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PREFACE

The chapters and commentaries within this volume were all originally
presented at the Critical Management Studies Workshop in Montreal 2010.
The workshops were specifically established to provide space for dislogue
and discussion. Their format requires that papers are presented by a
discussant chosen from amongst the other contributors and all papers are
circulated in good time before the workshop. It was this prior dialogic
structure that has inspired the structure of this volume, and all of the
commentaries are written by those participants who were originally the
discussant for that paper. The editors and contributors are all immensely
grateful to the organizers of the Montreal CMS Workshop.
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on Luhmann to address an acknowledged gap: empirical application of
autopoietic systems theory, linking theory to observed practice.
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CHAPTER 5

A LIBERTARIAN SOCIALIST
RESPONSE TO THE ‘BIG SOCIETY™:
THE SOLIDARITY ECONOMY

Bruno Frére and Juliane Reinecke

ABSTRACT

Purpose — The aim of this chapter is to deconstruct the idea of a ‘Big
Society’. We do so by underlining the left libertarian tradition in which civil
society led economic activity such as the solidarity economy is embedded.
Methodology — By analvsing the thought of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, a
key thinker and activist in the 19th libertarian socialist movement, we
identify the principles guiding the solidarity economy. We illustrate our
argument by drawing on qualitative research conducted on solidarity
economy organisations in France.

Findings — The solidarity economy illustrates an dalternative to both
capitalism and state socialism. libertarian socialism. This chapter
demonstrates that this left libertarianism is not a new utopia. It is rooted
in the long (but marginal) history of libertarian socialism, which was
born in the [9th century.

Originality - An economy managed from the left based on libertarian
political principles seems to be u novel experiment. We seck to illustrate
what this may look like using the example of the present solidarity
economy. However, we also emphasise that this would imply a reversal of
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the political programme of the 'Big Society’. It y1’011!d imply the
redistribution of economic and political power not only from the star.e
10 local communities, but also from company directors and their
shareholders in order to realise not a charitable but an economically
empowered civil society.

Keywords: Proudhon; Libertarian Socialism; solidarity economy;
Big Society; France; 19th century

INTRODUCTION

You can call it liberalism. You can call it empowerment. You can cu!l it I‘rctcdom. You
can call it responsibility. I call it the Big Society. (Duvid Cameron, Big Society Speech,
19th July 2010)

Did anyone ever see a capitalist, weary of gain, conspiring for the general good and making
the emancipation of the proletariat his last speculation? (Proudhon, 1848/1888, p. 427)

In his Big Society Speechin Liverpool, UK, the British Con.se.rvative Prime
Minister David Cameron outlined his vision about a new political order t‘hat-
seeks to empower communities, foster a culture ofvc‘)luntegrisn.l and promises
‘the biggest, most dramatic redistribution of power from ell.te's, in Whl'tehall‘to
the man and woman on the street’ (ibid.). At the heart of thisisa pul?llc poh.cy
reform that ‘open(s) up public services to new prov_iders lik.e cha%‘itles_, social
enterprises and private companies so we get more mr}f)V'dtmn, dlversny z'md
responsiveness to public need’ (ibid.). It seems as if the cur.ren.t .pohtlﬁcal
landscape is experiencing a paradigm shift from market individualism
towards 2 new ‘community’ liberalism in which citizens ‘teel both free and
powerful enough to help themselves and their own communities’ (ibt'd._; see
also Myers and Cato, pp. 33-51, this volume). Equ.ully, the new pohtxcal‘
imaginary in the United States has begun to draw heavily on the metaphors of
community, sociul enterprises and grassroots civic innovation. .

Similar to the era of Margaret Thatcher in the United ngdom. gnd
Ronald Reagan in the United States in the 1930s, th;re isa new political
rationality that advocates the retreat of the state and its financial resources
from delivering public services and tackling social prqblems. Instead,
unemployment, homelessness, squalor and industrial relations are seen as
matters for personal responsibility and civil society rathpr than statcz
intervention (Smith, 2011). The provision of the social good is ‘outsourced
to social enterprises, charities and voluntary groups. In place of the state,
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which claims to no longer have the means to act uas a social welfare state,
these private, albeit civil society, initiatives take responsibility for the
provision of health care, job creation and support of young people. This is
based upon a rationale of decreasing public expenditure rather than
necessarily increasing the quality of social intervention. Thus. social
intervention becomes one of individual ‘alms giving’ rather than one based
on social need. In fact, need is determined by those who are giving rather
than the nature of need by those caught in the poverty trap. This political
move is reflected in the state’s own social innovations of providing finance to
civic entrepreneurs, including the Big Society Bank, the social-impact bond
or the Community Interest Company (Haugh, pp. 231-233, this volume) in
the United Kingdom or the Social Innovation Fund (SIF) in the United
States. In a context where the economy has been purely defined in terms of
the capitalist market form, there is an inherent “free market’ element to the
‘Big Society” itself. Those causes that compete the most ‘efficiently’ for
resourges such as finance and volunteer time will be able to intervene more.,
From a critical point of view, one may wonder that the project makes sociul
services subject to market forces rather than democratic accountability.

Yet the idea of private solidarity is not new (Smith, 2011). It seems us if
the old dream of American libertarians, whose intellectual representatives
include the free market advocate Friedrich von Hayek (1948) or the
individualistic anarchist Robert Nozick (1974), is about to materialise: to
limit the redistribution of wealth through the state, and to allow those
private citizens who are not in need of state aid, the liberty to freely decide
to demonstrate their solidarity ~ or not — with those in need of assistance.
From the libertarian point of view, it is morally impermissible to force
individuals to share a part of their income with those who ‘choose” not to
work. On the contrary, they can voluntarily choose to do so thanks to
charities and social entrepreneurship.

