the public policy failures in the field of
affordable housing development. However, theseefoloom large in Verde’s work, as its
community development projects are at risk of hgvituch of their “good work” undone by
gentrification. One of the ironies of this worktlgat the more successful are Verde’s projects in
building neighborhood amenities and attracting musérvices, the higher property values rise,
and thus the more attractive their neighborhooaimes to wealthier people and developers who
will “build to the money.” Verde is aware of alldbe dynamics, and works tirelessly to increase
access to affordable housing and stem residenadespent, but it is not clear how successful
they will ultimately be in these efforts.

(2) Public Procurement

Many of Verde’s successes have hinged on publicysemnent policies targeting disadvantaged
groups. It is hard to fault Verde for this, as noipél and regional procurement represents a
significant opportunity for its social enterprigesacquire a reliable source of revenue. However,
if government programs supporting energy consesmaind renewables are allowed to expire,
and if expanded tax breaks, subsidies, and utgityrms are not forthcoming, Verde’s social
enterprises and green community development syraibey be fatally undermined. Verde is
perfectly cognizant of all this, and actively suppeefforts at the state and national levels to
launch a “green New Deal”, while simultaneouslykseg to diversify its revenue stream by
networking with private developers, homeownersbaggions, and the like. Verde has
demonstrated throughout its history that it knotwrseleds both outside help from government
and philanthropy, and private business revenuarna\e; Cully cannot develop through self-
reliance alone.



(3) Private Sector Job Markets

Verde’s job strategy is to prepare workers for wiorkhe private sector: This is the primary goal
for their training programs and social enterpris@#) graduates who move onto the private
sector leaving openings for new employees. Theafgigector has proven slow to respond,
making the strategy difficult to implement in priaet Moreover, by focusing workers’ efforts on
eventual transitioning to external employers, Vamdirectly discourages the workers in its

social enterprises to take an interest in co-manggailiese businesses themselves. In any case, so
far Verde has only considered entrepreneurshipesgbloyment, or employment at an external
business as possibilities for its workers. Verdsg/mant to think about helping graduates start
their own worker-owned cooperatives if this carateemore jobs and better working conditions.

Replicability

As already mentioned, the “Verde model” has alreatthacted attention and is being studied by
others. There are similar neighborhoods in evewyigithe U.S. where this model could
presumably be replicated, and there is a greattde=sd learned from the “keys to success”
discussed above. While local conditions are alviaymortant, we see no reason that Verde’s
success could not be replicated by activists wgrkinlaunch community development
initiatives in many urban neighborhoods, with “suisability as an anti-poverty strategy” as their
mission. The primary pre-condition for this strateg work is a robust organizational
infrastructure in the community to begin with: Watlt the financially and organizationally
stable presences of Hacienda CDC and the othemd.i@ully organizations, the coalition-based
development strategy would probably not have worked

Transformative?

While Verde uses traditional for-profit businestesreate jobs and make revenue, this is only
one part of its overall institutional and organiaaal strategy. In all other regards the Verde
model goes far beyond BAU and is very “transformati Sustainability as an anti-poverty
strategy, heavy reliance on broad coalitions oy ekiferent community organizations, and
combining local self-help with aggressive lobbyofggovernment agencies, have empowered
disadvantaged populations in Cully in a number aysvthat are transformative. Verde has not
yet empowered participants sufficiently so they e full control of Verde projects and be
less reliant on leaders for management and degjgrew initiatives; currently there are no
resources dedicated for Verde workers to start thven social enterprises or co-ops. But the
current model certainly does not rule out such bgreents in the future.

ONLINE SHARING AND EXCHANGE PLATFORMS

Researcher Anders Fremstad looked at three ditferdme platforms for exchanging and
sharing goods: Craigslist, where used goods arghi@and sold; Couchsurfing, where
homeowners or renters allow travelers to stay @ir thomes for free; and NeighborGoods, where
living space and household tools and equipmenstaaieed without charge. From a traditional



neoclassical economics perspective, increasingwaiy exchanges is always welfare
enhancing, unless participants are ignorant of th&n utility functions, or exchanges damage
third parties (negative externalities). From aniemmental perspective, sharing used goods is a
response to the second of the three environmectahthandments” — Reduce, Reuse, Recycle.
From a future economy perspective, online “sharplgtforms are clearly the easiest initiative
of those we studied to increase in size, i.e. &sogl.” As a matter of fact, the key to a successful
platform is reaching a critical mass: The higher tthte of participation in a population, the
larger the benefits of participating (a classictivierk externality”). However, increasing

bilateral exchanges of goods and services is hséetst “transformative” departure from BAU
studied so far in this research program, althougimBtad discusses possible positive effects of
secondary markets on social relations.

I mpacts

Livelihoods: Online platforms for trading or sharing goodst thiaeady exist improve livelihoods
by increasing the number of exchanges, each oftwriesumably generates a certain amount of
what economists call consumer and seller “surplEgestad goes to great lengths to quantify
these welfare gains from exchange. He estimatésntt2913 exchanges on Craigslist may have
generated as much as a billion dollars of consysusrseller surplus; if couchsurfing is worth
$94 a night on average to guests (the nightlydestdy in a mid-range hotel), consumer surplus
from couchsurfing might be in the hundreds of raik of dollars; and if goods shared on
NeighborGoods are worth $15 to borrowers on aver2@ of those who use the platform may
enjoy annual benefits as high as $179 each.

It is difficult to quantify thenet welfare gains from these additional exchanges hadrgy
instances, since we don’t know the extent to winieltv exchanges replace old ones. For
example, if some couchsurfers previously stayadeatium priced hotels, the decrease in
consumer and seller surplus from lost hotel stagsisl be subtracted from the increased
consumer surplus generated by couchsurfing. Howewecannot calculate this increase, since
do not know how many couchsurfers would have staydubtels in comparison to those who
would have refrained from traveling. Further, thioulge price of a hotel stay places a plausible
lower bound on the consumer surplus for couchsgiriive do not know by how much the
benefits of couchsurfing exceed it. Online platferatso shift the patterns of gains from trade: In
the case of hotel stays, the sellers’ surplus &scro hotel owners, rather than homeowners or
renters. On distributional grounds, we might préfet such surplus accrue to owners of houses,
who are on average less wealthy than owners ofsh@e any Monopoly player can attest).

Equity: On balance, online sharing platforms seem to lagvesitive effect on equity for the
simple reason that lower income people are moedyito consume used goods than higher
income people (Center for a New American Dream 20Even though one must use the
internet to participate, and lower income peop&less likely to have internet access than higher
income people, Fremstad found that lower incomelecaave higher rates of participation, and
therefore capture a disproportionate share of #léave gains from online sharing and exchange
platforms. As social disparities in internet acogissinish, the beneficial effect of sharing and
exchange platforms on equity should become evele mr@nounced.



Empowerment and Social Relations: As noted above, in the neoclassical economic view
expanding opportunities for more people to paréitégn more bilateral voluntary exchanges
empowers people by giving them more control oveirtaconomic lives. However, this
treatment fails to consider whether expanding vialynbilateral exchanges disenfranchises
“third” parties who are affected, but are not pegtio the exchange. It also fails to consider
whether participants in the exchange process arallggnformed about consequences, or would
be equally affected by failure to reach an agree¢mershort, it fails to analyze important power
imbalances that may be present in exchange proegdur

Further, the organizational structure of the platf@ffects who is empowered. All three of the
online platforms studied by Fremstad are now peatrporations. Craigslist began as an email
list among friends in San Francisco, was incoratats a for-profit business in 1999, and in
2004 Ebay became a minority owner. By charging (&esgslist has been able to generate
significant revenues to improve its sites and edpgperations, although it does not appear that
Craigslist has taken advantage of its positiorhasibminant platform for local secondhand
goods to maximize profits. Couchsurfing was begaia aon-profit in 2004 and became a B-corp
in 2011, despite having no revenues from feesstiheen able to raise $22 million from
investors. NeighborGoods has lower participatiagagahan the other two platforms, earns no
revenues from fees, and so far has attracted t&pita neither investors nor foundations.

Environment: The impact of sharing platforms on the environmesimilar to the beneficial
effects of recycling. Both decrease what ecologégcainomists call environmentally destructive
“throughput” — natural resources used up when iodunew goods and services, and material
wastes released into the environment during theiyction or consumption. Fremstad reports
that Craigslist may have increased used car sal€slifornia by 7% between 1997 and 2007,
and diverted 5 million tons from California landiiin 2014 alone. Clearly the beneficial
environmental effects depend directly on the nundbéiems exchanged and the types of goods
enhanced through reuse. The fact that Craigslsbkan able to expand rapidly from San
Francisco to hundreds of lists in cities acrosdit in only a dozen years, to the point where
there are now roughly 1.5 postings for every Anaerjds responsible for its significant
beneficial effect on environmental throughput. €msurfing is much smaller than Craigslist,
and the environmental impact is more ambiguousth®@rone hand, couchsurfing makes more
efficient use of existing living space; Fremstapams that it may have eliminated the need to
build ten average-size new hotels. On the othed hathe extent that the program has increased
the rate of travel, the negative environmental iatpaf flying or driving must also be counted in
determining the net benefit. NeighborGoods is almsmaller program than either of the other
two, but if it expands, like Craigslist its net @mnmental impact is likely to be positive by
reducing throughput.

