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sometimes embryonic—responses to these challenges, on the basis of innovative
economic/business models driven by a social mission. In spite of their weaknesses,
social enterprises may be seen as advocates for and vehicles of the general interest
across the whole economy. Of course, the debate about privatisation, deregulation
and globalised market competition—all factors that may hinder efforts in the
search for the common good—has to be addressed as well.

The second of a series of four ICSEM books, Social Enterprise in Latin America
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entrepreneurship as they emerge and develop across the world.

Luiz Inacio Gaiger is a full professor at Universidade do Vale do Rio dos Sinos
(Unisinos, Brazil). He holds a Master of Science and a PhD in Sociology from the
Catholic University of Louvain (Belgium).

Marthe Nyssens is a full professor at the School of Economics of the Catholic
University of Louvain (UCLouvain, Belgium) and a member of the Interdisciplinary
Research Centre on Work, State and Society (CIRTES, UCLouvain).

Fernanda Wanderley obtained her PhD in Sociology from Columbia University in
the City of New York (US). She is the director of the Institute of Socio-Economic
Research (IISEC) of the Bolivian Catholic University “San Pablo”.



Routledge Studies in Social Enterprise & Social Innovation
Series Editors: Jacques Defourny, Lars Hulgédrd, and Rocio Nogales

Social enterprises seek to combine an entrepreneurial spirit and behav-
iour with the primacy of social or societal aims. To various extents, their
production of goods or services generates market income, which they
usually combine with other types of resources. A social innovation con-
sists in the implementation of a new idea or initiative to change society in
a fairer and more sustainable direction.

Routledge Studies in Social Enterprise & Social Innovation seeks to
examine and promote these increasingly important research themes. It
particularly looks at participatory governance and social-innovation
dynamics in social enterprises and more widely in partnerships involving
third-sector and civil-society organisations, conventional businesses and
public authorities. In such perspective, this series aims to publish both
breakthrough contributions exploring the new frontiers of the field as
well as books defining the state of the art and paving the way to advance

the field.

Social Innovation
Comparative Perspectives
Edited by Helmut K. Anbeier, Gorgi Krlev and Georg Mildenberger

Theory for Social Enterprise and Pluralism

Social Movements, Solidarity Economy, and Global South

Philippe Eynaud, Jean-Louis Laville, Luciane Lucas dos Santos, Swati
Banerjee, Flor Avelino and Lars Hulgdrd

Social Enterprise in Asia
Theory, Models and Practice
Edited by Eric Bidet and Jacques Defourny

Social Enterprise in Latin America

Theory, Models and Practice

Edited by Luiz Indcio Gaiger, Marthe Nyssens
and Fernanda Wanderley

For a full list of titles in this series, please visit www.routledge.com


http://www.routledge.com

Social Enterprise in

Latin America
Theory, Models and Practice

Edited by Luiz Inacio Gaiger,
Marthe Nyssens and
Fernanda Wanderley

£ Y Routledge

g Taylor & Francis Group

NEW YORK AND LONDON



First published 2019
by Routledge
52 Vanderbilt Avenue, New York, NY 10017

and by Routledge
2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon, OX14 4RN

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business
© 2019 Taylor & Francis

The right of Luiz Indcio Gaiger, Marthe Nyssens and Fernanda
Wanderley to be identified as the authors of the editorial material,
and of the authors for their individual chapters, has been asserted
in accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the Copyright, Designs
and Patents Act 1988.

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted

or reproduced or utilised in any form or by any electronic,
mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter invented,
including photocopying and recording, or in any information
storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing from
the publishers.

Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be
trademarks or registered trademarks, and are used only for
identification and explanation without intent to infringe.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Names: Gaiger, Luiz Indacio Germany, editor. | Nyssens, Marthe,
editor. | Wanderley, Fernanda, editor.

Title: Social enterprise in Latin America : theory, models and
practice / edited by Luiz Indacio Gaiger, Marthe Nyssens and
Fernanda Wanderley.

Description: New York : Routledge, 2019. | Series: Routledge
studies in social enterprise & social innovation | Includes
index.

Identifiers: LCCN 2019008369 | ISBN 9780367151195
(hardback) | ISBN 9780429055164 (ebook)

Subjects: LCSH: Social entrepreneurship—Latin America—Case
studies.

Classification: LCC HD60.5.1.29 S$623 2019 | DDC
658.4/08098—dc23

LC record available at https:/lccn.loc.gov/2019008369

ISBN: 978-0-367-15119-5 (hbk)
ISBN: 978-0-429-05516-4 (ebk)

Typeset in Sabon
by Apex CoVantage, LLC


https://lccn.loc.gov

Contents

List of Tables vil
List of Figures viii
Preface and Acknowledgements ix
List of Editors and Contributors xi

Introduction: Social Enterprise in Latin America:

Context and Concepts 1
MARTHE NYSSENS, FERNANDA WANDERLEY

AND LUIZ INACIO GAIGER

PART I
National Overviews of Social Enterprise 27

1 Social- and Solidarity-Economy Organisations in
Argentina: Diversity, Models and Perspectives 29
GONZALO VAZQUEZ

2 Bolivian Cooperative and Community Enterprises:
Economic and Political Dimensions 58
FERNANDA WANDERLEY

3 Brazilian Social Enterprises: Historical Roots
and Converging Trends 87
ADRIANE FERRARINI, LUIZ INACIO GAIGER, MARILIA
VERISSIMO VERONESE AND PAULO CRUZ FILHO

4 Social- and Solidarity-Economy Organisations in Chile:
Concepts, Historical Trajectories, Trends
and Characteristics 114
MICHELA GIOVANNINI AND PABLO NACHAR-CALDERON,
WITH THE CONTRIBUTION OF SEBASTIAN GATICA



vi

Contents

Popular and Solidarity Economy in Ecuador: Historical
Overview, Institutional Trajectories and Types

of Organisation

MARIA-JOSE RUIZ-RIVERA AND ANDREIA LEMAITRE

Social Enterprise in Mexico: Origins, Models
and Perspectives
SERGIO PARAMO-ORTIZ

A Legal Approach to the Social and Solidarity Economy
in Mexico
CAROLA CONDE BONFIL AND LEILA OULHA]J

Definition and Models of Social Enterprise in Peru
MARIA ANGELA PRIALE AND SUSY CABALLERO

PART II
Comparative Analysis and Perspectives Across
Latin America Countries

9

10

11

Social Enterprises in Latin America: Patterns and
Historical Relevance
LUIZ INACIO GAIGER AND FERNANDA WANDERLEY

Social Enterprise as a Tension Field: A Historical and
Theoretical Contribution Based on the Sociology

of Absences and Emergences

JEAN-LOUIS LAVILLE, GENAUTO CARVALHO DE FRANCA FILHO,
PHILIPPE EYNAUD AND LUCIANE LUCAS DOS SANTOS

Latin American Social Enterprise Models in a Worldwide

Perspective
JACQUES DEFOURNY, MARTHE NYSSENS AND OLIVIER BROLIS

Index

139

169

192

205

237

239

262

286

311



Tables

0.1
1.1

2.1

4.1
4.2
4.3

4.4
4.5
4.6
5.1
5.2
5.3

6.1
6.2
7.1
7.2
7.3
8.1
8.2
8.3
10.1
11.1

11.2

Key economic and social indicators

Five different models of social and solidarity-economy
organisations (SSEOs) in Argentina

Summary of the characteristics of community and
cooperative enterprises

Historical phases of SSE development in Chile

Legal definition of the main SSE organisations in Chile
Chilean SSE organisations (legal definition) and the
EMES indicators of social enterprise

Dimensions of SSE organisations

Characteristics of the new cooperatives investigated
Characteristics of the B Corps investigated

EPS analytical framework

Ideal-typical EPS models in Ecuador

Examples of EPS initiatives in Ecuador by models and
fields of activity

Market-oriented social businesses’ understandings

in Mexico

Legal forms, purpose and governance of CSOs

in Mexico

Comparison between the EMES indicators and

the characteristics of organisations listed in the LESS
Analysis of the various types of Mexican organisation
based on the EMES indicators for social enterprise
Types of social and solidarity-economy organisation
(SSEO) that can/cannot be considered as social
enterprise (according to the EMES indicators)
Approach used for the definition of Peruvian SE models
SE models and variables

Models of SE and EMES indicators

Two models for Latin American social enterprises
Number of countries and social enterprises covered
by the ICSEM survey

Main features of Latin American SE clusters

48

62
119
122

125
129
133
134
148
158

161
172
183
199
201
202
221
222
223
274

294
298



Figures

1.1
1.2

4.1
8.1
9.1
9.2
11.1

Models of Argentinian SSEOs in the “welfare triangle”
Models of Argentinian SSEOs according to their
principles of interest and resource mixes

Location of SSE organisations in Pestoff’s triangle
Social enterprise in Peru: hybrid organisations

General patterns and dimensions of social enterprises
Patterns of social enterprise and economic principles
Institutional trajectories and resulting SE models

51

52
124
209
253
257
291



Preface and Acknowledgements

This book is part of a series of four volumes produced under the Inter-
national Comparative Social-Enterprise Models (ICSEM) Project and
focusing respectively on Asia, Latin America, Western Europe and East-
ern Europe. Various countries not belonging to these major regions were
also covered by the Project; the contributions linked to these countries
have been published in a special issue of the Social Enterprise Journal.'

Launched in July 2013, the ICSEM Project? is the result of a partner-
ship between an “Interuniversity Attraction Pole on Social Enterprise”
(IAP-SOCENT), funded by the Belgian Science Policy (BELSPO), and
the EMES International Research Network. Over five years, it gathered
around 230 researchers from some 55 countries across the world to
document and analyse the diversity of social-enterprise models and their
ecosystems.

First and foremost, the production of these volumes relied on the efforts
and commitment of local ICSEM Research Partners. It was also enriched
through discussion in the framework of Local ICSEM Talks in various
countries, Regional ICSEM Symposiums and Global ICSEM Meetings
held alongside EMES International Conferences on Social Enterprise. We
are grateful to all those who contributed, in one way or another, to these
various events and achievements of the Project.