However, the idea of a Big Society may look radically different if not
framed by conservatives and neo-liberals, but from the point of view of
socialist cooperative and mutualist traditions {(Woodin, Crook, & Carpen-
tier, 2010). In this chapter, we seek to illustrate what this may look like. This
argues that the idea of redistributing state power to society is not absurd as
such. The primary condition for the arrival of a “Big’ Society would be to
empower society to democratically organise the market in order to avoid
social and economic exclusion. This implies a reversal of the political
programme: redistribute economic power not only from the state, but also
from company directors and their shareholders, who, under current
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circumstances can legitimately praise their ‘charitable’ donations to social
organisations and engagement in civil society initiatives to demonstrate their
generosity and good will to the public.

Some regard this as utopian. Nevertheless, just such a restitution of the
economy to civil society via democratically organised cooperatives has
alrcady been envisaged and experimented with by a political movement
which knew a certain level of success in the 19th century, a time when a
capitalist organisation of society had not yet reached the hegemonic state it
has today (Schneiberg, 2007). This is what we will call libertarian socialism.

Even if today’s capitalist order remains unchallenged, it seems that there
are traces of a libertarian renaissance without being called by its name. In
this chapter, we draw on the French anarchist writer Pierre-Joseph
Proudhon (1851/1889, 1846/1888) and his analysis of 19th century
cooperatives in order to investigate the principles of libertarian socialism.
We argue that it is based on four fundamental principles: self-management
(and collective ownership of productive resources), economic creativity,
mutuality and political engagement. We want to illuminate that the
principles of libertarian socialism are still alive and an important source
of inspiration for community organisations today, in particular the
solidarity economy in France, which is the object of our study.

The chapter is organised as follows. We first present the solidarity
economy. We then analyse libertarian socialism. Drawing on empirical
findings from primary research on the solidarity economy, we argue that
(left) libertarian principles provide the key organisational frame for
solidarity economy organisations.

THE SOLIDARITY ECONOMY

Critics of the Big Society have claimed that thousands of community
activists and organisations have been struggling for decades to organise and
deliver services that are responsive to local needs and aspirations (Scott and
Longhurst, 2011). In France, this re-emergence of a civil and solidarity-
based economy movement is known as the solidarity economy (I'économie
solidaire) (Davidson, 2008; Frére, 2009; Laville, 2008, 2010). Truly bottom-
up, the solidarity economy emerges at the margins of industrialised world
society, or from the ‘black holes’ of information capitalism, as Castells
(1996) calls them in his grand critique of network society. While the
globalised economy efficiently connects the spaces where the world’s wealth
is created, it traps a class of people in ‘black holes’, excluded from the social
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mobility and prosperity of industrialisation. Like the impoverished working-
class neighbourhoods in the 19th century, these are areas, regions or ghettos,
which can be found worldwide and are inhabited by the underpaid and the
unemployed. Exclusion, as autonomist Marxists have argued, is the modus
operandi of capitalism, as it provides a social reserve army, as Marx called
it, to keep providing the market with cheap surplus labour (Hardt & Negri,
2000, 2004).

Rather than dreaming about social utopia or theorizing revolution on an
abstract level, the solidarity economy addresses the present immediacy of
poor, excluded people in order to help them escape the ‘black holes’ of social
exclusion and realise their own business projects ‘here and now’. Consisting
of a variety of socially and politically progressive organisations and
associations, the solidarity economy can be seen as what Spicer and Béhm
(2007) describe as an infra-political social movement. [t comprises of a
multiplicity of independent, local-level organisations that are not formally
organised but ideologically united in a vision to combat the capitalist
hegemony though creating alternative forms of doing business. Four sectors
can be considered as representative examples of the key solidarity economy
spectrum in France:

Fair Trade (North-South or local exchange North—North)

Social proximity services (“service de proximité”)

Non-monetary exchanges (e.g. Local Exchange and Trading Systems)
Microfinance associations

The idea of North-South Fair Trade, or alternative or solidarity trade,
originated in charitable relief efforts during the post-World War 11 period.
In the 1960s and 1970s, the Fair Trade movement was inspired by the vision
to create an alternative political imaginary that could transform Western
political culture and consumer society. Even though its current manifesta-
tion might have lost its political and more oppositional edge in favour of a
mainstreaming approach, it originates and is still inspired by a wider
struggle against neo-liberal trade regimes, as Francisco VanderHoft (2008),
the co-founder of the first Fairtrade label in 1989, Max Havelaar, recalls.
The Fairtrade label ‘guarantees a better deal for Third World Producers’, so
that otherwise economically marginalised producers can take part in the
positive dynamics of global trade, or so it claims (Jatfee, 2007). By setting a
‘fair’ price, Fairtrade seeks to question the distribution of value in
conventional supply chains (Reinecke, 2010). Whatmore and Thorne
(1997) also argue that Fairtrade creates ‘nourishing networks’, which
subvert the anonymous logic of global commodity chains by fostering
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partnership relations of care and responsibility. Global sales of Fairtrade
labelled goods exceeded €3.2 billion by the end of 2009 (FLO, 2010).
According to estimates, Fairtrade involves about 60,000 volunteers and
4,000 jobs in Europe (Laville, 2010). Whereas Fairtrade labelling represents
a vertical South-North exchange, horizontal relations of fair exchange
within Southern and within Northern countries are gaining importance. In
France, notably about a hundred ‘Associations for the Maintenance of
Peasant Agriculture’' promote more direct exchange relations by linking
local consumer groups, involving an estimate of 100,000 consumers, to
farmers from the region (Laville, 2007, 2008). As a result, urban residents
can pick up their weekly pre-ordered ‘baskets’ of seasonal fresh produce
directly from ‘their’ producers at local community centres, They co-decide
on seasonal planning and production methods and commit, in exchange, to
regular purchases and paying a fair price, sometimes even becoming
involved in local farm work as volunteers.