Keysto Success

Reaching a critical mass is the key to survivaldoline platforms of any kind, due to economies
of scale, positive “network” externalities, and lovarginal costs of adding users. Since the
magnitude of throughput reduction and increase®nsumer and seller surpluses are directly
proportional to the scale of activity, aggregatelihood and environmental benefits also hinge
on the platform’s scale. And as long as welfaregaire distributed disproportionately to lower



income people, the same is true for beneficialotsféom online platforms on equity.
Unfortunately, sharing platforms that transformiabrelations in beneficial ways — such as
encouraging gift exchanges rather than sales x@meles — face greater challenges than those
that simply expand economic exchange. If thesdrglhatatforms remain more vulnerable and
operate on a smaller scale, they will generate lentahaterial” welfare, environmental, and
equity benefits than exchange platforms.

Vulnerabilities and Unintended Consequences

Economic theory does not suggest that the privagocations that come to enjoy a monopoly
situation can be relied on to adequately servetitdic interest. This is a problem regarding
online platforms that will have to be addressesioahe point. What makes platforms easy to
“scale up” also makes it important to address thewrernance. Fremstad also points out how
online platforms displace older ways in which pedphd shared and exchanged used goods in
the past. We can call these unintended consequesrces can view this as what Joseph
Schumpeter called the “creative destruction” tret mechnologies inevitably unleash.

Replicability

Since a new technology makes online, peer-to-gesiregg and exchange platforms possible,
there is every reason to believe that people akiétadvantage of new possibilities until the
potential of the new technology is exhausted. is $kense, it is highly likely that online
platforms will be “replicated.” But as Fremstad muisi out, since there are large economies of
scale, it is probable that when replication finakhausts this new potential, we will end up with
a relatively small number of successful platforrhamy particular kind. These platforms may
carve out relatively stable niches while competigginst one another at the margins, as do
conventional corporations. This raises questionshadther regulation in the public interest, or
public ownership of platforms, may be beneficialaddition to subsidies for sharing platforms
that generate positive materaad social benefits but are unable to cover operaEenses.

Transformative?

Couchsurfing and NeighborGoods expand sharingigctwthout monetary compensation,
whereas Craigslist creates a new marketplace vhsfieg and selling used goods can take
place. This is not to say that there is no recippyaghen people couchsurf or use a neighbor’s
tool; this reciprocity, however, may be indirecs Bremstad explains, many Couchsurfing
guests are also hosts, and many who borrow toamts freighbors lend tools to neighbors as well.
But in the case of Craigslist there is an exphjait pro quo, whereas in the case of
Couchsurfing and NeighborGoods there is not. Tdis makes a difference in what kind of
social relations are being amplified. Clearly thisra difference between enhancing reciprocity,
where solidarity is the dominant motivation, andr@éasing commercial relations, where
personal gain is the dominant motivation, and iasieg the size of one’s gain necessarily comes
at the expense of another.

Fremstad also points out that the quantity andityuafl information shared in the case of the two
sharing platforms is considerably greater and nsorelucive to promoting friendships and



solidarity than the information available on thei@slist exchange platform. Whereas
Couchsurfing and NeighborGoods both arguably hearesformative effects on social relations
for their participants, it is stretching mattermslerably to argue that Craigslist goes much
beyond BAU in this regard.

THE LOCAL FOOD ECONOMY IN HARDWICK, VERMONT

Local food economies in the United States are edipgn As researcher Kathryn Olson recounts,
farmers markets in the US have increased fromthess 2,000 in 1994 to more than 8,000 in
2014. The local food movement is particularly sgramVermont, in particular surrounding
Hardwick, a small town of 3,000 on the edge ofréléeagriculture region. Over the past fifteen
years a handful of enterprising individuals haveked to revitalize a depressed area where jobs
in traditional dairy farming and granite quarryingve disappeared. Through supporting local
farms, food-related businesses, a producer andiomgrscooperative and a nonprofit, they have
developed a local food economy to keep land incafitiral use and provide better livelihoods

for community residents.

I mpacts

Livelihoods: Olson was able to compare trends in unemployraedtincome since 2000 in
Hardwick to the nearby town of Glover where no surgfuture agricultural activity took place,
as well as to averages for the state of Vermoatwabole. Her data suggested that the growth of
future agriculture in Hardwick had affected bothpdmyment and income significantly and
positively — specifically, an 18% increase in méansehold income since 2000, against the
backdrop of statewide income decline. Olson coliB&new jobs created directly by identifiable
farm and farm-related businesses and nonprofitses2000. But since establishing a cluster of
successful businesses of any kind in a small towimvake it compare favorably to other towns,
this evidence begs the question of whether a sidédaelopmental push in a different sector
would have had a comparable impact.

Equity: Hardwick did not compare favorably to Glover arefmont as a whole with regard to
the percentage living below the poverty line arelgbrcentage relying on SNAP, the
supplemental nutrition assistance program. Betv28&® and 2012 there were mild
improvements in Vermont in both these regards)dag improvement in Hardwick than
elsewhere. It is likely, however, that poor residen Hardwick do have better access to healthy
food than elsewhere. The Hardwick Food Pantry sxastthis purpose; other communities with
less vibrant agriculture sectors may not provigesame access to a nutritious diet. Likewise,
the Center for an Agricultural Economy coordindtesl schools’ purchases of seconds
(blemished produce) from local farms. Though themot enough data to prove it conclusively,
this coordinated institutional procurement probahtreases the access of low-income people to
healthy foods.

Empowerment and Social Relations: The core businesses in Hardwick, High Mowing @iga

Seeds, Pete’s Greens, Jasper Hill Farm, and Ver8mntare all privately owned. Olson
describes a high degree of coordination and cotiparaather than competition among these
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businesses. There are also over 200 farms and keadss- of different sizes, growing different
crops, with different philosophies — which selldoal restaurants, at farmer markets, and at
roadside stands. These are also mostly privateésses, with the exception of Buffalo
Mountain Cooperative which sells directly to consusthrough CSAs. Finally, there is the
nonprofit Center for an Agricultural Economy, whigtovides access to food processing
equipment to small-scale local businesses throisgiiermont Food Venture Center.

Olson presents evidence that residents have achiewee control over their economic lives and
built more cooperative relations. Empowerment hasarily been the result of enlightened
business practices such as: collaborative buspiasging and open-book management by core
businesses, significant training provided for gmagvhew crops, increased access to food
processing equipment, and old-fashioned “neighBatipport among farmers. Food businesses
also work with local producer cooperatives for @eliang and distribution. All of these practices
make entrepreneurship and business decision-makimg accessible to farmers and food
business employees. But none of these activitesliaected primarily towards the most
disadvantaged people, those without sufficient dreducation or assets to participate in the
food system to begin with. So while there is cle@dence of a buildup of “social capital” in
Hardwick, and its positive impact on productivityis not clear that greater empowerment has
reached down to the most disadvantaged.

Environment: A great deal of research supports the conclugianthe kind of future Ag
economy developed in Hardwick is much more proteabif the environment in a number of
ways. So there is no need to review that liteeahare. However Olson does point out that
contrary to popular opinion, greenhouse gas emisdi@m agriculture are affected more by
how production is carried out than by how many mifteod is transported. This is relevant
because while the Hardwick future Ag “model” isses building docal food economy, Olson
argues that its success may well rely on a sigammti@mount of exporting outside the region, as
discussed below. If the beneficial environmentédas of keeping food local have been
exaggerated, there is every reason to believahbadtardwick “model” is of great benefit to the
environment even though exports are importantpag &s Hardwickians continue to employ
“best practices” in growing and processing food.

Keysto Success

The most surprising key to the success of the HgidWocal” food economy model that Olson
identifies is that important parts of it are natdbat all. Olson argues that significant expofts o
agricultural products by its core future Ag bussessoutside the area, including outside
Vermont, may be integral to the model’s success. ditcess of the Hardwick food economy
has involved increasing concentration on high-vatieeirmet artisanal foods for export to major
metropolitan areas. Sales from these exports by lmasinesses are major contributors to their
revenues, enabling them to hire more people andetgr salaries than would otherwise be
possible. In short, Olson argues that the Hardwicklel challenges the ideal of many
environmentalists that the future agricultural emmog should be predominantly local. Instead
she suggests that excessive emphasis on localiegotes local spillover effects from outside
sales which may prove integral to a successfukfoamation.
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Olson cites the high levels of collaboration andpration, and dedication to a mission
statement that unifies the community around shgoads, as additional vital keys to success.
Analogous to Verde’s role in Cully, there is a mmofit in Hardwick, the Center for an
Agricultural Economy, which orchestrates collabmmatamong food processing businesses and
hundreds of small growers. Olson also argues theduse the Hardwick development model has
made agriculture in the area much more diversitieshkes the economy less vulnerable to
negative shocks and more resilient. Finally, shatp@ut that Hardwick has benefited from
supportive legislation, especially at the stateléiarm to Plate, Working Lands Initiative), but
at the federal level as well (REAP Zone).