All ICSEM-related publications also owe much to the outstanding edi-
torial work of Sophie Adam, Coordination Assistant, to whom we express
special thanks. We are also grateful to Elisabetta Severi, who provided a

1 Defourny, J. and Nyssens, M. (eds) (2017) “Mapping Social Enterprise Models: an Inter-
national Perspective”, Social Enterprise Journal, Vol. 13, No. 4. The following countries
were covered in this issue: Australia, New Zealand, Israel, the United Arab Emirates,
Rwanda and South Africa. A contribution about the United States was published,
together with contributions about work-integration social enterprises in Japan, Ireland
and Switzerland, in a special issue of another journal (Cooney, K. and Nyssens, M. [eds]
[2016] “Work Integration Social Enterprises”, Nonprofit Policy Forum, Vol. 7, No. 4).
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Introduction

Social Enterprise in Latin America:
Context and Concepts

Marthe Nyssens, Fernanda Wanderley
and Luiz Indcio Gaiger

Numerous works have been carried out since the 1970s to grasp and
describe the reality and the scope of so-called non-conventional eco-
nomic initiatives and organisations in Latin American countries (Cattani
et al. 2009; Gaiger 2009, 2017; Wanderley 2015, 2017). Most of the
historical sources of these initiatives are to be found in the experiences
of cooperativism and associativism in the region, while the most recent
sources have been located, since the 1980s, in the expansion of new ini-
tiatives promoted, mainly, by marginalised popular groups in a context
of high informality, such as income-generation groups, “soup kitchens”
(comedores populares), organisations of the worker-cooperative or user-
cooperative type, exchange networks, ecological production groups,
indigenous and peasant production communities, and short and soli-
darity marketing circuits. More recently, SMEs driven by economic and
social goals and promoted by professionals have started emerging in the
landscape. A main challenge in this field of research is to better grasp the
diversity of these “alternative” economic types.

Different generic terms have also been used to qualify these initiatives:
informal economy, popular economy, solidarity economy, social econ-
omy, community economy, “labour economy”, solidarity enterprises,
social enterprises, etc. Faced with the variety of terms and concepts used
within and across regions all over the world, the “International Com-
parative Social Enterprise Models (ICSEM) Project” adopted the generic
concept of “social enterprise” (SE) to encompass the wide spectrum of
organisations that combine an entrepreneurial dynamic to provide ser-
vices or goods with the primacy of their social aims. This book presents
the results of this worldwide research project for Latin America.

In this introductive chapter, we first present the objectives of the
ICSEM Project. Then, we briefly describe the Latin American context
that shapes the SE landscape, before describing the main concepts used
in Latin America to analyse this kind of initiative. In the following sec-
tion, we present the different SE schools of thought. Finally, the general
structure of the book is presented.
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1. The “ICSEM” Project

ICSEM was designed and undertaken with one main objective, namely
to document the diversity of SE models as a way: (1) to overcome most
problems related to the quest for a unifying and encompassing conceptu-
alisation of social enterprise; (2) to show that it was feasible to theoreti-
cally and empirically build typologies of SE models; and, consequently,
(3) to pave the way for a better understanding of SE dynamics and ecosys-
tems. The ICSEM Project was based on the assumption that a solid and
scientific comparative knowledge of social enterprise worldwide implied
to analyse these organisations through a multilevel approach, combining
the micro, macro and meso levels, and relying on empirical studies using
a common methodological approach and common tools.

After a year devoted to preparing the basis for this worldwide com-
parative research project, under the auspices of the EMES International
Research Network and within an “Interuniversity Attraction Pole on
Social Enterprise” funded by the Belgian Science Policy Office (BEL-
SPO), the ICSEM Project was officially presented and launched in early
July 2013, just after the 4th EMES International Research Conference
on Social Enterprise, held at the University of Liege (Belgium). From the
outset, some 100 researchers from 25 countries decided to get involved
and committed themselves to carrying out the proposed work over at
least four years. Over the following twelve months, many other research-
ers joined the Project; in total, some 230 research partners from 55 coun-
tries and all regions of the world became part of the ICSEM research
community. In Latin America, seven countries took part in this ambi-
tious project, namely Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, Mexico
and Peru.

All the researchers involved in the project were first asked to provide a
“country contribution” about the SE “phenomenon” or “landscape” in
their respective countries. Each contribution had a threefold aim:

e First, it should help to understand concepts and contexts and to
appreciate the use and the relevance of the notion of social enterprise
in each country, the existence of alternative concepts, the interest of
public authorities for social enterprise and the specific schemes that
these authorities set up for their promotion and support.

e Secondly, it also aimed to map SE models, i.e. to identify and char-
acterise the main categories of social enterprise as well as their fields
of activity, social mission and target groups; the public or private
supports from which they benefit; their operational and governance
models; their stakeholders, etc.

e Finally, it should propose an analysis of “institutional trajectories”
through the identification and description of the main “institutions”
(at large) shaping the profile of social enterprises: legal frameworks
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used by social enterprises, public policies and programmes, major
financial supports or other tools such as norms or accreditations,
federations of which social enterprises are members, private charters
to which they subscribe, etc.

In order to make up for the lack of reliable datasets at enterprise level and
to allow undertaking international comparative works, the second phase
of the ICSEM Project aimed to collect in-depth information on social
enterprises deemed emblematic of the different SE categories or models
identified in the country contributions. In such a perspective, a common
questionnaire was co-produced with all research partners and used by
them to interview social-enterprise managers in their country. Although
the actual number of interviews differed across countries, detailed data
were collected in a rather homogenous way for 721 social enterprises
from 43 countries. Needless to say, the database which resulted from this
survey represents a key achievement of the ICSEM Project.

2. Understanding the Latin American Context
Surrounding Social Enterprise

As social enterprises are often regarded as new strategies to tackle social
and societal problems, in order to analyse social enterprise in Latin Amer-
ica countries, we have to better understand the main challenges these
countries are facing as well as the contexts in which social enterprises
operate. Social, economic and political differences between countries in
Latin America are significant. However, given the territorial continuity,
common historical roots, similarity of patterns and convergence of chal-
lenges that can be observed in the region, it appears to make sense to talk
about a Latin American context. We present here the most important
features for the development of social enterprise.

2.1. Economic Context

Latin America has an exceptional natural wealth, with extremely diverse
biozones. The great potential of this natural wealth transcends the
exploitation of minerals, hydrocarbons and food that has characterised
Latin American economies from colonial times to the present. The gap
between the abundance of natural resources and the low degree of diver-
sification of production (such diversification, despite differences among
countries, is overall only incipient) is a sign that the region has not yet
achieved its full productive potential. The still enormous availability of
natural resources (water, land, abundant fauna and flora) is thus a great
opportunity to move towards sustainable development and social justice
(Bovarnick et al. 2010). Social enterprises have an important role to play
in facing this challenge.
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At the beginning of the 21st century, in a global context of increased
demand for renewable and non-renewable natural resources, the
region’s growth pattern, based on the export of raw materials with low
added value, was strengthened. In this period, countries rich in natu-
ral resources—such as Latin American countries—positioned themselves
at the centre of the dispute about access to and control over strategic
raw materials (Rojas 2015). The “re-primarisation” of the economies in
the recent boom period has made possible significant economic growth
and improvements in social indicators. However, this pattern of growth
resulted in the acceleration of depredation of environmental heritage and
strong social conflicts. With the slowdown in the global economy since
2014, it has shown its fragility to maintain stable levels of growth and
social achievements. Under these conditions, this pattern of growth can-
not be envisaged as a long-term option.

Although, in general, Latin American countries took advantage of
the external bonanza to promote economic growth and social welfare,
development strategies and policies of appropriation and distribution
of revenues derived from the exploitation of natural resources were not
homogeneous. While the governments of Bolivia, Ecuador, Argentina
and Brazil opted for more state control over the exploitation and com-
mercialisation of natural resources by private foreign companies and
implemented some redistribution of income with a view to reducing pov-
erty, the governments of Chile, Peru and Mexico adopted a policy of lib-
eralisation to attract direct foreign investment, especially in the extractive
and agribusiness sectors. However, it is interesting to note that, despite
these differences in terms of strategies and policies, all Latin American
countries followed the dynamics of accumulation based on the extraction
and export of primary goods (Carbonnier et al. 2017).

In Latin America, the challenge of productive diversification has been
on the public-policy agenda for the past 70 years. The policies of import
substitution (“import substitution industrialisation”, or ISI) implemented
in the region in the 20th century and the subsequent efforts have had dif-
ferent outcomes. Some countries progressed towards productive diversifi-
cation while others lagged behind, but overall, Latin American countries’
role as raw material suppliers in the global economy did not change
(Meller 2013; CAF 2006). Mexico and Brazil are the most industrialised
countries, and they are exporters of manufactured goods in the region; in
addition, they have a large domestic market. At the other extreme, Bolivia
and Ecuador are the least industrialised countries, with a less diversi-
fied export basket; they have also significantly smaller national markets.
An interesting indicator to measure the divergences between countries
in terms of productive diversification is the Economic Complexity Index
(ECI), developed by the Centre for International Development at Har-
vard University:' based on this index, in 2016, Mexico ranked 21st; Bra-
zil, 53rd; Chile, 64th; Argentina, 83rd; Peru, 94th; Bolivia, 109th and



Introduction 5

Ecuador, 113th among 127 countries. For these countries to overcome
their position as net suppliers of raw materials and their high reliance
on short-term earnings, institutional transformations aiming at increased
sustainability, solidarity and equity would have to be implemented. In
this context, social enterprises are key actors to promote alternative tra-
jectories of development.

2.2. Social and Labour Context

Since 1990, significant improvements in social indicators have been
achieved by the majority of Latin American countries. Infant mortality
fell, access to safe water increased, primary education became almost
universal and life expectancy rose. In the beginning of the 21st century,
all countries except Mexico also experienced a significant reduction of
monetary poverty and inequality and an expansion of the middle class
(Duryea and Robles 2016).

The literature points to three factors that can account for these
improvements in the last decade. The most important factor was the
increase of the labour income of the poorest workers, which was mainly
due to favourable external conditions (high commodities prices and
ample access to external financing that altered labour-market dynamics).
The second factor was a set of improvements in social policies (income
transfers to households, targeted social programmes and social security
system’s expansion). Demographic changes (fewer children and a higher
share of working-age people in the overall population) constituted the
third factor (UNDP 2016).

Despite these advances, Latin America remains the region with the
highest level of inequality in the world. In fact, the region’s Gini index
is 4% higher than that of Africa, and 16% higher than the indices for
Europe and Central Asia. Moreover, eleven of the twenty most unequal
countries in the world are located in the region (Duryea and Robles
2016). There is much to be done; disparities in the quality of private
and public education and health services (schools and hospitals) are still
a major problem in a majority of countries in the region. Significant
social inequalities by gender, ethnicity and class also persist (ECLAC
2017). Among the main barriers to overcome poverty and inequality,
the regressive tax and transfer systems stand out in most countries (Lust-
ing 2017).