Called in French ‘services de proximité’, these social services are local ‘self-
help” activities to improve everyday life, such as childeare, care for the elderly
or various neighbourhood services (Petrella, 2001). 1n the terminology of the
European Commission (1996; Jouen, 2004; see also Laville, 2003) they are
referred to as ‘local development and employment initiatives’ (LDEI) and
categorised as

e Collective utility services to improve the quality of life and the
environment (including housing improvements, security, local public
transport, revitalisation of public urban areas, local shops, waste
Mmanagement, waler management, prolection and conservation of green
areas, energy saving, combating pollution).

® Leisure and cultural services (including tourism, the audio-visual sector,
cultural heritage, local cultural development and sports).

® Services for everyday life (including child care, domestic services, new
information and communication technologies, assistance for young
people at risk and social integration).

A prominent example is the growing number of self-managed associations
that offer day-care for children in the parents’ immediate environs. They
accommodate 15% of all children in Scandinavian countries or 19% in
the United Kingdom (Laville, 2010). The term proximity hereby emphasises
the relational closeness or geographical vicinity of service relations, which
sets these services apart from the epitome of the anonymity of capitalist
service production, the global call centre. To support the creation of
proximity services, a number of solidarity economy consulting services have
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emerged that assist social and proximity entrepreneurs in the creation of
their project.

Non-monetary exchange relationships exist in all economies. They are not
necessarily capitalist, as anthropologists have noted. Instead, exchange
relationships are vital for social life (Thomas, 1991) and may exist in form of
barter or gift giving (Gregory, 1983; Humphrey & Hugh-Jones, 1992). We
are concerned with mutual credit and community-based exchange systems
(Greco, 2010). The most well-known example are the Local Exchange
Trading Systems (LETSystems), an alternative economy in the United
Kingdom, Canada and Australia, that operates by virtue of local currency
systems that create money without banks (Boyle, 2000). LETSystems is a
social innovation that seeks to make exchange available to those who are
‘short of cash’ and do not have access to oflicial monetary resources, the
supply of which is monopolised by the state and allocated through
competitive market mechanisms. According to Landsman Community
Services, the term was created by Michael Linton, the founder of the first
LETSystems in Comox Valley, Canada, in 1982. The creation of community
currencies, able to record transactions of members, thereby overcomes the
problems of barter, the exchange of goods and services without using
money. People can set up accounts and earn LETS credits for supplying
goods or services to other members of the LETS community, and spent
them within the system. The supply of local currency is self-regulating and
wants to provide access in more egalitarian ways. To meet community and
personal needs, LETSystems may issue money whenever it is required or
provide interest-free local credits.

LETSSystems (1996) defines itself as “a trading network supported by its
own internal currency. It is self-regufating and allows its users to manage
and issue their own “money supply” within the boundaries of the network’,

‘It is based on the principles of

® co-operation: no-one owns the network:

¢ self-regulation: the network is controlied by its users;

* empowerment: all network users may “issue” the “internal currency’;
¢ money: money, as a means of exchange, is an integral feature’. (ibid.)

It totals 1.5 million members in 2,500 associations in about 30 countries,
most notably in Japan, Latin America and Europe (Laville, 2010). In France
alone, there are 315 associations that involve over 30,000 members (ibid.)
who exchange goods and services by virtue of alternative money. Non-
monetary exchanges also include knowledge exchange networks® counting
600 members in France. Their purpose is to match individual offers and
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demands for knowledge, ranging from classical subjects such as literature to
practical know-how in information technology. In this spirit, some
associations also organise knowledge exchanges among leaders of solidarity
economy associations.

A related form of alternative finance is microfinance. Microfinance is
rooted in systems of trust-based lending. More recently, it has been embraced
as a market-based poverty-alleviation model that provides financial services
to low-income clients, often in developing countries, who lack access to
banking and related services. In 2006, the Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to
Muhammad Yunus, the pioneer of the microcredit movement in the 1970s
and founder of the Grameen Bunk (Yunus & Jolis, 2003). However, since
microfinance has turned into a global industry worth $65 billion (Reuters,
2011), often making profits from the provision of microfinance louns at
dubiously high interests rates, it has lately been accused of a mission drift,
advocating a free market ideology rather than providing sustainable
economic and social development (e.g. Bateman, 2010).

Microfinance is also implemented by schemes throughout the world,
including Western Europe, where it is defined by the European Commission
as loans under €25,000. According to the European Microfinance Network
(EMN), an NGO founded in 2003 that promotes microfinance in the
European Union, microfinance assists ‘the light against unemployment and
social exclusion through the development of microenterprises’ and self-
employment. It has a dual economic and social impact: *an economic impact
as it allows the creation of income generating activities and a social impact
as it contributes to the soctal inclusion and therefore to the financial
inclusion of individuals’ (EMN, 2011). In France, it is estimated that
300,000 citizens have practised ‘solidarity saving’, and invested €1.3 million
in microcredit funds in 2006. The French Federation of microcredit states
that they have provided financial resources to enable the creation of 350
enterprises and 1,800 jobs (Laville, 2008, 2010). Ethical or sustainable
banking is a closely related and partly overlapping sector that opposes the
commercial banking model, which has come under fire not least since the US
subprime mortgage crisis in 2007. For example, Triodos Bank (2011),
Netherlands, which is part of the Global Alliance for Banking on Values,
pledges to make finance available ‘only to individuals and organisations we
believe in’, which include *organic farms and renewable energy companies,
to housing co-operatives, local healthcare initiatives, and all kinds of
charities and community projects’.