Vulnerabilities and Unintended Consequences

Olson cites two major vulnerabilities of the Hardkwimodel. First, local food activists express
concerns that the loss of two or three of the k@gfbusinesses in Hardwick could cripple the
local economy. More generally, if farm policy cantes to favor corporate-led Big Ag over
community-led future Ag as it does presently, il wiove very hard for future Ag initiatives to
flourish and expand. (This is discussed at grdateyth in the section below on lessons learned.)
Second, as Olson points out, a small group of iigdbe companies thrive on revenues from
exporting relatively expensive products. One umdesl and unfortunate consequence of this
tendency is that it reduces the proportion of biémef local food that may “trickle down” to the
disadvantaged in Hardwick, as either employees@i tonsumers. Despite the activities of the
food pantry and nonprofit working to supply thedbschools and hospitals with healthy food, it
is clear that many households in Hardwick remaodfmsecure; the local food economy has not
reached them.

Replicability

Olson cites many reasons to believe the Hardwicd@l’ could be replicated in rural
communities across the US: a base of local fargrs;udture-supporting institutions, and
successful local businesses are all that is neéttagdever, widespread success of local food
clusters may hinge on changesational agricultural policy to support agriculture with [toge
environmental and social externalities insteadhefgresent emphasis on large-scale, chemical-
intensive monoculture. The fact that Hardwick hasalas well as it has with limited policy
support demonstrates this potengdbrtiori. But achieving the necessary changes in agri@alltur
policy to enable future community Ag to triumph o&g Ag at the national or even regional
level is hardly a local organizing project. Thebamges must be won in the larger political
arena, and victory is by no means guaranteed, ritenteow compelling the logic for a new
agricultural policy may be. Further, the Hardwickadel relies on a base of urban, high income
consumers to purchase the high-value gourmet fapdreed from the region. There are inherent
limits to the size of the gourmet food market tbatstrain the replicability of this model.

Transformative?

12



How different is Hardwick than Glover? It seemsaclthat in some ways Hardwick has
undergone a significant transformation. Hardwick t®wn with a surrounding area that is on the
way up, where people feel energized and hopefalwibrd “renaissance” is often used to
describe Hardwick. Though Olson’s paper does nalyae current conditions in Glover, one
suspects that Glover is not enjoying such a reaacss The transformation in what is being
grown and how it is being grown is probably everrensignificant. Like Verde, where the
strategy is to fight povertihrough sustainable development, the mission in Hardwsdoi
improve people’s livelihoodsrough sustainable agriculture — and that is certainly
“transformative.” However, also like Verde, mosttlé individual organizations and institutions
in Hardwick are not all that unusual. Instead, whatifferent is the combination of a mixture of
organizational forms each suited to carrying offedent tasks, a new vision of what it is all
about, and a great deal of successful collaboratioordination, mutual support, and local
planning.

COMMUNITY SUPPORTED AGRICULTURE IN THE
PIONEER VALLEY OF MASSACHUSETTS

Inspired by community supported agriculture in @estand and Germany, one of the first
documented cases of community supported agricultuitee US was in the Pioneer Valley of
Massachusetts in 1986. So studying the CSA phenomidnere is appropriate. At first glance it
appears that CSA makes food consumers effectivemwof the farms that grow their food by
having them pre-pay for a share of the crop. Buflask Paul explains, in practice CSA is
actually a less dramatic and more subtle instihaidoransformation. Its major effects are to
change who finances farming activity (consumer,faoher or bank), to shift the risk of crop
failure (from farmer to consumer), to eliminate theldle man between farmer and consumer
(since the produce goes directly from farmer toscmner), and to dramatically reduce barriers to
entry to farming for those with little capital (s farmers no longer need capital for seed,
fertilizer, etc. and their own consumption befoagvest). CSAs also tend to be diversified
farming systems (DFS), in sharp contrast to indgaisfeirms that tend to be monoculture
operations. CSA represents, for many, a more atithexpression of the values that gave rise to
the organic farming movement in the 1960s and Wwagh were subsequently co-opted by
large-scale, industrial agriculture.

I mpacts

Livelihoods earned by CSA farmers exceed averages for comvettiarmers, but are rarely
enough to provide a living wage by contemporarpdsads. Paul summarizes as follows:
“(CSA) farms generally failed to provide adequateome to farmers and workers... [but] when
CSA farmers are compared to USDA averages, theyiged superior income and employment,
(though) still far from a living wage.” His own erviews of 16 CSA farmers in the Pioneer
Valley confirmed other studies reporting that noormtary benefits from the “CSA lifestyle”
were highly valued. One reason the advisory conemigtixpanded from traditional monetary
measures of economic wellbeing to a broader cormepf “livelihood” was precisely to take
this kind of benefit into account. But non-monetdifgstyle” benefits can only compensate for
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so much loss of income, and there is little dobht tow incomes for farmers are a significant
obstacle to CSA expansion.

Because CSA farming is quite labor intensive there doubt that it provides more jobs than
corporate Big Ag farming not only per acre but gellar of agricultural output as well. And
because it attracts younger people, CSA is algusteladdress the aging of US farmers. But
since less than 1% of the workforce in the US amgér gets its primary income from
agricultural activities there is no way CSA cansahtially reduce overall unemployment
nationally.

Equity: Despite often failing to provide a living wageS& agriculture reduces inequality in
several ways. By reducing capital barriers to ertaylows people who otherwise would not
have been able to farm at all to do so. Of coucse this affects income inequality depends on
what these CSA farmers would have done otherwigskey would have earned less elsewhere,
reducing barriers to farming reduces inequalitywideer, if they would have earned a living
wage or better elsewhere, employment in sub-liviage CSA agriculture increases income
inequality.

Some CSAs have attempted to increase access tddd8A4or the poor by selling memberships
on a sliding scale based on income. However thegms to be precious little margin to play
with, since there is a limit to how much higherange shareholders are willing to pay for food
that tends to be costly already, and the CSA “fpiet of pricing shares to include paying
farmers a living hourly wage proves increasingiiclilt to translate into practice. As Paul
reports, many CSA farmers admit the food they ao&vng is not affordable to poor
households.

Paul also reports that women are far more likelggoome active in CSA agriculture than they
are in other forms of agriculture. Reducing genddyalances in agricultural employment is a
worthy accomplishment, although winning access aerdominated occupations does not
necessarily reduce gender wage gaps within thasgpations (Blau and Kahn 2006) . Given

how difficult it seems to be for CSAs to pay thi@rmers living wages, it is doubtful that
employment in CSA agriculture will raise women’sgea relative to men’s in agriculture as a
whole. Paul notes that while women participatevatyiin CSA farms, the leadership of these
farms still tends to be overwhelmingly male. FigaPaul reports on an active debate going on in
the CSA movement about apprenticeships, which wegenally regarded as beneficial training
programs, but some now worry may have inadvertdatiyed into a mechanism for exploitation.

Empowerment and Social Relations: While simply referred to as a better CSA “lifdsty no

doubt this translates into significant improvementempowerment and social relations. Clearly
CSAs empower growers to make decisions about wegtgroduce and how they produce it,
and consumers to make informed and healthy footteboPaul recounts examples where CSA
consumers rush to aid CSA farmers in emergenamscamments on how often consumers do
not drop out of a CSA after a disappointing harvdstreéby demonstrating solidarity with the
farmers. You-pick gardens also increase persomabcbbetween CSA growers and consumers,
as do the occasional meet-your-farmer events athetigags.
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Environment: There is every reason to believe that CSA agducelis far better for the
environment than corporate Big Ag: it tends to giaps in a rotational polyculture that
preserves the topsoil, and generally uses famplesscides and chemical fertilizers than its
conventional counterpart. It is quite possible tBSA is better than certified organic because
consumer monitoring is more active; many CSA fasyaclare themselves to be beyond
organic and cite their use of agro-ecological fagriechniques to defend the claim. The
environmental benefits of the diversified farmirygtems the majority of CSA farmers use are
well known and well documented (Kremen 2012).

Keysto Success

The lure of a productive life, in a wholesome eamment, growing healthy food in
environmentally sustainable ways, for consumersoomees to know personally is clearly the
driving force behind CSA farmers. If BAU economammtinues to fail to provide opportunities
for more and more young people to find meaninghd &ulfilling lives in the “old” economy,
there is every reason to believe there will be nvating CSA farmers.

Being able to know for sure that one’s food is tigaand grown in sustainable ways is clearly
the driving force behind CSA consumers. As long@porate Big Ag, national supermarket
chains, inadequate or misleading government lagpedind regulation subservient to corporate
interests erode people’s confidence in the nutriind ecology of their food, there is every
reason to believe there will be more willing CSAsomers. The key issue is clearly whether
CSAs will find ways to pay farmers a living wageaddition to CSA non-monetary “lifestyle”
benefits, as well as overcoming “vulnerabilitiesfjarding access to land and crop failure
insurance.

Vulnerabilities and Unintended Consequences

While CSAs shift part of the burden of risk of criggure from farmers to consumers, it would
be a mistake to assume that CSA farmers are futiepted from risk. Attrition is a constant
threat to CSAs: as Paul reports, CSA consumers dft@p out in response to the unpleasant
experience of having borne the risk of a poor d¢rofle previous year, negatively impacting the
farmer the following year. In this light, the faikiof government crop insurance programs to
reduce risks in CSA agriculture is a serious obstacCSA expansion. Paul reports that there
are currently no viable crop insurance programsHertype of farmer that offers CSA because
while crop insurance targets individual crops egéascale, CSA farming grows multiple crops at
small scale. Working to make the Whole Farm Revdisk Management program initiated in
2014 more helpful to CSA farmers is clearly impotta

Similarly, while CSAs do reduce barriers to entripifarming somewhat since farmers receive
payment for their crop in advance, it would be atake to assume serious barriers do not
remain. CSA farmers list land tenure problems agt land prices in areas close to consumers
high on their list of problems.