Ocampo and Gémez-Arteaga (2017) identify three ideal-typical sys-
tems of social protection in the region. The first one is the strict universal
system, with public-sector organisation, different degrees of decentralisa-
tion and variable levels of private provision, mainly in education and
health services. The second one is the segmented and corporatist social
security system in its broader sense (health, pensions and professional
risks). The third one is the system based mainly on targeted schemes,
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such as conditional transfer programmes. The most important common
characteristic of these three systems is their lack of clearly designed social
rights and citizenship entitlements, such as those usually associated to the
old conceptions of the welfare state.? In fact, the development of a wel-
fare state in Latin America has remained incomplete, even in the coun-
tries that have moved furthest in this direction, such as Argentina, Chile,
Uruguay and Brazil. In other countries, the education, health and security
systems developed later, in the second half of the 20th century, and they
followed the model of formal employment (labour-capital relation), lead-
ing to the emergence of segmented and incomplete welfare states, with
high levels of exclusion.

Within the paradigm of universalism in social policy linked to the
concepts of social rights and social citizenship, Ocampo and G6mez-
Arteaga (2017) built a “social-protection index” based on three dimen-
sions: universality, solidarity and social spending. More specifically, the
index measures the degree of coverage achieved by the health care and
pensions protection systems, the coverage gap between wage-earners
and non-wage-earners, and social spending and/or efficiency of social
assistance. On the basis of this social-protection index, three groups
were identified in terms of comprehensiveness and universality. Chile,
Argentina and Brazil were identified as having comprehensive systems of
social protection; Peru, Mexico and Ecuador, as countries with interme-
diate systems; and Bolivia, as having a relatively limited system. These
authors also found that, between 2002 and 2012, Peru and Bolivia were
among the countries that registered the strongest improvements in the
social-protection-index score; they were followed by Argentina, Ecuador,
Mexico, Brazil and Chile (in this order).

However, in the majority of countries, significant inequalities still
remain in terms of access to and benefits offered by the social-protection
system. Such inequalities are linked to the type of labour relation (sala-
ried or non-salaried workers), gender and income level. This is particu-
larly true in the countries belonging to the second and third groups. In
general, the share of people benefiting from a protection system in the
fields of health care and pensions is lower among non-salaried workers.
This has great implications for social and solidarity enterprises. Indeed,
they operate in contexts of limited systemic solidarity, materialised in
non-universal social-protection systems. The high level of insecurity in
terms of reproduction of life in contexts of strong social inequalities neg-
atively affects social cohesion and puts great pressure on interpersonal
solidarity.

It is important to notice that, in Latin America and the Caribbean, in
2016, non-salaried workers represented 29.3% of the urban workforce,
whereas employees accounted for 63.4% of this workforce and domestic
salaried workers, for 6.5%. The remaining 0.8% were classified under
the “others” category (ILO 2017). The total of non-salaried workers
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(29.3%) was distributed among employers (4.1 %), own-account workers
(23.6%) and contributing family workers (1.6%) (ILO 2017). These data
concern, as specified above, the urban workforce; if non-salaried rural
workers were taken into account, the proportion of non-salaried work-
ers would be higher than 30%. Significant differences can be observed
among countries, but these data show that, overall, the labour struc-
ture in Latin America is characterised by a significant proportion of non-
salaried workers. Moreover, they are indicators of the importance of the
diverse types of labour relations and economic units in Latin America.

Although a significant share of workers in the region work outside
formal capital-labour relation, a model of social protection based on
employment still dominates. This is one of the reasons accounting for
the limited coverage of the social-protection system. The other reason is
the high proportion of salaried workers whose employers do not comply
with the legal obligations imposed by labour and social legislation. In the
region, in 2016, only 63.5% of urban employed workers and 39.1% of
rural employed workers were covered by health insurance (ILO 2017).
In Latin America, the dominant public-policy approach to the problem
of informality is still based on the view of homogeneous economic land-
scapes, populated by enterprises that only differ in size. However, this
view has been questioned by academics, and it is refuted by abundant
empirical evidence, presented in the present book, of the plurality of types
of economic organisation operating in national economies. Therefore,
informality should not be understood as a simple breach of legislation
by a “general and flat informal economy”. On the contrary, informality
hides a universe of diverse economic organisations and dynamics, which
would require legal and regulatory frameworks adapted to their specifici-
ties. The fact that this economic diversity is not sufficiently recognised
and incorporated in the national institutional frameworks and public
policies does not only result in these economic organisations’ inability to
comply with formal requirements and to cover the costs linked hereto;
it also impedes their development and limits their social and economic
contribution.

2.3. Political Context

From the 1980s onward, Latin America returned to political democracy
after a period of military dictatorships. Although most countries sup-
ported the consolidation of formal democracies with competitive electoral
regimes and guarantees of political rights, this transition hitherto remains
an incomplete process, subject to setbacks. Indeed, citizen dissatisfac-
tion with democracy has increased in recent years, as shown by Latino-
barémetro (2018). While, in 1997, 63% of Latin Americans supported
the democratic regime, this figure fell to 48 % in 2018. The escalation of
corruption scandals in several countries and the growing knowledge of
public management problems are important factors that explain the loss
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of credibility of democracy in recent years. No less important in some
countries is the presence of (both left-wing and right-wing) governments
that threaten democratic principles and values such as transparent elec-
tions, press freedom and independence of the executive, legislative and
judicial branches.

Such estrangement between citizens and public institutions has been
observed for a few years in the majority of Latin American countries.
Although this phenomenon is not specific to the region, some factors
that explain it are. The social improvements registered in recent decades
and the expansion of the middle class are consolidating societies that
demand better public services and more efficient, reliable and innovative
institutions. When these expectations are not met, they generate feelings
of frustration and disenchantment. In effect, the region faces persistent
problems, such as significant social inequalities by class, gender and eth-
nicity; continuity of pockets of poverty; high levels of informality and
exclusion from social-protection systems; and an increase in crime rates
and citizen insecurity.

The great challenge in Latin America is the strengthening of both for-
mal democracy and substantive democracy. Due to their close articula-
tion, one cannot exist without the other. SE initiatives and their proposals
for political, social and economic reordering are very important to face
this challenge. As can be seen from the various chapters of this book,
the aspirations of social actors, the new entrepreneurial logics that inte-
grate both social and economic objectives and the initiatives to build new
legal and regulatory frameworks mobilise an important social energy
and, consequently, strengthen political citizenship in its struggle to create
paths towards inclusive and sustainable development.

3. Understanding the Plurality of Concepts Surrounding
Latin American Social Enterprise

As explained in the introduction, several generic concepts and terms are
used to identify what has been referred to within the ICSEM Project as
“social enterprise”. Moreover, the interpretative frameworks used to
apprehend these alternative forms of economic units in Latin America
changed over time and according to the place and to the type of actors
using these terms: informal economy, popular economy, “labour econ-
omy”, popular and solidarity economy, community economy or social
economy (Cattani et al. 2009). One of the most important differences
between these theoretical frameworks lies in the role given to these initia-
tives and organisations in society and economy.

3.1. From the Informal Economy to the Popular Economy

As the data above show, informality remains an important phenome-
non in Latin America. An abundant literature and a broad debate on
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the causes and consequences of informality have developed in the last
five decades. Different approaches and concepts—such as the “informal
sector” and “informal economy”—were developed to cover heterogene-
ous forms of economic strategies and labour relations in a variety of
situations, from that of informal salaried workers to that of non-salaried
workers in family and small economic units. In the 1970s, beginning
with the first study on Africa (ILO 1972), autonomous workers’ units in
Latin America were considered as resulting from the inability of capital-
ist development to generate wage employment for a fast-growing urban
population. This population was considered to be particularly at risk of
poverty and stagnation, due to their supposed inability to produce sur-
pluses. An almost direct association between poverty and the informal
sector was established; the concept of informal sector came to be under-
stood in a sense that was very close to that of “marginality” proposed by
Quijano (1974) and to the concept of “marginal mass” put forward by
Nun (1969), under the Marxist paradigm of uneven capitalist develop-
ment. In this perspective, the informal sector was considered as the gen-
erator of an army of reserve labour, consisting of workers who could not
be absorbed by the modern sector of the economy. In the Latin American
case, the marginalised would be the urban poor, mostly migrants, pre-
capitalist artisans and domestic workers.

In the1980s and 1990s, other theories were developed. De Soto (1989)
interpreted informality as the response of marginalised social groups
which, due to legal and economic barriers, generate productive and com-
mercial activities outside of state regulation. Portes and Castells (1989)
and Portes and Schaulffler (1993) developed the perspective of structural
articulation, which characterises informality as a universe of income-
generation activities not regulated by the state and integrated into unified
systems composed of networks of dense relations between formal and
informal enterprises, mainly through subcontracting. In such perspective,
informal economic units fulfil functions of support to formal enterprises,
inter alia thanks to the fact that they escape labour regulations.

One of the main criticisms levelled at literature about informality
points at its inability to understand the activities carried out by work-
ers on their own terms, making invisible the types of work organisation,
management modalities, and motivations and expectations of the actors.
Such criticisms built the basis for the concept of “popular economy”,
which emerged in the 1980s. The popular economy is composed of a
diversity of initiatives promoted by the popular classes and constituting
alternatives to salaried work. Family relationships and primary solidari-
ties, which fulfil reproductive functions of life, are central characteristics
of these activities. The change of focus brought about by the popular-
economy perspective is radical and allows for a deeper understanding of
the broader economic, social and political dynamics and implications of
informality and the popular economy (Wanderley 1999; Gaiger 2018).
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The concept of popular economy evolved to reinterpret the set of
economic activities and social practices developed by subjects belong-
ing to the working class through the use of their own labour force and
mobilisation of scarce resources. It came to define a way of producing,
distributing and consuming goods and services that transcends the goal
of obtaining monetary gains. The popular economy is associated to the
logic of reproduction of life (and not of capital) in the sense of the satis-
faction of values of use and the valorisation of work and of human beings
(Icaza and Tiriba 2009: 150).

A set of adjectives often accompany the concept of popular economy.
The notion of “popular economy of solidarity”, or “popular solidar-
ity economy”, accounts for the collective forms of organisation whose
political project is supporting the implementation of the principle of
solidarity. One of the first to refer to the concept of popular solidar-
ity economy was Luis Razeto. This author found that, in scenarios of
precariousness and systemic insecurity, autonomous work organisation
experiences, associative and community-work initiatives, workers’ coop-
eratives, as well as initiatives that pursue common benefits or benefits for
third parties emerge. The situation of deprivation, according to Razeto
(1988), favours the association, complementation and active and direct
cooperation among people who have scarce resources, generating bonds
of solidarity. A solidary economic rationality and a transforming energy
emerge from their ways of being and acting. It is in this context that the
concept of popular economy was born, in association with the concept
of solidarity economy.