While each of these sector engages in different practices, the solidarity
economy has a collective identity ‘as an individual’s cognitive, moral, and
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emotional connection with a broader community, category practice, or
institution” (Polletta & Jasper, 2001, p. 285). The principles that matter had
their political, sociological, philosophical and economic foundations in the
19th century libertarian socialist movement, as articulated by Proudhon in
France (Frére, 2009). While previous research has recognised this historical
anchorage (Demoustier, 2001; Desroche, 1991), it is less clear how the
movement’s collective identity is constituted. Following Boltanski and
Thévenot (1991/2006), we selected key historical and philosophical texts to
identify the ‘pure’ political and moral principles that guide critical and
Justificatory operations that people perform in their everyday discourse. We
closely analysed historical texts on the French cooperative movement, notably
the works written by the libertarian thinker and founder of the 19th mutualist
movement in France, Jean-Joseph Proudhon (1851/1889, 1846/1888).

LIBERTAR[AN SOCIALISM IN THE 19TH CENTURY

The history of mutualism, of organised co-operation and reciprocity, is an
important chapter in the development of modern economic order to which
many cooperatives owe their existence today (e.g. Schneiberg, 2007; Woodin
et al., 2010). The libertarian socialist cooperative movement was one of the
two forms of socialist responses to the rise of capitalism and the
concentration of private ownership in the middle of the 19th century.
Libertarian socialism (or left libertarianism) was actively promoted by
anarchist writers, such as Proudhon and Bakunin, as an alternative to both
corporate capitalism and communism. Libertarian socialism rejected the
Marxist notion of linear and inevitable historical progression towards
revolution (as an abstract romantic-utopia).

Our aim is here not to position ourselves against Marx, whose analysis of
capitalism is by far more perspicacious with regard to the coming age of
industrialisation. But Marx’s pessimism with regard to the ability of the
poor to lift themselves up makes it difficult to conceive of any new economic
realities created by the poor themselves: ‘“The proletariat, the lowest stratum
of our present society, cannot stir, cannot raise itself up’ (Marx & Engels,
1848/1969, ch. 1). Instead, ‘the proletariat must first of all acquire political
supremacy’ (ibid., ch. 2). For Marx, an alternative organisation of economic
activity would be impossible within the capitalist system — any cooperative
form would already be contaminated by the logic of capital. Even though
Marx believed that the proletarian state® was only an intermediary towards
a society free from class antagonisms, ‘in which the free development of each
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is the condition for the free development of all’ (ibid.), he was more
concerned with the analysis of capitalist contradictions than with the
concrete economic, technical and social organisation of a post-revolutionary
society. Conversely, Proudhon’s intellectual project was to elaborate the
institutional structure of a free and egalitarian society (Graham, 1989). This
allows exploring the possibility of an alternative economy ‘here and now’ —
theorizing an escape from the black holes of capitalism through creative and
cooperative human spirit.

So while Marx insists that a political revolution precedes an economic
revolution, Proudhon reverses the logic of revolution. From the anarchist
point of view, government is only a symptom of an exploitative and chaotic
capitalist system. The task for revolutionaries, as Graham describes (1989,
p. Xix), ‘is not to overthrow the existing political order but to transform the
economic basis of society’. It therefore opposes the intervention of any
centralised, authoritarian state — even if only as an intermediary form on the
path towards a social utopia.

Proudhon’s left libertarian socialism promotes the decentralisation of
power and public sovereignty and — most importantly — the abolition of
private property (Proudhon, 1840/1994). This, according to Proudhon
(185171889, 1846/1888), could best be realised through the formation of
locally managed mutual and cooperative organisations, unions and
community associations, which would nurture community and mutual
ownership. Through this ‘everyday’ revolution, Proudhon envisaged a new
form of economy that could provide real impact *here and now” (Proudhon,
1846/1983) to those in the ‘black holes’ of 19th capitalism, namely the
reserve army of the industrial revolution (Frére, 2009). During the

- International Workingmen's Association (IWA) or First lnternational

(1864-1876), a movement of left-wing political groups, socialist and labour
parties and trade unions, the polarisation of Marxist and libertarian ideas
became evident. The latter advocated ‘direct economical struggle against
capitalism, without interfering in the political parliamentary agitation’, as
Kropotkin described the events (1905/2011). The former considered
parliamentary action as necessary step for liberation. Proudhonians,
however, lost the ideological battle to the Leninist vision of a workers’
revolution. Even if trade unions and social movements were not able to
establish a communist state in Western Europe, a social welfare state
emerged that was powerful enough to (somewhat) redistribute the fruits of
capitalist accumulation. Voices from the right have argued that these
welfare states have created a passive benefits culture of welfare-dependents,
whereas voices from the left counter that social welfare has declined over

A Libertarian Socialist Response to the ‘Big Society’ 127

the last 30 years. Little attention has been paid to the possibilities of left
libertarianism. However, with the event of the ‘Big Society’ and celebration
of community organisations, it is worth taking a closer look again,

The organisational structure of contemporary solidarity economy
initiatives resembles those cooperatives and associations of 19th century
libertarian socialism. Both develop alternative organisational forms that
emerge from within a system that they oppose, namely capitalism. For
example, Proudhon in France created the French People’s Bank (‘Banque
du people®), which was based on local currency. Together with the National
Equitable Labour Exchange of Owen in England (1865/1977), it could be
argued to have pioneered the concept of LETS. Secondly, Proudhon also
theorised credit associations (‘crédit mutuel’), the ancestor of the
contemporary microcredit. These provided credit to local cooperatives,
such the Mutual Credit Bank (‘Caisse de crédit mutuel’) (185171889, 1846/
1888). Third, but not least, Proudhon identified the key economic principles
(the 'mutualist theory’) of the first producer cooperatives, such as ‘Le
Canuts’ in Lyon, France, and consumer cooperatives, such as the Workers
Union (‘Union des Travailleurs’). The purpose of the latter was to, just as
Fair Trade today, link consumers and producers in a local self-help logic.
These mutualist principles (Proudhon, 1865/1977, 1846/1888) also defined
what could be seen as the first proximity services, such as the Social
Workshops (*Ateliers sociaux’). They provided a cooperative alternative to
state socialism, which Proudhon’s political adversary in the French
parliament, the state socialist Louis Blanc, advocated.