However, while organizing a CSA can be achieved Iigw energetic individuals locally,
reforming federal crop insurance and solving lasd problems in areas bordering large
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populations can only be achieved through succepsiitlcal activism and legislation at the
regional and national levels. Failure to achievitipal reforms at the regional and national

levels is more likely to hamper CSA growth tharavslown of new CSA startups. Finally, at

the end of his section on “replicability” Paul prdes a useful list of nine concerns expressed by
CSA farmers. Beside “vulnerabilities” already dissed above, many of these nine problems are
common to all who farm on a small scale.

An unintended consequence of reforming federal oreprance programs is that it will reduce
the relative risk advantages of CSA agriculture parad to other forms of community future
agriculture, precisely because CSA entails shasgdoetween farmers and consumers.
However, crop insurance reform would mean risk eédas for all forms of community future
Ag, including CSAs. The difference would be that @5As, better federal insurance would
decrease the risk for farmers and consumers jointly

Replicability

CSAs are highly replicable provided that land ussbfgms are resolved sensibly, agricultural
policy is reformed to favor practices with positieevironmental and social externalities, and
living wages in agriculture become the norm. Thasgditions are stringent but attainable: as
Paul notes, the number of CSAs has grown fromgust 1,000 in 1999 to 6,200 in 2014. As
noted above, the more BAU economics strugglesttbager the stimulus for new CSA startups
will be. It is not clear where the limit of demafodt CSA produce, or the supply of available
land and willing farmers to start CSAs, will betsthimit will depend on numerous factors
including the land use policies and wage issuegiomed above. In the years to come, CSAs
will probably continue to grow in crop categoriegls as fruits and vegetables, poultry and eggs,
and possibly beef, where diversified farming systémprove the quality of the produce while
reducing environmental impacts. In staple crops @sccorn, wheat, and soybeans, where
economies of scale are significant and prices ang bow, it is unlikely CSAs will make a
significant impact.

Transformative?

There is little doubt that CSAs are among the nradividually and socially “transformative” of
various kinds of future economy initiatives, foasens outlined above describing their impacts
on empowerment and social relations. CSAs bringttogy farmers and consumers, grow food
substantially more ecologically than conventiorgri@ulture, spread the burden of risk between
farmers and consumers, and increase the nutritopradity of food available. If the living wage
problem is solved these institutions are capabldafing a foundational role in a transformed
food system.

A NEIGHBORHOOD ENERGY UTILITY,
VANCOUVER, BRITISH COLOMBIA
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It is unlikely that a low carbon energy utility widube heating space and water in commercial
and residential buildings in a redeveloped indaktreighborhood in Vancouver BC today if it
were not for a unique event unlikely to be “replez elsewhere. If the city government had not
faced the problem of quickly providing a statelw# airt source of energy for the Athletes’
Village for the 2010 Winter Olympic Games, this sekable low-carbon district energy utility,
the New Energy Utility (NEU) would probably not ekiYet replicating this future economy
initiative may be easier than replicating any @& tithers we studied. It is hard to imagine why
the 6000 district energy systems currently usirsgifduels in the US — two thirds of which serve
hospitals and universities — would not want to expkhe possibility of converting to sewage
heat recovery and biomass fuels instead. Indeedity of Vancouver, and several adjacent
municipalities already have plans in place to blold carbon NEUs in more neighborhoods.

I mpacts

Livelihoods: As Mark Lee explains, a single NEU provides oalfew permanent jobs and no
more temporary jobs than any infrastructure corsityn project of similar size. On the other
hand, a successful response to climate changeegilire convertingnost utilities from fossil to
non-fossil fuels over the next two decades. Sintggeen new deal” is the only solution for
overcoming high rates of unemployment plaguing aded economies in the foreseeable future,
building NEUs could be a big part of solving oueumrployment problems. Moreover, large
infrastructure construction jobs tend to be highipg. An additional economic benefit would be
more stable, and eventually lower rates for custeme

Equity: There are few equity issues raised by NEUs. latesthat in Vancouver there is
concern that the False Creek NEU has mainly bestefievelopers and wealthy buyers of high
priced condominiums that have gone up in the nadidnd served by the NEU. While this is
regrettable — and Lee reports that there is noelatéd effort in Vancouver to use inclusionary
zoning to reach the goal of making 20% of new uaitsrdable — it has nothing to do with
NEUsper se, and everything to do with housing policy.

Empowerment and Social Relations: The NEU’s empowerment impact is negligible, thiotige
planning process did involve the local neighborhasslociation. As Lee remarks, “there were no
explicit social objectives built into the origindEU plan.” Moreover, the initiative came entirely
from within the city government -- in fact from engers in the city planning department tasked
with solving the problem of providing energy foet®lympic Athletes’ Village! In other words,
this is not like the other case studies whereatite came from citizen activists or enterprising
individuals pressing for ways to empower themseéaras others, or establish new kinds of social
relations along with whatever other goals they migdve. This is an example of what Gar
Alperovitz calls “enterprising municipal governmeéntalthough it does not seem like this
government was self-consciously trying to be innivesat all. While all of the major planning
was done by the city government, city planners,@ametgy consultants they hired, the False
Creek Neighborhood Association was eventually chedwegarding choice of neighborhood
amenities, and the neighborhood association asgegdla role in rejecting the biomass option
for fear of higher levels of local pollutants itght bring.
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Environment: The impact on the environment is straightforw#tiG emissions were reduced
substantially. Reductions varied between 44% afd @Ver the first two years of operation, and
would have been higher if the backup to sewer tezatvery chosen had been biomass instead of
natural gas.

Keysto Success

Although the False Creek NEU had little to do witik kind of grassroots activism responsible
for many future economy initiatives, that does metan there were not keys to its success. Lee
emphasizes one in particular: The city amendeowts charter to allow it to impose mandatory
connection to buildings in the NEU district. Inapidly expanding redevelopment district — on
its way from an original 1.2 million square feettofal redeveloped residential, retail, office, and
commercial space to an eventual 7.4 million sqéege— mandatory connection to the NEU is
set to make a significant impact in the years tm&oLee makes a compelling case that in
neighborhoods with many different building owneSWs become much more financially risky
and therefore difficult to pull off absent mandgtoonnection. Lee also cites Vancouver's early
and continuing leadership on climate change isaoemg cities globally, a federal government
grant of $10 million, a $5 million loan from thed&ration of Canadian Municipalities, a $30 per
metric ton tax on carbon emissions in British Cdbism and a provincial carbon neutral
government initiativall as clearly helpful.

Vulnerabilities and Unintended Consequences

Lee provides an extensive analysis of rate strastand financials, explaining how and why the
False Creek facility is already on a sound finarnfciating. In the long-run low-carbon NEUs
should have no trouble being cost competitive. Harebecause NEUs require significant
upfront capital expenditures, financing must beedatith care, and obviously low-carbon energy
will always be vulnerable to fluctuations in price&flscompeting energy sources such as natural
gas.

Replicability

The False Creek NEU is owned entirely by the cityancouver, managed by the city’s
department of engineering, and subject to city cowversight. While there are significant
advantages to public ownership of municipal uéhtiLee explains that the choice to go public in
the case of False Creek was not driven by a cdowmithat public was always preferable to
private ownership. Because the provincial utilitesnmission would have had to review and
approve an application from a private developed, lagcause this would have taken too much
time to have the facility operational in time fbet2010 Winter Olympics, municipal ownership
was the only viable option. However, Lee emphasilzasprivately owned NEUs are an option,
as are community owned NEUs. As a matter of facgxplains that converting the False Creek
NEU to private or community ownership at some paoirthe future could easily be done. This is
relevant to whether or not the False Creek NE@dicable in other cities where municipal
ownership may be difficult for a host of reasonsels point is that municipal ownership is not
necessary, and in fact, in the case of False Gwasknot chosen for what we might call
“ideological” reasons, and still might be changed.
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Lee does emphasize that wherever there are maieyettit building owners mandatory
connection may be necessary for low carbon NEUeteiable. He also emphasizes that a
government program creating “green bonds” to makaey available to finance high upfront
capital costs would make NEUs much easier to raf@dicAnd of course the best way to induce
cities to adopt low carbon NEUSs is to put a prioecarbon emissions through either a tax (as BC
has done), or a cap and trade program (as Cabkif¢res done, and Oregon and Washington
states are considering) — and then commit to miia price on carbon over time.

Lee also describes in considerable detail similajegpts in the works in other Vancouver
neighborhoods, as well as projects underway inbyemunicipalities that speak to NEUS’
“replicability.” In sum, he makes a strong case tha prospects for replicating what he calls the
“low carbon, district energy model 2.0” are verpmising. But whether or not an NEU is
municipally owned, privately owned, or communityrwed, it seems clear that unless municipal
governments become more “enterprising,” it is ugliyito happen.

Transformative?

The NEU could be transformative, if it were widegplicatedIf widely replicated, low carbon
NEUSs could make our energy system far more enviemally sustainable than it is todaf

widely replicated they could also make a substhotiatribution toward “transforming” stagnant
labor markets and putting many people back to vabidood paying jobs. In the case of False
Creek it does not appear that social or powerioglatwere greatly affected. Presumably
campaigns focommunity owned low carbon NEUs would be more transformatBug who's to

say that if US municipal governments overcame tleg¢irargy and simply became as enterprising
as one Canadian city, this would not be shockitighnsformative” in and of itself?