Self-managed workers units were reinterpreted in light of these new
approaches as non-capitalist experiences whose development is not
only possible but also contains an emancipating and counter-hegemonic
potential. These experiences would point at a possible other mode of
production—an alternative to capitalism. Its specific rationality (subsist-
ence, production of use value, simple or extended reproduction)? ceases to
be understood as “pre-capitalist” to become regarded as “anti-capitalist”.
This interpretive change is observed in Quijano (2011), who points out
that these actors stop being victims of development and become the new
protagonists of a social-emancipation process.

3.2. The Solidarity Economy

In Latin America, “solidarity economy” is the concept most commonly
used to refer to collective economic organisations oriented to income
generation for their members as well as to broader social benefits. While,
in Europe, the debate around the solidarity economy has its main roots
in the historical experience of cooperatives and associations (the “social
economy”, see section 3.5), in a context characterised by the presence
of strong welfare states, in Latin America, the historical roots of the
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solidarity economy are to be found in the popular economy, within a
context marked by insufficient systems of social protection (Laville and
Gaiger 2009). In Latin America, the solidarity economy offers a criti-
cal discourse about the capitalist economic system; it is understood as
another way of producing and circulating goods and services, which
articulates the state and the market to ensure the material survival of
a large number of people. It is an approach that demands new regulat-
ing principles in the economy, oriented to a change of structural dimen-
sions of inequalities (Gaiger 2017). In Europe, the solidarity economy
has been defined as “all the economic activities that are subject to a will
to act democratically, in which social relations of solidarity have priority
over individual interest or material profit” (Laville 2005: 253-259; our
translation).

Both approaches underline that solidarity-economy activities have
economic and political dimensions that determine their originality. Eco-
nomic rationality cannot be reduced to the market logic. Reciprocity and
mutual commitment among the people who have given birth to the ini-
tiatives are key elements which underpin these initiatives. The political
dimension of the solidarity economy is expressed by the contribution of
these movements to public spaces.

3.3. The “Labour Economy”

Another important approach was developed by Coraggio (2009). With a
view to analysing these alternative organisations, he proposes the concept
of “labour economy” (economia del trabajo), which he defines as an eco-
nomic order based on principles contrary to the “economy of capital”: he
opposes the logic of reproduction of life (in the labour economy) to the
logic of accumulation of capital (in the economy of capital). In an alter-
native systemic logic, the labour economy would be oriented towards the
expanded reproduction of the capacities of all people and the improve-
ment of the quality of life in society. The principles of integration of
this new system are: subsistence, intra- and inter-community reciprocity,
redistribution at different levels of society, exchange in regulated or free
markets and “complexity planning”.*

With a view to building another, counter-hegemonic economy, there is
a Latin American research agenda aimed at finding alternative forms to
the capitalist enterprise and the state. This agenda aims to promote the
potential of these alternative forms with a view to supporting in turn a
gradual transformation or a radical reform of capitalism. As Coraggio
puts it, the labour economy aims to “recognise, recover, empower, invent
and develop other forms of motivation and coordination of human activ-
ities, so that other products and desirable results are achieved and so that
[one] can fully enjoy daily life, which includes work as an experience of
fraternity and pleasure” (ibid.: 122).
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3.4. The Community Economy

The “community economy” is a more recent concept in Latin American
literature. It is associated with systems of production and reproduction
of social life based on the principles and practices of territorially delim-
ited communities. Its historical roots go back to the native populations
that inhabited the continent before the European colonisation and to the
groups that have immigrated in the region since the 19th century. The
community economy is present in several countries of the region, such
as Bolivia, Mexico, Chile, Ecuador and Brazil. The fact of belonging
to a community is determined by kinship and ethnic ties. Communities
are constituted mainly by indigenous people, peasants, guilombolas (an
Afro-Brazilian resident of the guilombo settlements, first established by
escaped slaves and still present today in Brazil) and fishermen groups. The
main features of the community economy are the collective governance
of common goods and the management of economic and social activi-
ties based on solidarity practices. The levels of institutionalisation vary
between countries but, in general, the degree of social recognition and
the presence of norms and public policies to protect community-economy
initiatives and support their development are very deficient (Hillenkamp
and Wanderley 2015).

3.5. The Social Economy and the Third Sector

Other different terms and concepts, rooted in other contexts, such as the
“social economy” or the “third sector”, have been used to qualify (some)
of these initiatives. In Latin America, these concepts are not commonly
used. However, the European tradition of the social economy has been an
important source of inspiration in some countries, like Argentina.
Although there is no single definition of the social economy, it is
almost always presented as having two key aspects. On the one hand, the
term is used to describe private, non-capitalist types of organisation, with
special status and rules: cooperatives, associations, mutual societies and,
with increasing frequency, foundations. On the other hand, the social
economy refers to principles and values: social-economy organisations
are characterised by independent management; they are set up with the
aim of serving their members or the community rather than maximising
profit (hence, the distribution of profits is limited in these organisations,
and they have joint reserves that cannot be shared); and they are char-
acterised by the equality of members and a democratic decision-making
process. Despite social, cultural, political and epistemological differ-
ences between the social-economy approach and the solidarity-economy
approach, debates in the North and in the South have been connected,
giving rise to hybrid designations, like the “social and solidarity econ-
omy” in some national contexts and even in international settings, as
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testified by the name of the Intercontinental Network for the Promotion
of Social Solidarity Economy (RIPESS).

Another significant influence can be found in the American concept
of the “third sector”, which reached Latin America inter alia through
the Johns Hopkins Comparative Non-Profit Sector Project (CNP). The
latter indeed included Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico and
Peru. The CNP developed a structural operational definition, accord-
ing to which non-profit organisations share five main features: they are
organised, private, non-profit-distributing, self-governing and voluntary
(Salamon and Anheier 1997).

More recently, the concepts of “social enterprise” and “social entre-
preneurship” have also entered the debate in several Latin American
countries, as they did in most regions of the world.

4. Different Schools of Thought in the Field
of Social Enterprise

As explained at the beginning of this chapter, faced with the variety
of terminologies and concepts, the “International Comparative Social
Enterprise Models (ICSEM) Project” chose to adopt the generic concept
of “social enterprise” (SE) as a heuristic tool, with a view to better under-
standing these “alternative” economic types of organisation.

It is now well documented that the concept of social enterprise has
emerged simultaneously in the US and in Europe, in the 1990s, in ref-
erence to a set of new entrepreneurial initiatives seeking social goals.
Defourny and Nyssens (2010) distinguish between three main “schools
of thought”: the earned-income school, the social-innovation school and
the approach adopted by the EMES International Research Network.

4.1. The Earned-Income School of Thought

For the earned-income school of thought, social enterprise can be defined
as any type of earned-income business or strategy undertaken by a non-
profit to generate revenue in support of its social mission. Defourny and
Nyssens (2010) distinguish a first stream, within this school, which they
name the “commercial non-profit” approach, with a view to underlin-
ing a key difference (namely the fact that the organisations considered
as social enterprises by scholars belonging to this first stream were all
non-profits) with a later development, referred to as the “mission-driven
business” approach, and which embraced all types of organisation, be
they non-profit or for-profit, launching business activities to address
social problems. Over the last years, when some networks (like the Social
Enterprise Knowledge Network), linked to business schools,’ started to
embrace the concept of social enterprise in Latin America, it was most
often used along the lines of this “earned-income” school of thought,
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as they define social enterprises as “private (and formal) organisations
that employ market strategies to obtain financial resources, in order to
achieve social value for [their] members and/or for groups or communi-
ties” (Marquez et al. 2010: 97).

To a large extent, the concept of social business as promoted by
Muhammad Yunus (2010) can also be related to the “mission-driven
business” approach, although it also involves stronger conditions:
“A social business is a non-loss, non-dividend company designed to
address a social objective” (Yunus 2010). This concept was mainly devel-
oped to describe a business model that focuses on the provision of goods
or services to (very) poor customers, which constitute a new market seg-
ment (often called the “bottom of the pyramid”) in developing countries.
Such a social business is supposed to cover all its costs through market
resources. It is owned by (often large) investors who, at least in Yunus’s
version, do not receive any dividend, as profits are being fully reinvested
to support the social mission.

4.2. The Social-Innovation School of Thought

The social-innovation school of thought focuses on the very specific
nature of the social entrepreneur and on his/her creativity, dynamism
and leadership in coming up with new responses to social needs (Dees
1998). The emphasis here is on the systemic nature of innovation and the
scope of its social or societal impact, rather than on the types of resources
mobilised. The Ashoka organisation has played a pioneering role in pro-
moting this way of thinking; since the early 1980s, it has supported entre-
preneurs of this kind, even though the term “social entrepreneur” was
only adopted at a later stage.

Some authors (such as Emerson 2006) emphasise the need to com-
bine these different approaches into a common characterisation of social
entrepreneurship based on four key criteria: the pursuit of social impacts;
social innovation; the mobilisation of commercial revenues; and the adop-
tion of managerial methods, whatever the legal status of the organisation
(for-profit or not-for-profit, private or public). These authors emphasise
the double, or even triple, bottom line of these organisations, and the
creation of mixed or economic and social added value (“blended value™),
with closely linked economic and social dimensions.

4.3. The EMES Approach

In Europe, the EMES International Research Network developed the first
theoretical and empirical milestones of SE analysis (Borzaga and Defourny
2001). The EMES approach derives from extensive dialogue among sev-
eral disciplines (economics, sociology, political science and management)
as well as among the various national traditions and sensitivities present
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in the European Union. Moreover, guided by a project that was both
theoretical and empirical, it preferred from the outset the identification
of three subsets of indicators (relating respectively to the economic and
entrepreneurial dimension, the social dimension and the governance of
social enterprise) over a concise and elegant definition. These indicators
are the following:

Economic and entrepreneurial dimension of social enterprise

a)

A continuous activity producing goods and/or selling services

Social enterprises, unlike some traditional non-profit organi-
sations, do not normally have advocacy activities or the redistri-
bution of financial flows (as, for example, many foundations) as
their major activity, but they are directly involved in the produc-
tion of goods or the provision of services to people on a continu-
ous basis. The productive activity thus represents the reason, or
one of the main reasons, for the existence of social enterprises.
A significant level of economic risk

Those who establish a social enterprise assume totally or partly
the risk inherent in the initiative. Unlike most public institutions,
social enterprises’ financial viability depends on the efforts of
their members and workers to secure adequate resources. These
resources can have a hybrid character: they may come from trading
activities, from public subsidies or from voluntary contributions.
A minimum amount of paid work

As in the case of most traditional non-profit organisations,
social enterprises may also combine monetary and non-monetary
resources, and voluntary and paid workers. However, the activ-
ity carried out in social enterprises requires a minimum level of
paid work.