Proudhon (1851/1889) synthesised the key principles that guide 19th
century workers’ associations. In the Stock Exchange Speculator’s Hand-
book (1857/2010), he outlines his vision of a reconstitution of the economy
through ‘industrial democracy: labour-labour partnership or universal
mutuality’. The principles of workers’ associations and consumers’
associations, which were mostly established in the aftermath of the 1848
French Revolution and of which he cites 17, were derived from various field
visits that Proudhon conducted from 1853 to 1856: ‘We wanted to analyze
the empirical realities, which are more eloquent in their spontaneity than
theories. We conclude that these worker associations are spaces of creation,
new principles, new models [...]. This movement springs not from utopian
theories, but economic necessity. It must successively invade all branches of
production’ (Proudhon, 1857, p. 68, translated from the French original®).
For Proudhon, revolution is realised ‘*here and now’ when workers ‘amass
the capital they are lacking” and ‘transform themselves from wage-workers
to participants’ in an industrial democracy (ibid.). [n other words, each
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worker in a cooperative participates, both politically and economically, in
an everyday revolution.

Next, we argue that the imaginary magma of the 19th century libertarian
cooperative movement has survived the political failure of the socialist
cconomy. This, we argue, lives forth in the organisational principles of 21st
century solidarity economy initiatives.

NINETEENTH CENTURY LIBERTARIAN SOCIALISM
ENACTED BY TODAY’S SOLIDARITY ECONOMY

We now illustrate the key political and moral principles by drawing on a larger
research project on the solidarity economy that was carried out between 2002
and 2006. This included field observations and 75 interviews with informants
from 25 solidarity economy initiatives in France, including Paris, Marseille,
Toulouse, Lille, Lyon, Dijon and some smaller cities. Proudhon’s writings
juminously articulate the pure, universal formulation of the four main
principles that continue to stimulate the solidarity economy today and which
activists allude to in their justifications.

Creativity

First, a recurring theme in the work of Proudhon is creativity. Proudhon
celebrates the creative potential of ordinary workers to escape poverty. At
the heart lies a positive conception of work as creative activity. ‘In labour
the worker can actualise his conception of what he is to be for himself and
for the others in his community’ (Hoffman, 1972, p. 303). ‘If his actions
follow freely from his ideas and his entire consciousness, then the effort is
creative’. Simple tasks can be potentially creative if the conception of the
task is not dictated mechanically by a manual, or the assembly belt - where
‘manual skill (is) being replaced by the perfection of the apparatus’ and
where the human spirit *has passed into the machine’ (Proudhon cited in
Hoffman, 1972, p. 303). Even if, as Ansart (1970) reminds us, Proudhon
grants too much revolutionary possibilities to the creativity of a workers’
elite. this idealisation allows him to maintain that cooperatives provide the
adequate organisational form to move from alienation to creation.

In the solidarity economy, people become future creuators and creation
becomes business. The idea of creation stimulates the passion of using
entrepreneurship to help people who are ‘in the mess’ to start a new, more
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fulfilling working life where they can pursue their passions and realise their
individual potentials.
From our fieldwork notes:

Manon, an employee of an organization that assists aspiring social entrepreneurs to sct up
proximity services, discusses how desire for creation becomes the engine for proximity services:

“The people who cotne to us, they are really in the mess. [...] There are many people who
are self-employed, also people who are tired of having a boss. Who had 4 boss on their
backs for years. A boss that fired them like dirt. These are people who don’t want to go
back to the logic of metro-boulot-dodo [commuting-working-sleeping], but who want to
flower up [...]. We really motivate them to set up their projects that they feel deeply
about, that allow them to flower up. That doesn’t simply mean re-socialization. We are
more going into individual self-realization, in the sense of creating a network between
project initiators, between creators, between businesses that exist in the Chalon region’.
The dominant theme in this account, ‘earning money through passion’,
‘flowering up’ and ’self-realisation’ through ’creation’, reflects the urgency of
immediate action to help people in difficulty *here and now’, but doing so in ways
that help people to realise their passions. Here, entrepreneurship is presented not
only as a way to avoid dependence on social welfare benefits but also asa way to
help people escape the monotony and dullness of their ordinary working life.

Mutuality

Second, the realisation of human potential of cooperative members requires a
certain quality of social relations that could be called mutuality, or, as does
Hlich (1973) later, conviviality. Proudhon (1851/1989, p. 85) asks, "What reason
then could lead workingmen to form a binding union among themselves, to give
up their independence ...?” Proudhon’s answer is an account of human spirit
that consists of mutual dependency and reciprocity, fraternity and amicable
social relations in an environment free from machinery domination. Similar to
Marx concept of alienation, Proudhon concludes that capitalism, and in
particular the organisation of work imposed through machinery, degrades the
worker and prevents him from fulfilling himself through his labour.