GREATER UNIVERSITY CIRCLE INITIATIVE,
CLEVELAND, OHIO

The Greater University Circle Initiative, GUCI,tise most widely known “green” urban anti-
poverty initiative in the US. It is also known ateading example of the “multi anchor
institution” community development model, in whietultiple large, local institutions, such as
universities and hospitals, commit to purchasingessary goods, and hiring necessary labor,
from the communities surrounding their facilitiégchor institutions have the key property of
being rooted in the cities or towns where theytexislike corporations or individual
households, a major university or hospital is ialy to pull stakes and move to another state
where taxes and labor costs are lower, or incomégeofits are higher. Anchor institutions thus
stand as potentially vital resources in the redgwelent of struggling urban areas. The GUCI, as
the largest and most extensive multi-anchor reagreént initiative, is perhaps the most
important case study in the United States todax#mmine this model.

I mpacts
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Livelihoods: A GUCI slogan -- “Hire local, buy local, live lat' -- speaks to how GUCI expects
to improve the livelihoods of those who live in finee poverty stricken neighborhoods
surrounding Case Western Reserve University (CWRM)versity Hospital (UH), and the
Cleveland Clinic (CC) in Cleveland’s inner city.\Roty rates in these neighborhoods range
from 30% to a shocking 70% in the Central neighboth

In terms of job creation, Poznék. al. report that due to GUCI, these anchor institutioage
dramatically increased hiring from GUCI neighbortisoln 2013 alone UH and CC hired 500
people from GUCI neighborhoods. As of 2014, alethanchors have established formal hiring
programs with ambitious goals for local hires. Betw 2011 and 2014 NewBridge trained 108
adults, 62 of whom graduated, 68% of whom accejiedffers. Towards Employment is also
training GUCI residents for jobs at UH. Primarilgdause the anchor institutions are very large
employers, GUCI has been able to find jobs foigaificant number of low income area
residents, with wages and benefits in most cagesr®w to what they would have received
elsewhere. Moreover, by encouraging these largeanastitutions to buy local they have
contributed to employment in other businesses ilCGheighborhoods.

Worker cooperatives have also played an importetin the GUCI. There are three Evergreen
Cooperatives — Evergreen Cooperative Laundries;gé@en Energy Solutions, and Green City
Growers. Of the 81 new low skilled hires in theseperatives, 17 came from GUCI
neighborhoods and 15 live within two miles of GUt@ighborhoods. Finally, in terms of small
business creation, the city’s Economic Communityé@&oment Institute has helped create three
new businesses in the GUCI area -- a restauramatféa and a composting company -- who have
hired a small number of GUCI residents, and alsadaed a training culinary training program
that has helped 75 people find jobs with new spetu

In the realm of housing, programs help local rasisienaintain and buy homes in GUCI
neighborhoods, including a program that gives egg#s at anchor institutions zero interest
forgivable loans to buy homes in GUCI neighborhoaklief which have large numbers of
abandoned properties.

Equity: All of the above programs and business — worlddraining, worker cooperatives, small
businesses, and affordable housing - add up tgréfisant contribution toward bettering the
economic conditions of very low income people dbcin some of Cleveland’s most destitute
neighborhoods.

Empowerment and Social Relations: GUCI includes three large anchor institutions, RW UH,
and CC, two large philanthropic organizations, €laad Foundation and Living Cities

Initiative, and dozens of community organizatioreking with residents in the five low income
neighborhoods. The research team was able to tdé¢a allowing them to analyze
relationships within GUCI using a “social networmkadysis” methodology. Their key finding

was that over time, the degree of connectednetteafommunity organizations increased, and
became more equal with that of the philanthropgaaizations and anchor institutions. They
took this as a sign that the communities were b&ogimetter connected, and more empowered,
over time. While the Cleveland Foundation, the pbijanthropic organization funding a large
amount of the work, remained the best connecteat acthe network, community organizations
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such as Neighborhood Progress and Midtown Clevelsard able to increase their connections
to other actors in the network dramatically over study period.

The Evergreen Cooperatives provide another exaof@enpowerment. With the help of
facilitators from the Democracy Collaborative anki@Employee Ownership Center, all three
Evergreen cooperatives developed cooperative basimedels designed to empower workers
and transform traditional social relations. Unfodtely, our research team was not able to gather
data shedding light on those experiments. Howewdike Verde which has not to this point
added cooperatives to its overall developmentegsatit is worth noting that employee

ownership and management has been part of the |@hevmitiative from early on.

GUCI has both a leadership team and managemen} teaioch has three subcommittees, one for
each goal — hire local, buy local, and live lodddree different social network analyses were
done: One tracing relationships between individsalying on the leadership and management
teams and various GUCI organizations; one tradeglow of funds from donor organizations

to recipient organizations; and one studying thelmer of employees of GUCI actors who serve
on the boards of other GUCI actors. Together theetlsocial network analyses provide an in
depth picture of power relationships among actoi complex social initiative. Quoting from

the case study authors’ conclusion:

Despite being a multi-anchor model, the GUCI isvilgaeliant on one central player [the
Cleveland Foundation] for funds, expertise, analg#ity to bring different organizations
together on the same platform, to meet a commoaofggials. On one hand, it makes way
for empowerment and social change as it brings conmiynorganizations in close
connection with the anchors, foundations and firenestitutions. It builds connections
between stakeholders who work directly with GUGdests and the powerful institutions
that hold sway in Cleveland. On the other handegtiestill a pattern of hierarchy in which
community organizations are only on managementnabn leadership committees and
have a lower degree centrality of connectedness/erage. Between 2012 and 2013 the
EIMC [GUCI management team] was expanded to inereggresentation of community
organizations. However, there is still no represeon from Evergreen. Representatives
from Cuyahoga County also have a lower level oheatedness than anchors, the
Cleveland Foundation and some of the larger pugator organizations.

Environment: The three Evergreen Cooperatives were designecat the needs of GUCI

anchor institutions in an environmentally consdmug way. Evergreen Laundry is a LEED
certified commercial laundry facility using greechnology to reduce water and energy use with
contracts with nearby hotels, elder care faciljttee Veterans Hospital, and UH. Green City
Growers is a 3.25 acre urban greenhouse growitfig ¢gaens for restaurants and food service
companies. Collected rainwater and melted snowised to grow fancy leafy vegetables year
round using hydroponic techniques for sale at alltarmers market as well as each of the
anchors. Evergreen Energy Solutions has instatizd panels on the rooftops of all three
anchors, as well as provided solar installatiomsafone MW solar array for the Medical Center
Company.
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A “greening initiative” at one anchor institutiodH, led to lighting and water retrofits to reduce
consumption, solar panel installations, creativeteaisposal including composting and
recycling, and storm water management. GUCI haslalsbied successfully for improvements
in public transit and new parks serving the ardave-RTA station upgrades, and the Lucia
Greens Pathway Park.

Keysto Success

It would be a great surprise if enthusiastic pgréiton of anchor institutions were not one key to
the success of the poster child “anchor institudommunity development model.” And it is
clear that without its three anchor institutions @QUEvergreen would not have been able to
provide many new jobs, or accomplish as much laastin other areas.

However, it is noteworthy that major financial soppfor GUCI projects and the Evergreen
cooperatives did not come from its anchor insttosi, but rather from philanthropic
organizations — the Cleveland Foundation in padicwhich has provided over 20% of funding
for GUCI/Evergreen programs. It is hard to imagsigCl/Evergreen without the Cleveland
Foundation. And unfortunately, not every large Aitean city is fortunate enough to have a
philanthropic organization with $1.8 billion in @&s devoted entirely to its improvement.

Although the city and county governments were mwh@ movers, they were friendly toward
GUCI and cooperated in a number of ways noted Ibyesearchers. For instance, the Regional
Transit Authority, which governs mass transit ir¥land, has been involved in improving
transit access in the GUCI area.

Vulnerabilities and Unintended Consequences

Involving large, powerful organizations with accéssubstantial resources in social change
initiatives can greatly increase impacts on malteuécomes. However, when such organizations
partner with small community organizations who expected to serve as the channel through
which poor residents exercise influence over outegncreasing democratic decision making
and empowering traditionally disenfranchised peagle become difficult to achieve. The point
IS not to give up in cases where it is very diffico maximize material and social impacts
simultaneously. Nonetheless, it is important t@are of tradeoffs when they are present, as
they clearly are in the case of GUCI.

It is also worth noting that initiatives like GUEhand Verde - with a heavy emphasis on “hire
local” predictably run into conflicts with the pete employers or government agencies they
pressure. Our researchers reported conflicts WwdiCGanchor institution human resource
departments which have their own guidelines, armaledo the way Verde and its partners (see
above) run into frequent difficulties with hiringiiglelines for various city, county, and state
agency programs. There can be legal obstacleslas we

While our team was not able to study Evergreendiginly, what little they did report about the
Evergreen experience suggests that extreme posedteducation deficits can amplify
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difficulties that prevent employee ownership anidisenagement from working effectively —
which would not be surprising.

Replicability

Before discussing if GUCI/Evergreen can be repéidan other cities, it is worth noting that
GUCI itself was conceived, founded, and implememitetiarge scale” compared to other
neighborhood initiatives, such as Verde, for exampurchasing, hiring, training, and
producing goods for the anchors at scale is the&&UCI's impact on livelihoods and the
environment. Also, the special role played by thev€land Foundation, and its unique
characteristics, was discussed above.