Social dimension of social enterprise

d)

e)

An explicit aim to benefit the community

One of the major aims of social enterprises is to serve the com-
munity or a specific group of people. In the same perspective, a
feature of social enterprises is their desire to promote a sense of
social responsibility at the local level.
An initiative launched by a group of citizens or civil-society
organisations

Social enterprises are the result of collective dynamics involv-
ing people belonging to a community or to a group that shares
a well-defined need or aim; this collective dimension must be
maintained over time in one way or another, even though the
importance of leadership (by an individual or a small group of
leaders) must not be neglected.



Introduction 17

f) A limited profit distribution
The primacy of the social aim is reflected in a constraint on the dis-
tribution of profits. However, social enterprises do not only include
organisations that are characterised by a total non-distribution
constraint, but also organisations that—like cooperatives in many
countries—may distribute profits, but only to a limited extent, thus
allowing to avoid a profit-maximising behaviour.

o Governance-related dimension of social enterprise

g) A high degree of autonomy
Social enterprises are created by a group of people on the basis
of an autonomous project and they are governed by these peo-
ple. They may depend on public subsidies but they are not man-
aged, be it directly or indirectly, by public authorities or other
organisations (federations, private firms, etc.). They have both
the right to take up their own position (“voice”) and to termi-
nate their activity (“exit”).
h) A decision-making power not based on capital ownership
This criterion generally refers to the principle of “one member,
one vote”, or at least to a decision-making process in which the
voting power is not distributed according to capital shares in the
governing body which has the ultimate decision-making rights.
1) A participatory nature, which involves various parties affected
by the activity
Representation and participation of users or customers, influ-
ence of various stakeholders on decision-making and a partici-
pative management often constitute important characteristics
of social enterprises. In many cases, one of the aims of social
enterprises is to further democracy at the local level through eco-
nomic activity.

Such indicators were never intended to represent the set of conditions
that an organisation should meet in order to qualify as a social enter-
prise. Rather than constituting prescriptive criteria, they describe an
“ideal-type” in Weber’s terms, i.e. an abstract construction that enables
researchers to position themselves within the “galaxy” of social enter-
prises. In other words, they constitute a tool, somewhat analogous to a
compass, which helps analysts locate the position of the observed entities
relative to one another and eventually identify subsets of social enter-
prises they want to study more deeply. Those indicators allow for the
identification of brand new social enterprises, but they can also lead to
designate as social enterprises older organisations being reshaped by new
internal dynamics.

These nine indicators are focused on the internal governance of social
enterprises, but the EMES approach is not restricted to this aspect. Indeed,
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according to EMES, social enterprises also have a special place in soci-
ety. They pursue simultaneously economic, social and political goals
(Defourny and Nyssens 2006). They are economic actors, but they do not
rely exclusively on the rationality of the market. Indeed, as the EMES indi-
cators state, the financial viability of social enterprises depends on their
members’ efforts to secure adequate resources to support the enterprise’s
social mission, but these resources can have a hybrid character: they may
come from trading activities, but also—to borrow concepts from Polanyi’s
substantive approach—from redistribution and reciprocity (Defourny and
Nyssens 2006). Social enterprises pursue social goals connected to their
social mission; their political goals refer to their “political embedded-
ness”, which sheds light on the fact that SEs have a role in the constitution
of a democratic framework for economic activity (Laville et al. 2006).

The EMES approach proved to be empirically fertile; it has consti-
tuted the conceptual basis for several EMES research projects, in differ-
ent industries, such as personal services or local development (Borzaga
and Defourny 2001) or work integration (Nyssens 2006), sometimes
enlarged to Central and Eastern Europe (Borzaga et al. 2008) or Eastern
Asia (Defourny and Kuan 2011).

5. Contents and Structure of the Book

The first part of the present volume gathers contributions that were
drawn up in the framework of the ICSEM Project about seven Latin
American countries:® Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, Mexico
and Peru. As explained above, these chapters, which are derived from
contributions produced in the first phase of the Project, focus on the vari-
ous national contexts and on the concepts used therein to capture the SE
phenomenon or landscape.

In the framework of the ICSEM Project, no a priori definition of social
enterprise was imposed for the national contributions. We just delineated
the field of analysis as “made of organisations that combine an entrepre-
neurial dynamic to provide services or goods with the primacy of their
social aims”. Instead, the emphasis was put on the embeddedness of the
SE phenomenon in local contexts. This methodological strategy was
adopted in a perspective favouring a bottom-up approach, with a view to
capturing the dynamics and initiatives that can be understood as social
enterprises or SE-like organisations. All the national chapters describe
the diversity of SE models in the light of their historical and institutional
background as well as in their current ecosystem. However, the authors
used the EMES indicators to analyse these models. Indeed, the ICSEM
methodology relied on the hypothesis that the three dimensions of the
EMES ideal type—namely the nature of the social mission or social aims,
the type of economic model and the governance structure—were particu-
larly well suited inform the diversity of social enterprises.
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The second part of the book contains three chapters, which present
comparative analyses of social enterprise in Latin American countries.
We present here the main objectives of these chapters as well as some of
their main conclusions in a transversal perspective.

Even though we observe a wide diversity of SE models within and
across the different countries, shaped by the respective national contexts,
Gaiger and Wanderley draw (in chapter 9) some supranational SE pai-
terns, so as to offer a panoramic and integrated view of social enterprise
in Latin America. The main criterion used to identify these patterns is the
identity of the collective social agents that act as the main protagonists
and determine the onset and trajectory of each pattern—a class, a social
category, a group of individuals linked to a territory or a certain type of
institution that promotes social enterprises to meet needs or respond to
common aspirations. In order to lay down the main characteristics of
these SE patterns, the authors compare them from the point of view of
their degree of correspondence with each of the three dimensions of the
ideal-typical EMES concept of social enterprise.

In chapter 10, based on the “sociology of absences and emergences”
(Santos 2001, 2011), Laville, Carvalho de Franca Filho, Eynaud and
Lucas dos Santos underline, in a historical perspective, the processes of
“invisibilisation” that occur around the experiences in which most of the
SE patterns are embedded. The “sociology of emergences” refers to “the
procedure through which what does not exist, or that whose existence is
socially ungraspable or inexpressible, is conceived as the active result of
a given social process” (Santos 2001: 191). The sociology of emergences
proposes a process of enlargement of knowledge, practices and agents
in order to identify “plural and concrete possibilities, which are both
utopian and realistic” (Santos 2011: 36). In the SE field, this approach
highlights the importance of making visible the “hidden” SE patterns as
well as their specificities.

Gaiger and Wanderley, through their transversal analysis, iden-
tify seven SE patterns: (1) ethnic and community-based organisations;
(2) traditional social-economy organisations; (3) organisations based
on the popular economy; (4) self-managed class-related organisations;
(5) organisations for socio-economic inclusion; (6) philanthropic-
solidarity organisations; and (7) social-purpose organisations oriented
by market logic. Most of these patterns are driven by grassroots actors,
operating on the margins of capitalist dynamics and excluded from insti-
tutionalised systems of solidarity. As underlined by Laville and his co-
authors in chapter 10, these SE patterns are deeply historically rooted
in popular practices that have been marginalised over time through pro-
cesses dominated by the “hegemonic globalisation” movement which has
shaped Latin America’s conflicting history.

In order to make these SE patterns visible, the authors of both chapters
underline the importance of enlarging the representation of the economy,
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analysing it through Polanyi’s lenses. Following Polanyi (1944) in his his-
torical and anthropological approach of the economy, we can say that,
even though these social enterprises operate on the market, their ration-
ality is not oriented towards the accumulation of profit. Indeed, with-
out denying the importance of the profit motive that characterises the
capitalist economy, Polanyi also highlights other economic practices, not
oriented towards the accumulation of profit: redistribution, reciprocity
and household administration. Social enterprises are characterised by the
use of resources originating not only in the market (through the sale of
products and services) or in the state (through redistribution via subsidies
and tax advantages, among others), but also in reciprocity and domes-
ticity. In reciprocity relationships, actors are voluntarily complementary
and interdependent. Reciprocity is based on the gift as a basic social fact;
it calls for a socially acceptable counter-gift, regulated by social norms
(Polanyi et al. 1957). A special form of reciprocity is practiced within
autarchic groups (such as the household units); Polanyi calls it “house-
hold administration”. The economic logics of domesticity and reciprocity
deeply shape some of the Latin American SE patterns embedded in the
universe of the popular economy.

However, SEs are not just “hybrid” organisations, which combine dif-
ferent types of economic resources. They also shape new institutions and
norms in society. As economic actors, they try to promote different types
of market, not driven by the capitalist logic of private accumulation.
From the point of view of governance, their autonomous collective man-
agement is a practical exercise and a fundamental institutional learning
experience for the strengthening of participatory and deliberative demo-
cratic cultures. In the public sphere, the struggle for the legal recognition
of the diversity of economic organisations and the leadership assumed by
these organisations in proposing appropriate public policies and norma-
tive frameworks contribute to building alternative development routes,
which take economic plurality into account. Therefore, political, social
and economic processes cannot be dissociated in the analysis of the SE
landscape.

Social enterprises also actually experience tensions, resulting in what
various authors call the “blurring boundaries” between sectors, as they
have to deal with contradictory pressures from multiple institutional ref-
erents (Battilana er al. 2014). A first type of tension lies in the conflict
between the instrumental rationality of the market, which tends to be ori-
ented to the maximisation and distribution of profit, on the one hand, and
the primacy of the social mission and democratic values in social enter-
prises, on the other hand. Traditional social-economy organisations and
social-purpose organisations oriented by market logic appear especially
prone to this type of tension. A second type of tension could be identified
in SE patterns where household administration and reciprocity have an
important place. Relations based on power and subordination are deeply
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rooted in the region’s patriarchal culture and can be reproduced in some
ethnic and community-based organisations as well as in organisations
rooted in the popular economy. In other cases, when social enterprises
receive significant support from redistribution or philanthropy, especially
when they are promoted by the state or NGOs’ programmes, their strict
regulation and supervision may hamper their autonomy and the emanci-
pation of their main beneficiaries. A last type of tension can come from
the type of discourse underpinning the SE field. Laville and his co-authors
contrast two radically different types of societal projects: what they call
the “solidarity-enterprise” project, shaped by a double—economic and
political—dimension and embedded in a plural economy, and the dis-
course around “social business”, considered as a new form of capitalism,
driven by market and philanthropic logics.