1n order to theorize the mutualist spirit animating cooperatives, Proudhon,
despite his hostility to religion as an institution and the authority of the
Church, refers to the Jesusin early Christian texts: *The author of the Gospel
closed the age of selfishness, the age of nationality and opened the period of
love, the era of humanity. Without a doubt he developed with more energy
than it has ever done before the famous principle: “Do unto others
as yourself.” But it never came into his mind to organise mutuality
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economically’ (1865/1977, pp. 153-154, translated from the.F rench original).
The principle of virtuous friendship as the basis for associations runs through
the libertarian thought in the works of Proudhon, Bakunin and Thoreau. But
mutuality is not bused on charity, but on reciprocal benefit thrqugh mutualll
guarantees (Proudhon, 1848/1888). Charity asks people to give up their
interests. work for nothing. The association, on the other hand, achieves a
collective force through mutual interest and mutual dependence‘. .
‘Mutuality’ gives particular importance to the human d¥mens1on of
organisations and emphasises that economic activity relies on relations bct_w.e.en
people, their human warmth, comradeship, social links and loc_al responsibility
for each other. In the solidarity economy, a climate of comradeship, where Peqple
contribute to the collective well-being, can be the raison d’étre of the or.gan}satlgn
itself. Here, workplace relations are held together by affective links as in kinship.
From our fieldwork notes:

Régis, from the LETS in Faubourg, France, remembers the day when he helped a
member of his association in exchange for some ‘caillous’, the local currency:

* had the opportunity to paint an apartment together with the girl who r.:mployed me. She
did the painting with me. We did it together. We talked throughout the entire day. We taught
different things to cach other. She invited me to have lunchat noon. It went very wellx And\
when 1 left in the evening, [ didn’t feel [ had worked for money, ! had the impression of
having gained more thun money. It was an exchange. There was something that .ha«}
happened during that duy which was very pleasant. Evenif'] made some money by working'.

Through the principle of mutuality, the collective effort ‘ceas.es to be a
source of profit to a small number of managers and speculators: it becomes
the property of all workers” (Proudhon, 1846/1888, p. 223).

Self~-Munagement

Even if Proudhon did not use the word ‘self-management’, one of Fhe main
principles of his mutualist theory was that every asso.ciatlon qnd
cooperative, independent of size, must be self-managed: “There is ‘mutuahty,
in fact, when in an industry, all the workers, instead of working for an
owner who pays them and keeps their product, work for one another anc{
thereby contribute to a common product from which they share the profit
(Proudhon, 1857/2010). Proudhon lists the principles of self-mz\.nag.e.ment
which most importantly require mutual ownership so that “every individual
employed in the association, whether man, woman, child, old man, head of
department, assistant head, workman or appreatice, has an undivided share
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in the property of the company’ (Proudhon, 1846/1888, p. 222). Morcover,
decision-making is participative and members have the right to occupation
based on skills, successive promotion, elective positions, and pay propor-
tionate to position, talents and responsibility. They also acquire versatile
skills in order to carry out different tasks and thus avoid the alienating
affects of 4 functionalist division of work.

‘Self-management’ aims at workers’ re-appropriation of the means of
production through collective organisation (Rosanvallon, 1976). It is both
opposed to state collectivism, which ignores the managerial competencies of
workers, and to the participatory management model, which employs workers
‘self-management” without conceding property rights. 1t is the radical socialist
version of Peter Drucker’s ‘'management by objectives’ (1954), which reacted to
the failures of centralised and hierarchic bureaucracies and wanted to provide a
counterbalance to the technocratic rationality of big systems. Requiring that
each worker is invoived in the collective management of the organisation, selt-
management reverses specialisation and the division of labour. In the words of
Wetzel (2008, p. 83), who comments on the radical self-management activists:
‘The assumption is that self~management, having control over your life, having
asay over the decisions thataffect you, should be central to our vision of a post-
capitalist society’.

Solidarity economy organisations implement this model of collective
organisation, democratic member control and the elimination of organisa-
tional hierarchy: The organisation is jointly owned and democratically
controlled so that each member (and some representatives of the local
community) owns a share of the organisation, participates in decision
making and enjoys equal voting rights in thé administrative bodies.

From our fieldwork notes:

Luc is one of the three founders of *Opale’, an organization that promotes the creation of
cultural projects. At the time of our enquiry, their principal activity was to support the
opening of a series of music cafés all over France. These are small concert halls, which
feature world music and alternative rock music. Luc explains the challenges of realizing
organizational principles of self-management:

‘It is true that we are attentive to the internal organization, the level of self-management,
I'wouldsay[...]. You know, in music, you got some people who are very *“rock and roll™. That
may mean “only rights and never duties”. This is the great libertariun discourse. What is
difficult to understand is that, necessarily, in the anarchist-libertarian-communitarian
perspectives, you have a lot of duties. To do management is difficult. We ure carelul to
make sure that people have autonomy in their jobs and are responsible [...] An association
horrifies us where there is one manager who runs it. [...]. At Opal, we are all three the engine'.
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Political Engagement

The tourth principle that is present in Proudhon refers to the political
dimension that stems from cooperatives. As Proudhon writes on coopera-
tives, ‘these companies were formed spontaneously and against the principles
of bourgeois society. [They] exclude the capitalist buy-out and are based on
the principles of participation and mutuality’ (1865/1977, p. 80). Because
these principles are derived from the concept of direct democracy, which
establishes political organisation spontaneously, cooperatives must also serve
as a role model for the political organisation of society. Beyond the economic,
mutuality must also become political.