However, as the authors of the GUCI case study, tloeee are already “anchor based models” in
other US cities with problems similar to ClevelaMbst of them are initiatives associated with
old medical or educational anchors — the “medseatsi - attempting to reinvent their identity as
positive leaders in the indigent communities thewind themselves surrounded by: University
of Pennsylvania in Philadelphia, Harvard UnivergmAllston (Boston), Henry Ford Hospital in
Detroit, and the Metro Clinic in Rochester, MinnesdUCI differs from these and other anchor
based initiatives in being multi-anchor, which pn@sibly can be advantageous in three ways.
First, having more anchors can bring more resouandsherefore have greater material impact
on the livelihoods of community residents. Secandltiple anchors disperses anchor power,
and can accelerate growing community power asuwtrdsird, multiple anchors makes the
system more resilient; if a single anchor dropsafuhe initiative or reduces purchasing due to a
funding crisis, for example, the initiative will sive due to the presence of the other anchors.

Transformative?

The mixed effects on power and social relationglesd above might be thought of as a “long
march.” While the anchors remain the primary sowfcemployment opportunities and
purchasing power that some GUCI programs rely nd,the Cleveland Foundation still pulls
many strings, the results of the network analysggsest that influence is slowly spreading to
community organizations and residents. GUCI has alevided crucial support for various
community art and storytelling projects, commumitgpping and “barn-raising” activities --
where neighbors help one another with home repa@iswell as organizations like
Neighborhood Voice, Neighbor Up, and Community Gaetions — which organizes around
relationships rather than single issues. In susrgtis little doubt that GUCI/Evergreen has
provided residents of some of the most downtroddehdestitute urban neighborhoods in the
United States with a role model other than “victim.

GENERAL LESSONSFROM ALL CASE STUDIES
Among our six case studies, two were studies atubute economy agriculture, two were
studies of place-based, community economic devedopin poor urban areas, and two

concerned projects taking advantage of a new tdéogyolt is helpful to begin by considering
each area separately.
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Future Economy Agriculture

Future economy initiatives are probably most visilol agriculture, where a social movement to
oppose corporate Big Ag and create concrete atieesato industrial agriculture has begun in
earnest. This movement has grown dramaticallyenthited States over the last two decades,
and the successes of the Hardwick model and thes@$the Pioneer Valley are testaments to
this robust growth. But the movement will contirtadace an uphill battle until government
policy is changed to create a level playing fieddvizen the subsidized, chemically intensive
industrial model of agriculture, and the unsub®dialternative models that include CSAs, local
food clusters, and farmers’ markets. If future exog agricultural initiatives are to survive and
expand work at the national level to change UScagtiral policy may prove necessary.

U.S. government subsidies for large, chemicallgnstve monoculture farms constrains the
expansion of CSAs and local food clusters intoargiwhere they are not already popular. The
USDA's refusal to reward farmers for genetic divgrgopsoil protection, greenhouse gas
emission reduction, and balanced nutrition, leav®8s and other ecologically responsible
farming practices in a position of competitive digantage. Lowering the prices of CSA
products to reach out to more customers—Ilow incoamsumers in particular—only reduces
farmers’ incomes further below living-wage levedifting additional risk burden of crop
failures from farmers to shareholders would likielgrease attrition. Finally, the lack of effective
farmland preservation policies in most metropoléa@as contributes to rising land prices,
making farming in peri-urban areas more difficult.

Future Economy Community Economic Development

Our future community development case studies bffdr lessons about the importance of
cross-sector collaboration and networking, thougtiféerent scales. Verde is a neighborhood-
scale scale community economic development infgatreating a dozen or so jobs while
building amenities such as parks and communityegedGUCI covers eight contiguous urban
neighborhoods and includes community organizintgrenise development, job training, and
institutional procurement on a much larger scatghBnitiatives prioritize impacts in the areas
of training, jobs, and housing. Both are pioneeattgmpts to turn environmental sustainability
into an anti-poverty, economic development strat&gpth engage in elaborate coalition building
among existing organizations that vary greatlyature and size, and also found new
organizations of their own of different kinds. Bathlue empowering poor residents in their
communities and pursue this goal in a variety ojsva

In both cases success hinges on uniting diverssnaations around an environmentally
sustainable anti-poverty strategy. Which organizegito involve, how to organize a division of
labor among them, what kind of governance strusttoereate, how to keep key players
satisfied while also increasing the ability of therget population” to influence outcomes
themselves — are questions they both continue t& teavards answering through careful
management of networks and identification and assest of opportunities for private sector
revenue, public sector funding, and philanthropangs.

24



Beside their very different “scales” the two inites differ in important ways. The initiative to
start Verde came from a seasoned professionainad-aized, local nonprofit, Hacienda, devoted
to building affordable housing and community amesitThe initiative to start GUCI, by
contrast, came from a giant philanthropic orgamzatthree large and influential anchor
institutions, and two national organizations, nasdxd in Cleveland, dedicated to promoting
“transformational” social models. The Cully neighlhood is under serious gentrification
pressure with rising prices for older homes that estate developers want to demolish and
replace with far more expensive houses. By conttlastfive neighborhoods in Cleveland are
plagued by abandoned homes and falling prices i threat of displacement. These and
other differences create different vulnerabilitieat the organizations struggle to overcome.

As noted already, in both of these cases, fully@ngsing their “target populations” not only
vis-a-vis the world at large, but within their own sociatwerks as well, has been a slow and
difficult process. While this is not surprisingtradeoff is apparent between greater material
impact—in the short run at least—and a more rajidsformation of social relationships within
both Verde and GUCI, and when one compares therivatives as well.

Future Economy Technologies

Our technology case studies demonstrate that témifinal change has a role to play in the
future economy - as if anyone doubted it. Onlirefpkms are technologically superior to
classified advertisements in newspapers and wondoaith for putting people who want to
exchange or share things in touch with one anotlmv.carbon neighborhood energy utilities
are technologically superior to heating space aagmby burning fossil fuels and distributing
the electricity generated through a centralizedgragvid. But these advantages do not mean that
such innovations will necessarily spread quicklycimless give rise to desirable changes in
social relations. If they threaten entrenched egts, if new institutions must replace old ones,
and if they require new behavior patterns, they fadyo flourish. And in every case some
adventurous innovators must take initiative. Thet fhat it was necessary to discuss
vulnerabilities, scalability, and replicability whetudying Craigslist, Couchsurfing,
NeighborGoods, and the False Creek NEU in VancoB@eis testimony to the fact that
Schumpeterian “creative destruction” is far frontosuiatic.

And when social obstacles are overcome, and a @egmoblogy does spread, its impacts on
livelihoods, equity, the environment, and soci#tiens must all be analyzed. There is no need
to repeat here what was already discussed wheewig each “new technology” case study.
The most intriguing question regarding both NEUd exchange and sharing platforms is to
what extent they will, or will not generate desiebhanges in power and social relations —
because either is possible. And one might specthatesociety-wide trends in one direction or
the other will have much to do with the answer.

General Conclusions
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One should not be overconfident when generaliziogfsix case studies. However, our research
does suggest: (1) There are successful, innovateaomic initiatives that offer concrete
alternatives to BAU. (2) Some initiatives createasi@able improvements in living and working
conditions for disadvantaged or marginalized peoglitive to thestatus quo. (3) Many

initiatives aim explicitly to protect or restoreethatural environment and succeed in doing so to
some extent. And (4) it seems possible that invggtmight be increased in size or replicated if
the right conditions are met.

The ability of future economy innovations to cretes sufficient to transform struggling
neighborhoods, cities, and regions obviously depamdtheir scale relative to the size of the
region. While Verde has been extraordinarily susftgésn building environmental amenities in
an underserved neighborhood in Portland, and agétiing wage jobs for the 12-18 workers at
its social enterprises, its work has not yet maderd in unemployment rates at the district level.
Cleveland’'s GUCI, operating at a scale severalgithat of Verde, has been more successful,
with 528 new hires within the district by the twardgest anchor institutions alone, and 156
additional jobs created through the initiative’sadinbusiness creation, worker cooperative
development, and workforce training programs. Havethese 684 jobs represent less than 1%
of the population of the Greater University CirElestrict. The food cluster in Hardwick, VT has
created 141 full-time and 41 part-time jobs in fadjoining towns with a total population of less
than 7,000; this cluster now supplies jobs to alkobf6 of the population of those towns. The
newly created jobs in the food cluster are likalsgely responsible for the reduction in
Hardwick’s unemployment rate from 4.4% in 2000 1®%2 in 2012 even as state unemployment
rates increased. On the other hand, no futurecgsginnovation we studied has created jobs on
the same order of magnitude as, say, community polaer in Germany—which benefits
substantially from supportive government policieshe form of feed-in tariffs. Ultimately, the
guestion of job creation — as well as the sizeavfdiicial future economy impacts on the
environment -- is one of scalability and replicéail

Whether or not these initiatives actualiyl scale-up or be replicated to the point where they
make serious inroads in any sector of the economugh less transform the current economic
order, remains an open question. Many scepticsiskstine future economy by asserting that it is
neither scalable nor replicable, and can thus fumigtion in the margins of the larger economy
in small-scale, “boutique” niches. Our researclasda on only six case studies -- does not offer
conclusive evidence either to support or refute thaim. The picture that our research reveals is
one of BAU failures prodding people attempt new initiatives, and many times getting them off
the ground. Our research suggests that the kesisctiess of these future economy initiatives lie
in careful networking, partnership and coalitionlding across public, private, philanthropic,

and nonprofit sectors, and/or creative use of neanterging technologies for social purposes.
But six case studies are insufficient to determwhether a clear trend has emerged regarding the
resilience, scalability, or replicability of futueeonomy initiatives over the medium to long

term. More research is needed to address this tantassue.