One of the main goals of the ICSEM Project was to show that it was
feasible to theoretically and empirically build typologies of SE models
at the international level. The last chapter, by Defourny, Nyssens and
Brolis, addresses the lack of a scientifically robust typology of SE. With
a view to overcoming this gap, they propose a theoretical framework
relying on two building blocks: on the one hand, “principles of inter-
est”, as key driving forces at work in various parts of the economy and
as matrices from which social enterprise dynamics can emerge; on the
other hand, “resource mixes”, as a key dimension of social enterprise.
On this basis, they identify four major SE models. The “entrepreneurial
non-profit model” gathers all non-profit organisations (most often gen-
eral-interest associations) that are developing any type of earned-income
activities in support of their social mission. The “public-sector social-
enterprise model” results from a movement of public services towards
marketisation, which embraces inter alia “public-sector spin-offs”. The
“social-cooperative model” differs from traditional mutual-interest
organisations—i.e. cooperatives and mutual-interest associations—in
that it combines the pursuit of its members’ interests (mutual interest)
with the pursuit of the interests of the whole community or of a spe-
cific group targeted by the social mission (general interest). The “social-
business model” is rooted in a business model driven by shareholders’
(capital) interest, but social businesses mix this logic with a “social entre-
preneurial” drive aimed at the creation of a “blended value”, in an effort
to balance and better integrate economic and social purposes.

This typology is tested through the statistical exploitation of the large
international dataset resulting from the ICSEM survey. The main finding
is that three of the four models are strongly supported by the empirical
analysis, as it was also the case at the worldwide level: the existence of
a cooperative-type SE model, a social-business model and an entrepre-
neurial non-profit model is fully confirmed at the Latin American level.
Latin American SEs—be they cooperatives, non-profit organisations or
social businesses—are much smaller than their world-level counterparts,
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though. These results also show that, although SEs are influenced by
institutional factors at the macro and the meso level (which contribute
to shaping various patterns, as we explained above), they stem from
all parts of the economy and can be related to different organisational
backgrounds—namely, the non-profit, cooperative and traditional busi-
ness sectors.

It is not surprising that the cooperative type—and especially worker
cooperatives—constitutes the dominant form of SE in Latin America.
The pursued mutual interest refers to the jobs provided to workers under
their own control. But the workers are generally poor people, living at
the margins of the society. Therefore, members’ mutual interest includes
a true social mission from at least three points of view: first, providing
workers with a job, and making it stable through these workers’ control;
secondly, improving members’ income and living conditions as well as
those of their families; and thirdly, pursuing a broader goal of empower-
ment of the poor and promotion of economic democracy in the work-
place and beyond. Cooperative values are the crucible from which an
important share of Latin American SEs emerge. However, this does not
mean that all registered cooperatives in Latin America can be considered
as SE as, in many cases, these organisations turn away from the coopera-
tive ideals and, a fortiori, from the universe of social enterprise.

The organisations belonging to the entrepreneurial non-profit model
display a diversity of resources, with less than one third of their income
coming from the market; this contrasts with the view conveyed by some
influential voices that highlight SE as “a market solution to a social prob-
lem”. However, it also appears that the resource mix of Latin American
SEs includes much fewer public resources than the resource mix of their
counterparts at worldwide level; this feature reflects the weakness of state
support to the SE field. We do not observe either an involvement of pub-
lic authorities in the governance of SEs.

What is at stake with the quest for a typology of SE models at the
international level is not just a wide, although simplified, view of the
various SE types. It is not either a “struggle” against too much diversity.
It is first and foremost a question of uncovering and acknowledging the
fact that today, a wide range of initiatives, primarily driven by social
aims, address social or societal challenges. This book provides an insight
into the diversity and complexity of these SE models in Latin America; it
likely represents one of the most extensive descriptions so far of the real-
ity of social enterprise in large parts of this region.

Notes

1 The Economic Complexity Index measures the level of sophistication of pro-
ductive structures based on information on the diversification of the export
basket and its ubiquity, that is, the ability to export goods that very few coun-
tries export (Hausmann 2018).
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2 The idea of state provision of basic services and protection under the concepts
of social rights and social citizenship is rooted in the late 19th century, and it
developed in industrial economies in the first half of the 20th century.

3 For an explanation of these notions, see Bottomore (2001).

4 “Complexity planning” (planificacion de la complejidad) refers to a new ana-
lytical and planning framework which includes multiple interdependent factors
that shape changing and unstable economic, social and environmental settings,
whose future evolution is difficult to foresee. In particular, we refer here to
foreseeing the non-intentional effects of particular actions.

5 This network brings together representatives from leading schools of business
administration in Latin America (see www.sekn.org/en/publication-en/).

6 Earlier versions of most chapters have been published in the ICSEM Work-
ing Papers Series, which constituted the output of the Project’s first phase (see
www.iap-socent.be/icsem-working-papers).
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1 Social- and Solidarity-Economy
Organisations in Argentina

Diversity, Models and Perspectives!

Gongzalo Vizquez

Introduction

The ICSEM Project aims to carry out a comparative identification and
characterisation of the different social-enterprise models in a variety
of national contexts. In Argentina, the concept of “social enterprise”
(empresa social) is limited to one type of initiatives, namely organisational
experiences that focus on the work integration of people with disabilities
or mental health problems. Consequently, and in order to cover a greater
number and diversity of initiatives existing in the country, we decided to
use the more comprehensive concept of “social- and solidarity-economy
organisations” (SSEO).

The comprebensive concept of SSEO adopted in this study intends to
include a great variety of organisations that can be considered to be part
of the field of the social and solidarity economy in Argentina, and which
share, to a greater or lesser extent, the following characteristics: they are
associative experiences engaged in a given kind of economic activity (pro-
ductive, financial, commercial or consumer activity), organised according
to the principles of self-management, participation and internal democ-
racy, and which pursue social and political objectives directed towards
satisfying the needs of their members and communities, through social
integration and transformation.

Nevertheless, the concept of SSEO that we are proposing relates with-
out major problems with that of “social enterprise” proposed by the
ICSEM Project. For the ICSEM Project, a broad definition has been pro-
posed to delineate what can be called “social enterprises” as “organi-
sations that combine an entrepreneurial dynamic to provide services or
goods with the primacy of their social aims”. Moreover, a hypothesis was
central to the project: three major dimensions would particularly inform
the diversity of SE models: the nature of the social mission or social aims,
the type of economic model and the governance structure. This hypoth-
esis is embedded in the EMES approach to social enterprise, which pro-
poses nine indicators: social enterprises (a) develop production activities
and/or sell goods or services, (b) on the basis of a minimum amount of
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paid labour, and (c) they face a significant amount of economic risk (eco-
nomic dimension); they are (d) collective initiatives fostered by groups of
people and organisations, (e) with explicit social objectives, and (f) they
limit and direct the distribution of their income and surpluses (social
dimension); lastly, the governance of these organisations (g) is based on
the autonomy and self-management of their members, through (h) demo-
cratic mechanisms of decision-making, based on member equality and on
(i) the active participation of the different stakeholders interested in the
project (governance dimension) (Defourny and Nyssens 2012).

These nine indicators are focused on the internal governance of social
enterprises, but the EMES approach is not restricted to this aspect.
Indeed, according to EMES, social enterprises also have a special place
in society. They pursue simultaneously economic, social and political
goals (Defourny and Nyssens 2006). They are economic actors but they
do not rely exclusively on the market. As the EMES indicators state, the
financial viability of social enterprises depends on their members’ efforts
to secure adequate resources to support the enterprise’s social mission,
but these resources can have a hybrid character: they may come from
trading activities, but also—to borrow concepts from Polanyi’s sub-
stantive approach—from redistribution and reciprocity (Defourny and
Nyssens 2006; Gardin 2006). Social enterprises pursue social goals con-
nected to their social mission; their political goals refer to their “political
embeddedness”, which sheds light on the fact that SEs have a role in the
constitution of a democratic framework for economic activity (Laville
et al. 2006).

The main purpose of this chapter is to elaborate a proposal of identifi-
cation and characterisation of the different types of SSEOs in the Argen-
tinian context by classifying them into five main models. Before that, we
present a brief historical framework of the Argentinian economy and an
account of the emergence of the concepts and experiences that make up
the field of the social and solidarity economy in the country. The chap-
ter ends with some considerations regarding the particularities of Argen-
tinian SSEQOs in an international perspective, and their prospects in the
current national and Latin American context.

1. Brief Historical Framework

In schematic terms, we can state that three different development models
can be distinguished in Argentina throughout the country’s economic his-
tory, up to the beginning of the 21st century: the “agro-export model”
(from 1880 to 1930), the “industrialisation model” (between 1930 and
1976) and the “neoliberal model” (from 1976 to 2001). So as to gain a
better understanding of the experiences and organisations of the SSE in
their historical national context, it is useful to provide a brief characteri-
sation of these models and stages of the Argentinian development.
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As regards the agro-export model, it was systematically promoted by
the dominant sectors of Argentinian capitalism (landowners) since the
beginning of the modern organisation of the nation, in the second half
of the 19th century. This model was based on the productive speciali-
sation of the agricultural and livestock sector, taking advantage of the
temperate climate and fertile soil of the vast humid pampas. The pro-
duction (mostly cereals and beef) was to be exported to the European
markets, and especially to Great Britain—the world’s leading power at
the time. At the same time, Argentina was a growing market for the
core countries’ industrial goods and to carry out profitable capital invest-
ments in sectors related to agro-export activities (railways, ports, cold
storage, banks, etc.). This economic model—which constituted a typi-
cal form of integration of a periphery-capitalism country in the world
market’—generated a significant GDP growth and huge profits. But these
benefits were exclusively appropriated by and concentrated in the hands
of the dominant local class (large estate owners) and their foreign allies.
The government, dominated by this “landowning oligarchy”, directed
its policies and resources towards consolidating this model and did not
pursue redistribution policies towards the less advantaged sectors. While
the native indigenous peoples were either killed or expelled from their
lands, the population of the country increased fourfold with a massive
arrival of European (especially Spanish and Italian) immigrants, who
were welcomed by the Argentinian state with openness, but without any
major resources other than a public and free education of relatively good
quality.

It was precisely from the knowledge, experiences and cultural tradi-
tions of the workers belonging to this immigrant European population
that the first experiences of the social economy developed in Argentina:
the first unions, mutuals and cooperatives emerged with the purpose of
addressing the basic needs of their native communities and of the work-
ing class as a whole. Other cooperatives were fostered by small- and
medium-scale businessmen, as a way to carry out their activities while
confronting big monopolies and a financial sector which did not take
them into consideration. Furthermore, many other cooperatives emerged
to provide basic public services in small- and medium-sized towns. All
these organisations, which can be considered as the “founders” of the
social economy in Argentina, were created without the support of the
state, which, in general, did not consider them to be within its purview
(Plotinsky 2017).