Again, federalism as a principal of decentralised political association
stands in opposition to state socialism, which, according to Proudhon
(1863), disregards the autonomy and capacity of the mass to govern itself.
As Bancal (1970, p. 215) notes, the state owes its existence to ‘the erroneous
hypothesis of impersonality and physical, intellectual and moral inertia of
the masses. It assumes in principle that society is a being devoid of
spontaneity and unity, unable to organise itself and act for itself”. No
institution can speak in the name of the whole of society. Federal political
organisation emerges when independent communities decide to coordinate
their efforts on a higher level. The task of a political party, if at all, should
be reduced to that of group coordination and support.

Today’s solidarity economy organisations instantiate the political spirit
by engaging in managing public spaces in everyday life guided by ordinary
citizens (Chanial, 1998). For example, the World (or European) Social
Forum provides the platform to connect these otherwise isolated groups of
ordinary citizens, who have a political identity without being instructed by a
unitying political manifesto.

From our fieldwork notes:

This view is also expressed by Arturo, president of the Fair Trade network *Artisans du
Monde’, who explains that a libertarian political model underpins the organizational
principles of the solidarity economy:

“The anti-globalization activists call me a libertarian anarchist [...] [ do not care i’ people
say I'm a libertarian [...]. You're not only a citizen when you vote in elections. We are
also citizens when you get involved in organizing the development of your neighborhood
or when you create econontic initiatives that enable women in popular neighborhoods o
take control of their lives!

Political identity or a collective being cannot be prescribed by the authority
of political institutions. Instead, bonds between people result from feelings of

A Libertarian Socialist Response to the 'Big Society’ 133

sociability and mutual dependence on each other (Hoffman, 1972). In
contradistinction to Rousseau’s idea that a political body is established by
principles of universal reason and the ‘general will’ (leading to a social
contract), political relations rest on changeable and somewhat capricious
feelings of friendship, sympathy for neighbours or love tor one’s family.
‘There is no general will, for there is no general mind to do the willing’, as
Hoffman (1972, p. 173) insists, who adds equally that Proudhon’s anarchism
is not an antisocialism, but an insistence on ‘organic’ social solidarity that
underpins man’s capacity to self-government.

CONCLUSION

The aim of this chapter has been to illuminate the political and moral
principles of the solidarity economy. By tracing the intellectual foundations
of mutualism across time and space, we have interpreted micro-level actions
and justifications found in our empirical material through the ‘magnitying
glass’ of material found in historical and philosophical articulations. This
has explored how the legucy of the cultural criticism formulated by 19th
century libertarian socialism continues to inspire the solidarity economy
today. Even though the pioneering associations may have faded, their
organisational, cultural and institutional traces remain visible (Schneiberg,
King, & Smith, 2008).

It is important to note that our account of the solidarity economy is an
ideal-type representation. Those who affiliate with it would agree with the
historical legacy and the four principles we identified. However, it is often
contested which organisation may legitimately claim to truly represent the
solidarity economy as the line is fine between social entreprencurship and
micro-capitalism. Nevertheless, it has helped us to carve out the key difterence
between the libertarian socialist legacy that inspires the solidarity economy
and the neo-libertarianism of the ‘Big Society’. The former redistributed not
only political power from the state to society, but also economic power. If the
neo-libertarianism of the Conservatives really wants to promote “the radical
devolution of power and greater financial autonomy to councils, local
residents and community groups’ (Conservatives, 2010), it should take
seriously the capability and potential of ordinary people, especially those
living in low-income communities, to play a direct part in controlling
resources and exercising power. However, this would need to break up the
concentration of economic resources and power currently held by capttalist
corporations. This idea might seem strange and utopian for the libertarian
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advocates of a Big Society, who want to pass on the state’s responsibility for
social welfare to a charitable civil society, without equally passing on
economic powers, instead reserving these to the private sector, Nonetheless, it
is worth reiterating that an alternative to corporate capitalism is practiced
‘here and now’, as Proudhon would say. Of course the solidarity economy is
marginal, but not utopian. Itis realised today, thanks to civic engagement, the
values and principles that once gave rise to socialist libertarianism and the first
cooperatives and workers® associations. And it works. It is neither the third
sector nor capitalism of the poor, nor social entrepreneurship, nor charities,
nor a system of social subcontracting of public services. The success of the
solidarity economy is due to the fact that it rejects the rules of the market:
neither invisible hand, neither free competition, neither the pursuit of private
interests nor of unrestrained growth. However, the questionis: Can it succeed
where its predecessor, libertarian socialism, failed 150 years ago?

NOTES

1. AMAP (Associations pour le maintien d'une agriculture paysanne), see http://
WWW.rescau-amap.org/

2. RERS {Rescaux d’cchanges reciproques des savoirs). .

3. For Marx and Engels, the immediate aim is the formation of a proletarian state:
“The proletariat will use its polilical supremacy to wrest, by degree, all capital from
the bourgeoisic, to centralise all instruments of production in the hands of the State’
(Marx & Engels, 1848/1969, ch. 2).

4. We use published translations into English whenever possible. We use our own
translations from the French original only when translations were not available.
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COMMENTARY ON CHAPTER 5

Richard Hull

This intriguing and valuable chapter by Frére and Reinecke raises many
memories for me of my involvement in various social movement and
political groups in the 1970s, and especially the vigorous debates over the
precise meanings of terms like libertarian’ and over the correct interpreta-
tion of iconic writers like Marx — there was little discussion, in those days, of
Proudhon. Indeed, one of the significant contributions of this chapter is to
present Proudhon’s ideas to a wider audience of readers and researchers
with interests in the Third Sector or Critical Management Studies.

The authors are bravely trying to rescue the Third Sector from its current
neo-liberal transmogrification into the so-called ‘Big Society’ in the United
Kingdom, or what a number of recent authors call ‘neo-communitarianism’
(Fyfe, 2005; Jessop, 2002). Their rescue vehicle is driven by Proudhon who
delivers a weighty set of principles to the debates.