Some of our future economy initiatives dependedatliy on overcoming the inertia created by

vested interests. For example, the future sucdedistact renewable energy systems such as
Vancouver's NEU depends on whether city governmeaitsovercome bureaucratic inertia and
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entrenched interests of the fossil fuel industrg ataditional utilities, to embrace the obvious
technological advantages of NEU-style neighborhievé! heat capture and biomass utilities.

In the case of online exchange and sharing plagotiseems clear that the internet can be relied
on to generate a significant amount of “creativstdetion” -- replacing old technologies used
for exchange and sharing with new ones that atentdogically superior. Moreover, we can
expect online platforms to generate meaningful ¢édos in environmental throughput -- since
“reuse” can be as productive as “recycle” -- arsiribute the welfare gains from additional
exchanges disproportionately to lower income peegaice they are more inclined to consume
used goods. What is unclear is in what directios tlew technology, which dramatically lowers
the cost of individuals connecting with one anotiall push economic behavior and social
relations more generally. Do the adoptions of ankrchange and sharing technologies have a
positive influence on propensities to share angecate? Or does online behavior mirror overall
trends in the economy, whatever those trends may be

In general, we find that collaboration, networkiagd partnership-building across public,
private, philanthropic, and nonprofit sectors isaasated with the success of future economy
initiatives. Cleveland’s GUCI has demonstrated pxoeal skill at orchestrating agreements
among anchor institutions such as hospitals andaalesthools, community organizations,
small business and cooperative developers, workftwesning providers, and foundations.
Verde, a small nonprofit in Portland, Oregon, halifslly woven connections across nonprofits
of various sizes, private sector businesses irslzaqee construction, ecological restoration, and
green infrastructure, and public sector entitieshsas the City of Portland and Multnomah
County. The food cluster in Hardwick, Vermont, lexperienced a renaissance due to the
intensive, long-term collaboration among farmsdsg®viders, food businesses, nonprofits, and
co-ops. It seems clear that a collaborative sigiidt key ingredient in future economy place-
based efforts at sustainable and equitable econdewvielopment.

The stimulus for innovation comes not only from rewhnological opportunities, and not only
from small groups of people motivated to try diffiet ways of doing things, but also from
significant failures of BAU economics and politicaidlock and dysfunction at the national

level of government. If BAU failures increase oviene we should expect the stimulus to launch
future economy initiatives to increase. Howevee, tltimate success of future economy
initiatives — whether they are capable of deepeefration of major sectors of the economy,
and/or lead to broader economic transformationsy depend on whether or not there are
changes in the policy environment.

For instance, whether future economy agricultureaanpete successfully in price-sensitive
consumer markets against industrial Big Ag may ddpm whether the federal government
does or does not change current agricultural it create a level playing field. Whether
urban community development initiatives seekingrmvide people in poor communities with
decent jobs and affordable housing can protecethesxmunities from displacement due to
gentrification may depend on the trajectory of naipal, state, and federal employment, wage,
zoning, and housing policies. In other words, mains to be seen not only whether the kind of
bottom-up initiatives profiled in our studies cacriease in scale and replicate, but also whether
successful expansion will require changes in camagriculture, food, energy, and housing
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policies. And if policy change does prove necesfaryuture economy expansion, it remains to
be seen if a movement which up to now consistsnalisgroups of people starting individual
initiatives will prove able to mount successfulipoal campaigns to win changes in government
policies they need in order to flourish.

EVALUATING THE METHODOL OGICAL FRAMEWORK

Designing a framework for studying economic phenoanehose participants explicitly reject
traditional measures of success was not easy. Wialproject advisory committee was
unwilling to simply allow innovators to define th&wn criteria for success and procedures for
measurement, we sympathized with their convictiat traditional economic methodologies and
measures were too limited to understand and ewatbatr initiatives properly.

After considerable discussion the advisory commigtettled on asking analysts of case studies
to: (1) describe their initiative, and in the pres@nswer specific questions about its origins,
purpose, and distinctive properties; (2) assesmjsct in four distinct areas -- livelihoods,
equity, empowerment, and the environment using@ppate quantitative measures when
possible; (3) identify and discuss any keys t@utscess; (4) comment on any vulnerabilities and
unintended consequences; (5) evaluate its poteaotiz replicated elsewhere; and (6) evaluate
whether the initiative is transformative, i.e. dges from business as usual economics. What
worked well and what did not when six teams of aesleers tried to follow this procedure? What
improvements in methodology should be considerefutare studies?

Strengthsto be Retained

The advisory team decided to avoid a questiondbaterns many who begin to study the future
economy. Namely, what are the defining characiesisif the future economy so that any
initiative can be classified as part of the futacenomy or not? After grappling with this
guestion ourselves, the advisory team came todhelasion that any answer would prove
problematic, but fortunately, there was no neecafoanswer. Simply asking researchers to
follow the six steps listed above to study anyiative seems a far better alternative.

Rather than beginning with a perfunctory descriptbthe innovation, researchers were asked

to answer seven probing questions about theiative before beginning any evaluation,

including a brief history of its origins, a compsmn to similar innovations, and its formal or
informal structure. We believe this helped prodsitelies that are more informative for most
readers who are interested in the future econohnaysd proved the easiest task for researchers to
fulfill, and we believe it is a valuable first stépat should be retained for future work.

Identifying multiple goals for assessing impactst, only on people’s livelihoods, but on equity,
empowerment, social relations, and the environrasntell, also proved to be crucial. Future
economy initiatives are quite diverse in the nabdy respond to, and a particular initiative often
does not prioritize improving outcomes in all thaseas. Identifying these goals involved
broadening the definition of commonly understoodreanmic concepts. For example, the
advisory committee defined “livelihoods” to includet only formal employment opportunities,

28



money wages, and benefits, but also non-wage incaotess to healthy food, healthcare,
childcare, education, and cultural services.

Weaknesses to be Addressed

Researchers were instructed to try to evaluate ihiéiative in every area the framework
identified, even when this proved difficult. Thask proved unrealistic for most researchers and
unhelpful in some cases. Economic initiatives ouwittto be evaluated by criteria that play no
part in their mission or reason for being. Eackhefinitiatives our researchers studied arose in
response to different challenges facing communitiad thus emphasized different goals. The
advisory team had envisioned constructing a kinchafrix where impacts in four different areas
for each of the six studies could be displayed, @rabibly some kind of overall measure of
relative success could be devised. This was a keisB&ummary metrics that evaluate total
impact across multiple goals are very difficuldevise and virtually always contain an element
of arbitrariness. Future versions of this framewoeik make clear that researchers need only
focus on the most relevant impacts of the initedithey have chosen to study.

The advisory committee emphasized that researsherdd be no more reluctant to point out
when initiatives failed to improve outcomes tharewlthey succeeded. However the advisory
committee did not consider soliciting and selectiage studies of future economy initiative
failures. If a primary goal of studying future economy iiaiives is to identify factors that
contribute to their relative success or failuradging failures can be just as important as
studying successes. The success of the reseagfapron common-pool resource (CPR)
management gives a prime example of the importahstidying failures. In the book that
kicked off this large and growing research progré@averning the Commons, Nobel laureate
Elinor Ostrom analyzed twelve case studies in tsi&llong-enduring success stories, and six
institutional failures. From this broad base ofdsts, Ostrom’s research team has been able to
elucidate a robust set désign principles for successful CPRs. While it is premature to thohlka
research program for future economy initiativeglaborate as the IAD program for CPRs, the
value of studying failures as well as successempsrtant to consider.

Another important issue with our framework regagidantification. Future economy researchers
were urged to search for ways to quantify theil@at@ons of impacts. Not surprisingly, they
often struggled to do so. In the future it is impot to provide more concrete suggestions about
various ways to carry out quantitative analyse® ffamework should include discussion of
metrics commonly used, other possible metricsitoasons likely to arise in future economy
research, and data sources. Given the expense@uvinl data collection, more concrete
guidance about how researchers might make usesifrexdata and would be helpful.

Future work in this area should cover regions wotventionally thought of as “progressive.”
Five of the six initiatives studied in this rounfdresearch took place where progressive activist
traditions are particularly strong. This is hardlyprising, since we were searchingifotiatives
with progressive values. Nonetheless, Vermont, the Pioneer Valfdyassachusetts, Portland
Oregon, Vancouver (British Columbia), and inney&leveland are hardly representative of
America as a whole. Case studies from “red” statesregions should be studied as well.
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Finally, there was one delightful surprise. Theesgshers studying GUCI carried out an
elaborate, quantitative, network relations analgsipart of their study of power relations and
empowerment in GUCI. Since all of us on the adyismmmittee are economists it is not
surprising that it did not occur to us to mentibis tmethodology primarily used by sociologists
as a potentially useful way to study governanaauiti-organizational coalitions and networks,
and how decision making power is distributed. Wpéhthat the increasing adoption of network
analysis by the economics profession makes thendigseof future economy initiatives more
comprehensible to the profession.