The agro-export model was hit by a crisis in the 1930s, as the inter-
national commercial scheme within which it was inserted started to
weaken, due to the new protectionist policies that the core countries were
adopting in the face of the severe worldwide crisis of capitalism of the
time. In this context, in particular during Juan D. Perdn’s government
(1946-1955), a new development model was launched. It was based on
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the increase of industrial production for domestic consumption. Due
to Keynesian state policies of market regulation and income redistribu-
tion, there was an increase and growth in the sector of national capital
enterprises, especially of the small- and medium-sized businesses. Fos-
tered by this industrialisation model, full employment was attained and
maintained for three decades, and salaries enabled the workers to sustain
increasing levels of consumption and welfare. At the same time, universal
social policies were introduced. They guaranteed the satisfaction of dif-
ferent needs (education, health care, housing, culture, leisure, etc.) for a
big majority of the Argentinian population.

This context of a growing domestic market saw the emergence of
many production, consumer and credit cooperatives (Levin and Verbeke
1997). The state also began to promote these initiatives: for example, in
its first five-year plan, Peron’s government promoted agricultural coop-
eratives in rural areas and consumer cooperatives in the cities; its second
five-year plan proposed the creation of a “large national cooperative
system”, but this plan could not be implemented due to the coup that
overthrew the Peronist government in 1955. The national institutions
and laws that still regulate cooperatives and mutuals in Argentina were
designed at the end of the industrialisation period, at the beginning of
the 1970s (Plotinsky 2017).

Despite the social improvements described above, the industrialisation
model could not be permanently consolidated in Argentina. This was so,
in part, because of structural economic problems (the dependency on for-
eign goods, technologies and capitals; a national rentier and short-term-
oriented bourgeoisie; etc.), and also because of the permanent political
opposition exerted by the most powerful economic sectors (landowners
who exported agricultural goods, big transnational companies and their
representatives in the governments of the core countries and in interna-
tional institutions), who never accepted the policies of market regulation
and resource redistribution from the capital owners towards the workers
that were advocated by the industrialisation scheme. This is why, in the
context of a major internal political conflict, a change in the economic
model was forcibly imposed by another coup on March 24, 1976. Any
intention of popular resistance was eliminated by an extremely violent
repressive policy, which included kidnapping, torturing and the disap-
pearance and death of thousands of workers, students and political and
social activists. This civil-military dictatorship, which lasted from 1976
to 1983, marked a point of inflection in the Argentinian history, and it
heralded a period of profound economic, social and cultural degradation
for the majority of the population.

The neoliberal model introduced by this dictatorship was subsequently
reinforced during the democratically elected governments (mainly in the
1990s), which gave in to the pressures of the International Monetary
Fund to adopt the policies of the so-called Washington Consensus, in the
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context of a new period of capitalist globalisation. The policies carried
out during this period promoted the liberalisation and openness of goods
and capital markets, the reduction of the role of the state in the econ-
omy (deregulation, privatisations and fiscal adjustments), the absence
of protection for the national production facing foreign competition, a
reduction in the real income of workers, and the deregulation of work-
ing conditions. In the Argentinian economy, these policies resulted in a
strong deindustrialisation process, the disappearance of a large number
of national enterprises (mainly small- and medium-sized businesses) that
produced for the domestic market, an unprecedented increase in unem-
ployment and, consequently, the impoverishment and social exclusion of
large sectors of the Argentinian population.

The organisations of the social economy were greatly harmed by the
neoliberal policies. Due to the fact that they are organisations promoting
democratic and participative relations at the community level, the 1976
coup considered them a potential enemy and, for that reason, it left them
unprotected and legislated against their interests. For example, an act
forced more than 400 cooperative credit unions to turn into commercial
banks in order to continue operating, and another act forbid coopera-
tives to be media licensees (Plotinsky 2017). With the policies of market
openness and deregulation, the organisations of the social economy were
forced to compete against big corporations in concentrated markets; as
a consequence, many credit, farmers’ and consumer cooperatives ceased
to exist, lost their members or sacrificed a significant part of their coop-
erative identity in order to survive (Levin and Verbeke 1997). Only one
type of organisation of the social and solidarity economy grew strongly
in number: worker cooperatives and entrepreneurial initiatives self-
managed by their workers, which became associative alternatives shelter-
ing their members from unemployment and spaces of resistance. A good
example hereof are the “recovered enterprises” (empresas recuperadas,
i.e. enterprises taken over by their workers, usually after a capitalist com-
pany closure) that emerged in the 1990s.

The neoliberal policies plunged Argentina into a long and deep eco-
nomic crisis, which reached its peak with the social and political outburst
of December 2001, which expressed a popular rejection of the model
of the time and a demand for a radical change in public policies. So,
between 2003 and 2015, during the Peronist governments of Néstor and
Cristina Kirchner, the liberal recipes were abandoned, and policies were
implemented to reindustrialise the economy and to protect employment
and domestic consumption, as well as to support state intervention of
a redistributive character oriented towards the expansion of the public
welfare system. This happened in the context of a regional trend towards
popular and/or left-wing governments in almost all South America
(Chévez in Venezuela, Lula in Brazil, Evo Morales in Bolivia, Correa in
Ecuador, etc.), which brought about significant processes of expansion of
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rights and improvements in the majorities’ well-being, after decades of
degradation brought about by the neoliberal era.

In this context and during this period, the organisations of the social
and solidarity economy were strongly fostered by the state. Policies to
encourage associative initiatives through the massive granting of cred-
its and subsidies were introduced as a strategy to reduce poverty. Fur-
thermore, the creation of a great number of worker cooperatives was
promoted in order to carry out public works (urban infrastructure, hous-
ing, sanitation networks, etc.) in low-income neighbourhoods, providing
income and employment opportunities for a population excluded from
the labour market. On the other hand, the redistributive policies, which
increased the income of several sectors of the population, resulted in a
considerable growth of consumption and favoured the national enter-
prises that produced for the domestic market, such as small- and medium-
sized businesses, cooperatives and “recovered enterprises”. There were
also generally favourable legislation changes for the sector. For exam-
ple, the bankruptcy law was modified, providing a legal framework that
expedited the process of enterprise recovery by workers having lost their
jobs, through the setting up of worker cooperatives.

Finally, at the end of 2015, a political alliance of a different ideological
orientation came into power. This alliance clearly favours neoliberal poli-
cies and represents the interests of the most economically and financially
powerful sectors. This takes place in the larger context of a change in the
tendency at the South American level, with new right-wing governments
(even established, in some cases—as in Brazil—through parliamentary
coups), which encourage the re-emergence of the neoliberal programme,
coming into power. This new political scenario presents huge challenges
for the organisations of the social and solidarity economy, which will be
discussed in the following pages.

2. Relevant Concepts in the Argentinian Context

As we have stated in the introduction, the concept of “social enterprise”
is limited in Argentina to a particular type of initiatives, which aim at
the integration of people with disabilities and mental health problems by
means of their work. Towards the end of the 1990s and the beginning of
the 2000s, under the impetus of international cooperation agencies and of
some NGOs linked to these, the experience of “Italian social cooperatives”
began to spread in Argentina.’ The organisations promoting the concept
suggested that it would be beneficial for Argentina to encourage the forma-
tion of organisations that would pursue the social integration of the “dis-
advantaged” by means of their own work. One idea of the local advocates
of this notion was that the concept of “disadvantaged” should include not
only people with mental health problems or disabilities, but also the home-
less, long-term unemployed and other workers excluded from the formal
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labour market. This understanding of social enterprise is very close to the
concept of work-integration social enterprise (WISE) (Defourny and Nys-
sens 2006). Since the country was undergoing a major employment and
social crisis at the time, this proposal struck a chord and gave rise to sev-
eral initiatives as well as to the Network of Argentinian Social Enterprises
(Red de Empresas Sociales Argentinas, or REDESA), which gathered them.

There was also academic research at the time that adopted the concept
of “social enterprise” in a more comprehensive way than the usual mean-
ing of work-integration initiatives, with a view to identifying a group of
organisations existing in the country and to analysing their characteris-
tics and potentialities by framing this kind of experiences in a broader
field, namely that of the “social economy”.* It was precisely during those
years that the concept of social economy began to gain strength within
the national context, and it managed to bring together several experi-
ences that had emerged as a response to the crisis. In this way, the use
of the concept of social enterprise was rapidly reduced and, since then, it
has only had a marginal use in the country, both in the academia and in
the field of alternative economic practices.

By the turn of the 21st century, the use of the concept of social economy
had grown significantly in Argentina, because of the popular responses
that had been emerging in the face of the crisis.” At university level, 2003
saw the creation of the first Master’s Degree in Social Economy. Accord-
ing to its proponents, “the Master’s Degree received the name social
economy to indicate that it would have an alternative focus, different
from the neoliberal economic perspective, and that it would contribute to
the development of a new, multidisciplinary, academic and professional
field, able to account for the new forms of economic organisation and
action in the process of building Another Economy”.°

This re-emergence of the concept of social economy in Argentina did
not occur without tensions: the cooperative and mutualist sectors had
been using this denomination for a long time in the country, and it took
them several years to accept the new emerging initiatives under the same
conceptual and terminological framework they had traditionally been
using (Plotinsky 2015).

Moreover, since 2001, the social, political and academic movement
formed around the World Social Forum of Porto Alegre, where Argentin-
ian participation proved to be very important, has been very influential. In
this forum, there was a significant number of people and collective projects
identifying with the idea that “another world is possible” and which, in
particular, were part of the collective shaping of “another economy”—an
alternative to the economy established by neoliberal capitalism. Through
the exchange of experiences and literature with neighbouring countries
and other places in Latin America, the notion of “solidarity economy”,
widely used in these close national contexts, and particularly in Brazil,
made a strong entrance in the Argentinian landscape.”
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Around the first decade of the 21st century, the overarching concept of
“social and solidarity economy” emerged and spread rapidly in Argen-
tina as a concept able to include a wide and diverse range of practical
experiences and theoretical proposals. The term “social and solidarity
economy” (SSE) has since gradually gained acceptance and it is now the
most widely used denomination, both by academia® and by the members
of the organisations that make up this field.

However, it must be underlined that, when the term SSE is used in
Argentina, it does not always refer to the same idea. Nowadays, it is a
polysemic concept (Pastore 2010), which is used in several ways:

e The concept is first used to denote a group of economic experiences
(productive, financial, commercial, consumer initiatives) which have
certain characteristics (they are associative, self-managed, demo-
cratic, inclusive, sustainable, etc.) and which aim at the satisfaction
of needs, not at the accumulation of capital. It is this sense of the
term that we adopt in this work, since it refers to the organisations
that make up this “sector” of the economy and which can be empiri-
cally observed and comparatively analysed and studied.

e Secondly, “SSE policies” is a term used to designate a variety of pub-
lic policies geared towards the promotion of productive activities that
provide income to the poorest sectors of the population. These kinds
of policies began to be implemented in 2003 and grew in number
within the context of state strategies of social welfare and assistance,
and they permeated into different levels of the state (local, provincial,
national) and administrations of different political parties.

e Thirdly, the term SSE is also used to designate a proposal for social
transformation that expresses radical criticism of the capitalist sys-
tem and which suggests the need and the possibility to shape an
alternative—“another economy” (Vizquez 2009). This utopian
meaning of the term SSE—mainly used in activist spaces and political
debate—puts a strain on the previous senses, which inevitably function
within the frame of the capitalist system that they strive to overcome.