There is the principle of creativity by which radical co-operative solutions
are created by those most in need and most exposed to the alienation of
capitalism. The principle of mutuality is described by Frére and Reinecke as
‘virtuous friendship® and they argue it was again much later expounded and
developed by Ivan Illich under the label of ‘conviviality'. The principle of
self-management was, they argue, later promulgated during the 1970s by
Pierre Rosanvallon who saw enterprises controlled by their workers but also
open to other 'local collectivities in co-decision making’. Finally, there is
Proudhon’s principle regarding the political dimension or spirit of
co-operative working, which Frére and Reinecke call the principle of
political engagement, which stresses the possibilities for the spontancous
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autonomous emergence of new forms of association in distinction to top-down
imposition.

Frére and Reinecke make the bold claim that:

The imaginary magma of the 19th century libertarian cooperative movement has
survived the political fuilure of the socialist cconomy. This, we argue, lives forth in the
organizational principles of 21st century solidarity economy initiatives.

They first describe four of the most common forms of the solidarity
economy in France: fair trade, voluntary social services initiatives,
alternative exchange and barter systems, and microfinance associations.
They then proceed to justify their claim by illustrating how the principles are
now fundamental to many people actively involved in the solidarity
economy. They then draw upon interview materials from their extensive
fieldwork research into these organisations to more fully illustrate the ways
in which the people working within those organisations perceive the values
and morals of their activities, and hence exemplifying the four principles of
creativity, mutuality, self-management and political engagement.

The chapter thus makes significant contributions to both Third Sector
research and to Critical Management Studies. In both fields, it is too easy to
forget the substantially radical roots of co-operative and mutual forms of
organisation, and to instead treat them as having no history. For Third
Sector research in particular, it is imperative to recall these radical roots as a
bulwark against the increasingly dominant managerialist and efficiency-
driven emphasis. Recalling the radical historical roots is equally important
in CMS where there is too often a tendency to think that it is only CMS that
is developing critical and radical perspectives upon organisational forms and
their management, whereas this chapter reminds us of a long history of
experimentation and critique.

A second major contribution the chapter makes to Third Sector research
(although perhaps less so for CMS) is their deployment of Boltanski and
Thévenot's (2006) sociology of morals and legitimation, which has more
recently flowered into a new perspective on the critical sociology of
capitalism, one with a distinctly French flavour to it (Boltanski & Chiapello,
2006). The question for some though, is whether this is really ‘critical’;
certainly Martin Parker's (2008) review is doubtful but see the solid riposte
in the accompanying review from Leca and Naccache (2008). One central
element of the differing perspectives is a significant difference over the

fundumental characteristics of capitalism - interestingly, a very similar.

difference of view existed between Proudhon and Marx, as ably described by
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Frére and Reinecke, and again much of my experience of radical groups in
the 1970s echoed these debates — plus ¢a change!!

In an earlier version of this chapter, the authors linked Proudhon’s focus
on creativity to Raoul Vaneigem's (1972) celebration of self-realisation
through acts of opposition, a linkage that strongly appealed to me.
Although many within CMS may pride themselves on their resoluteness in
maintaining a ‘correct’ set of perspectives on capitalism or whatever, there
has long been a significant tension between people who write about critical
perspectives and people who practise it. The final contribution of this
chapter is to significantly support the latter: it provides a useful counter to
the tendencies in CMS towards theoretical correctness through its focus on
the radical potential and consequences of “actually doing something instead
of just talking about it’ (this is an old adage from the 1970s).

However, putting my theoretically correct hat on, 1 will briefly suggest a
few criticisms. Firstly, there is a slight lack of reflexivity in the chapter,
althoygh this is thoroughly in keeping with the adoption of the concept of
ideal types from Boltanski and Thevenot (2006). Having outlined the four
principles the authors do not then suggest how this makes concrete
contributions to the organisations within the solidarity economy.

Secondly, I am no scholar of Proudhon but [ have always understood that
one of his most important arguments focused on the iniquitous consequences
of property rights, and yet there is little in this chapter that acknowledges the
central role of the state not only in enforcing property rights but in enforcing
the very concept of property ownership. After all, if the concept of property
ownership were to vanish, so too would all justification of the state’s right to
own the nation, its GDP, its citizens and its laws; the disappearance of
property rights would render the state illegitimate. Hence the state has a
massive interest in retaining the very concept of property rights and
furthermore it will always strongly resist tendencies away from property
rights. That, perhaps, is one of the key reasons the Third Sector is being
transmogrified into the so-called *Big Society™?
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CHAPTER 6

NONPROFIT AND GOVERNMENT
SECTORS IN JAPAN: COMPARING
THEIR ETHICAL ORIENTATIONS™

Rosario Laratta

ABSTRACT

Purpose — thiy chapter contrasts the ethical climates in government and
nonprofit organizations (npos) in japan, a setting where the relationship
between these two sectors has been recognized as close and long-lusting.
Yet, there has been litile comparison of the value difference (or
congruence) or discussion of how this may influence their interaction
over time. This chapter explains why nonprofit partners may be nore
attractive partners for governmental contracts, notwithstanding the
dangers of “mission drift” andfor high monitoring costs (mafloy &
agarwal, 2008).

Design/methodology/approach — Using survey duta from matched
samples of nonprofits (441, 86% response rate) and governmental
organizations (321, 64%), the factor structure equivalence und
measurement invariance of ethical climates in these two sectors were
rigorously tested.

*The data presented in this chapter were partly published in the Social Enterprise Journal,
2010, Yol. 6 No. 3.
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