Often future economy initiatives involve a numbédiferent kinds of organizations —
community organizations, private businesses, nofitpr government agencies, anchor
institutions (e.g. universities and hospitals) |ghropic foundations, or worker-owned
cooperatives. Often “partner” organizations in @itiative vary greatly in size and command
over financial, material, and human resourceshiggituation a future economy initiative often
will change power and social relations among pigitts to some extent, but also preserve, or
even reproduce old imbalances. Among our six cagbkes GUCI, Verde, and the Hardwick
local food economy most typify this kind of futugeonomy initiative. To move beyond
anecdotal stories, participant testimony, and vagoerks about “greater cooperation” by
analysts, more rigorous approaches to study pomeésacial relations are needed. At a
minimum the kind of quantitative network analysig cesearchers were able to carry out when
studying GUCI -- including calculation of degreédsonnectedness for various actors -- provide
an excellent starting point. A special thank in dwe Julia Poznik, Jonathan Ramse, and
Ruchira Sen for adding this tool to our methodatagtool kit for studying future economy
initiatives.

FUTURE RESEARCH PRIORITIES

Economics for Equity and the Environment wanteldgin a process of studying “future
economy initiatives” in a more systematic and difienvay. Taking a first stab at establishing
an appropriate methodological framework and testiogt on six diverse case studies certainly
proved to be a good start. Frankly, we think it wame than a good start. The results were
beyond our expectations and establish a strongfoasentinuing onto a second phase of
research. This section describes eight ideas tlgitrbe incorporated into future research. The
first three points touch on the need for a reviegggroach to future economy research, building
on the lessons learned from the first round ofaede The last five points focus on areas of
research that our work to date has not yet empéasiz

(1) Objectivity

Maintaining an objective stance when studying feiteconomy initiatives is quite important. It is
easy for researchers familiar with the negativeaff of BAU economics, and sympathetic with
the aspirations of future economy initiatives,ded objectivity and become cheerleaders for
their favorite alternative. It is important to dediobjective criteria for judging whether or not
future economy initiatives do, or do not improveBAU outcomes. And it is important to insist
on quantitative measures and best practice statigitocedures for drawing conclusions about
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the significance of any differences in outcomeguFauresearch should strive to strengthen
scientific practices further in ways discussed eldowever, for the research to be as useful as
possible, its findings also need to reach the atterof people who have an active interest in
pursuing or promoting future economy initiativeswill also have to engage the general public
who may not have heard of any of these initiativefore. Reaching these multiple audiences
poses a challenge.

To meet the challenge of reaching multiple audienceeating a more clear-cut “division of
labor” across organizations might help. The E3 Nekwould concentrate on deepening
scientific study, which requires being as comfaeakith negative as positive results.
Meanwhile, other organizations or networks with @en‘storytelling” bent could concentrate on
publicizing our results and using them to promatsater interest in future economy initiatives.
Perhaps it would be better to collaborate with ptrganizations in an explicit division of labor
in the future. Joint proposals for further fundimgE3 partnered with another such organization
would make sense, since conducting the initiats/a partnership would increase both
credibility and outreach.

(2) Distinct Research Areas

It is now apparent that we can distinguish betwdiffiarent areas of the economy where future
economy initiatives are springing up: agricultieeergy, services, consumption, urban
community development, etc. If we are moving towawdding a “library” of future economy
case studies — akin to the collection of CPR cas#ies housed at Indiana University — we
should think of organizing our future economy csiglies by sector. Also, none of our first six
case studies looked at the manufacturing sect@n Evhere have been fewer future economy
initiatives in manufacturing than in other sectatrss important to study why. This shortfall
should be addressed by commissioning one or twe staslies of future economy initiatives in
manufacturing which might include a failed initiai Finally, future economy approaches to
developing new technologies in any sector, such as peer pta deserve to be studied.

(3) Increased Use of Senior Researchers

In the phase of research just completed, veteisearehers served on the advisory committee
tasked with developing an appropriate methodolbgyresearch on the case studies was carried
out entirely by younger researchers, many of thielhrggaduate students working toward their
PhDs. To strengthen our science in the next pliteseems advisable to involve senior
researchers to a greater extent.

Senior researchers can make key contributionsttwgfieconomy research in several ways. For
example, senior researchers could tackle the taslentifying existing databases with
guantitative and/or qualitative information relevémfuture economy innovations. Analyzing
existing data will reduce researchers’ relianc&ew surveys and interviews, and facilitate more
robust quantitative results while potentially sayvtrme and money. Senior researchers would
also be better suited to extrapolating from indinadcase studies to an analysis of overall
impacts of future economy initiatives in differeareas of the economy, as well as comparative
analyses between two or more separate initiativéisd same area. As we seek to assess how
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much the future economy has penetrated differe@sanf the economy, and identify barriers
and enablers of further penetration, comparatiayaes will be critical. The quality of junior
researcher work could also be enhanced by guidamtesupervision from more senior
researchers. Finally, researchers with deep expri@orking in particular areas of the
economy (e.g. agricultural economists, energy egusts) could also help refine our
methodology to be more appropriate for their aheereased funding to pay for more senior
research time would be very helpful in a varietyvaiys.

(4) Cooperatives and Employee Ownership

The first round of research did not focus on coapees, but these organizations are essential to
the future economy discussion and should be studisdbsequent rounds of research. We did
not prioritize cooperatives in the first phase hseathey have already been studied by many
economists. But expansion of cooperatives is amrtapt response to the failures of BAU, and
cooperatives self-consciously pursue many of therédueconomy goals we identified. In fact,
cooperatives’ importance is part of the reasonutieieconomy” is a more appropriate name than
“new economy,” since cooperatives are not newtunsdns. (We also anticipated that the GUCI
case study would have access to data on the tiwergrigen cooperatives, which turned out not
to be possible.) In any case, it is particularlportant to studyew worker and consumer
cooperatives that sprang up over the past 20 yeaesponse to the failures of BAU. An
important question begging to be answered is whgemooperatives did not appear during the
Great Recession when so many people were unabhetbs working for private industry or
government. Applying our methodology to one or tase studies of cooperatives is one way to
start. But we might take advantage of researchhthsitalready been done on cooperatives by
having an economist familiar with this research iti$e try to answer the different questions
posed by our methodological framework for studyamg future economy initiative.

The dividing line between firms owned by absentesholders and firms owned by their
employees is often not clear cut. There are farerfions where employees own a portion of its
shares than there are firms owned entirely by #mmiployees. ESOPs create an ownership
continuum which can be explored using standard @oetric procedures to measure whether the
degree of employee ownership has a significanteétfie how well a firm performs on the

various goals identified by our methodology. Sonmknhas been done on ESOPs but much
more could be done by an experienced researchey aar framework.

(5) New Business Models

Finally, an important theme in the future econos{new business models,” which we also
need to bring into the discussion. New businessatsddclude both private certifications of for-
profit companies such as B-Corps, or new legalalehisuch as L3Cs or “benefit corporations.”
There are also an increasing number of what we the@h“mission driven businesses” which
claim to pursue a social or environmental missiod @eat financial viability as merely a
constraint, which fall somewhere between standaddren-standard incorporation. Some
business schools and law schools are taking aresiten new business models and related
transformations of business practices, and havarbegorporating them into their curricula and
research areas. A promising future economy resgaogram in this area could start with one or
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two case studies of B-Corps, benefit corporatiaB€;s, or a “mission driven business”
undertaken directly or advised by an economist egpeed in this field. An econometric study
comparing the performance of different “new bussne®dels” as compared to standard
businesses of the same size in the same industrigee various metrics in our framework would
be quite useful. An economist familiar with new imess models could become an advisor to E3
in either using the framework as is, or updating iteflect the concerns posed by these new
business models. In any case, taking explicit accotinew legal structures, institutions, and
incentive structures created and promoted by nesinbas models will be an important avenue
for future economy research.

(6) Non-traditional finance

Development and Feminist economists have beenismidycrofinance for some time as an
alternative way to extend credit to small businesaad particularly women in developing
countries. Stimulated by the financial crisis 008@&nd new communication possibilities created
by the Internet, new approaches to financing, siscbrowdsourcing, have now appeared in
developed economies as well. Like employee ownerahd new business models, this is an
important part of the future economy that needset@xplored. Again, an economist experienced
in studying financial innovation could profitablp@aly our methodological framework to
compare non-traditional and traditional financiedgiices.

(7) Energy

One of our six case studies concerned a low canbahborhood energy utility. But there are
many other kinds of future economy initiatives takplace in both renewable energy production
and energy conservation. An experienced energyogoish could supervise others, organize the
use of existing data to compare the performandatofe economy initiatives regarding multiple
priorities to that of traditional businesses in émergy sector, and help us modify our
methodology to be more appropriate to the energipse

(8) Policy environment

Our research suggests that the prospects for siagethe scale and replicability of future
economy initiatives may sometimes depend on thieypehvironment. For example, leveling the
playing field between chemically intensive, indigdtagriculture, and alternative models that
include CSAs, local food clusters, and farmers’kats may have a great impact on the ability of
future economy agriculture to grow. Similarly, gowaent policies are likely to impact the
success of future economy energy initiatives. amnain state and local policies provide an
opportunity to study how much difference policy Bamment does or does not make regarding
the expansion of future economy initiatives.
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