¢ Finally, within the context of a paradigmatic debate in the field of
economic theory, the SSE is considered a critical perspective, opposed
to the dominant neoclassical paradigm. The SSE theoretically chal-
lenges the definition of what the economy is and the way in which
economic activities and institutions are organised. It points out the
need to broaden the perspective and to adopt a more plural and sub-
stantive approach, able to include non-commercial or non-monetary
practices, as well as practices guided by a reproductive economic
rationality.

Social and solidarity-economy organisations (SSEOs), which constitute
the main focus of this work, are a wide and diverse group of experiences
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that embody the first of the four meanings listed above. However, to a
greater or lesser extent, the other meanings are also at stake, since most
of these organisations are committed to a project of social transforma-
tion or have a connection with public policies to promote the SSE.

Before concluding this section, we want to indicate that the concept
of “popular economy” is also widely used in Argentina. We can dis-
tinguish two different views about this concept in the country: one is a
currently influential point of view—Dboth at the academic and political
levels—that characterises the popular economy as the group of activities
carried out by workers excluded from the labour market, with a view to
generating income, usually in an independent way (either individually
or collectively), and often outside of legal frameworks (to this extent, it
can be included in the informal sector), with survival as the main driver
(Grabois and Pérsico 2014). The other perspective states that the popular
economy is the collection of resources, activities, knowledge and net-
works that the workers’ domestic units bring into play, so as to achieve
an expanded and solidarity-based reproduction of the life of its members
(Coraggio 1999). This approach does not refer only to the poorest and
most excluded citizens, but also to everyone who makes a living out of
their work (including wage-earners). Both perspectives criticise how the
capitalist economy works, but only the second view highlights the poten-
tial of an actually existing popular economy, based on a reproductive and
solidarity-based logic, in the domestic sphere, and explicitly conceives it
as a platform for the creation of the SSE, understood as an alternative-
economy project.

3. Five Different Models of SSEO in Argentina

In this third and central section of this chapter, we present a proposal
for the classification of all SSEOs in Argentina in five models or “ideal
types”. This characterisation takes into account certain aspects of SSEOs
which enable a comparative analysis within the framework of the ICSEM
Project and which are related to the conceptual definitions presented in
the introduction. Those aspects are: governing principles and lines of
action; social mission and legal form adopted; resources and strategies
for sustainability; forms of management and governance; institutionali-
sation processes and channels; and participation in public and political
spaces.

We identify different characteristic features that make up five different
models of SSEO in Argentina. It is worth clarifying that these features do
not appear empirically to the same degree in each of the concrete organi-
sations of each model; in this sense, these models are “ideal types” and
not an exact reflection of empirical realities. This classification of SSEOs
may be discussed and improved and, at the same time, it may be useful
for comparisons with other national and regional realities.
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The five models of SSEO that we propose are the following: (a) work-
ers’ self-managed organisations; (b) entities of the traditional social
economy; (c) cooperatives for social inclusion related to state policies;
(d) social businesses led by social entrepreneurs; and (e) associative and
family popular initiatives. Below, we characterise each model, before pre-
senting a table summarising this classification.

3.1. Workers’ Self-Managed Organisations

The main feature of workers’ self-managed organisations is that, in these
SSEOs, all the members are at the same time workers, who own the
means of production and voluntarily assume the self-management of the
organisations under democratic and cooperative principles, which con-
stitute their dominant logic. The main social mission of this type of SSEO
is to generate self-employment and income for their members, who seek
to live from this job, which is their main occupation. In many cases, the
missions of these SSEOs are closely linked to the development of the local
communities to which they belong.

Most of these organisations adopt the legal form of “worker coopera-
tive”, even though a significant number as well are registered as “asso-
ciations”. In both cases, they assume a similar statute, based on internal
democracy. Each member has one vote in the general assembly, which is
the sovereign governing body that elects the representatives for the board
of directors. This model is present in almost every sector of the economic
activity in Argentina: there are workers’ self-managed SSEOs not only
in the primary sector, but also in the industrial sector, as well as in the
production of different types of services.

Most of these organisations’ income comes from the sale of their
products in the market, which obviously puts a strain on this type of
SSEO because of the inescapable need to be competitive with capitalist
enterprises operating in the same markets. A part of these organisations’
struggle as a sector is to be recognised by the state as economic experi-
ences that provide social benefits. This is why they demand laws and
policies supporting their sustainability and growth, while contending for
the allocation of public resources to the sector, as well as for their inclu-
sion as suppliers in state purchases. Thus, their resource mix is mainly
based on market income, with some state resources in the form of public
subsidies or purchases. Their sustainability strategy also aims at a closer
relationship with local communities, which is reflected both in solidarity
consumption of SSEOs’ products as well as in political support for their
projects.

Most SSEOs of this type promote the active participation of all their
members in strategic decisions by holding relatively frequent assem-
blies and providing information to every associate. Some of the work-
ers themselves assume responsibilities in everyday management, a task
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that presents important challenges, such as the lack of specific training
in management and the need to innovate in the adaptation or creation of
new management tools that differ from conventional ones, as they should
be more consistent with the principles of the SSE.

This model of SSEO has grown significantly in number and visibility
since the mid-1990s in Argentina, first as a workers’ grassroots response
in the face of the employment crisis and, after the crisis of the neoliberal
model, with some support from the state, which (partially) included them
as subjects of progressive public policies.

Nowadays, workers’ self-managed SSEOs are an emergent political
player, with a certain capacity of organisation and mobilisation both
to resist neoliberal policies and to foster the development of strategies
towards an alternative economy. In the last few years, they have formed
second- and third-degree organisations (federations and networks) as a
way to express their interests publicly and to have an influence on public
policies.

Several empirical groups of SSEO can be included in this first model:
recovered enterprises, “from-the-outset” worker cooperatives (see next
paragraph), associations of small producers and family farming, direct
producers’ fairs, fair trade and solidarity consumption organisations
of SSEO products and small microfinance institutions (communal little
banks). To conclude the characterisation of this first model, we briefly
present some empirical cases that are very prominent in the Argentinian
landscape.

In the field of the SSE, worker cooperatives constitute the most fre-
quently encountered legal form in Argentina, with over 15,000 worker
cooperatives currently grouping more than 500,000 workers (Acosta
et al. 2013; Guarco 2013). That being said, among worker cooperatives,
three groups can be distinguished: (1) the first group includes the thou-
sands of worker cooperatives specifically created for the implementation
of public policies; (2) the second group brings together worker coopera-
tives created by workers in the process of enterprise recovery; and (3) the
third group is that of initiatives that were worker cooperatives from the
outset, and were created by workers who voluntarily decided to organise
themselves as a cooperative so as to produce and generate employment
and income on a self-managed basis. In this case, cooperativism is a vol-
untary decision, not a need imposed by external circumstances. Accord-
ing to official information, nowadays in Argentina, there are more than
7,500 active cooperatives belonging to this third group, and they are
present in almost all the production sectors. In the last few years, worker
cooperatives have grown significantly in number (many were founded
in periods of high unemployment, but more continued to be founded in
contexts of increased employment). Their sectoral organisation has also
improved over time; they are currently grouped in networks by sector
of activity in more than 60 federations and in one big confederation at
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the national level, the National Confederation of Worker Cooperatives
(Confederacion Nacional de Cooperativas de Trabajo, or CNCT).

“Recovered enterprises” (empresas recuperadas, hereafter referred to
as “RE”) are experiences initiated by workers who, faced with the clo-
sure of a company of which they were wage-earning employees, decide
to organise themselves as a self-managed group to produce and sell their
products in the market again. These practices grew significantly in fre-
quency and visibility during the end-of-the-century crisis, but they later
became part of the workers’ “struggle repertoire” and more REs contin-
ued to emerge even during moments of economic growth. Nowadays,
there are 368 REs in Argentina, which gather together around 15,000
workers. Their level of social recognition in the country is relatively high
and they are seen as exemplary at the international level. Half of the
REs are industrial goods producers (among these, metallurgic, food and
graphic initiatives stand out) and the other half are service providers
(with gastronomic initiatives standing out) (Ruggeri 2014). Almost all of
them managed to be sustainable over time, with a good level of produc-
tion and commercial integration. They are grouped in several federations
and have managed, as political players, to have an influence on some
state interventions, such as a modification of the bankruptcy law that
eases the processes of recovery and self-management by the workers who
become unemployed. They usually carry out cultural and educational
activities and are deeply rooted in their communities.

3.2. Entities of the Traditional Social Economy

In this second model of SSEO, we group the organisations identified in
Argentina as “entities of the social economy”. This group includes many
organisations, legally registered as mutuals and cooperatives of different
kinds (agricultural, public service, housing, credit, insurance, consumer
cooperatives), whose working logic can be characterised as “mutualist”,
since they aim at mutual benefits for their members.

This type of SSEO emerged as a cooperative solution to satisfy the
needs of groups of producers or local communities. The sectors where
their presence is stronger are the provision of urban public services (elec-
tricity, phone, water, sanitation, etc.) and the agricultural sector (grain
storage and commercialisation, production of agro-industrial goods,
insurances for producers, etc.). These initiatives’ relationship with their
territorial communities is important, since these entities have had, and
still have, a central role in their communities’ historical development.

Generally, entities of the social economy aim to achieve self-
sustainability; to that end, they rely almost completely on the market
income obtained from the sale of their products or services to their own
associates or other consumers, complementing these incomes with the
periodical collection of members’ fees. In these SSEOs, the associates are
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not the workers (who are usually wage-earners), but the consumers of the
goods or services. This is why the relationship between these organisa-
tions and their members is often more distant than in the previous model.
Their governance is formally democratic, since it relies on the annual
General Assembly, which elects its representatives for the Board, but in
general, most of the associates do not participate actively. The manage-
ment of these SSEOs is generally in the hands of professional managers,
who often come from within the organisation but have experience and
training in conventional management.

These SSEOs emerged at the beginning of the 20th century, fostered
by European immigrants, and they grew and developed in the heat of an
industrialisation process, focused on the domestic market, that developed
intensely from 1930 until the 1976 military coup, when the economic
model took a turn towards neoliberalism. Since then, the sustainabil-
ity of these SSEOs has become conditioned by the need for survival in
open and deregulated markets and in a context that was very hostile for
national and cooperative production. Many SSEOs of this type disap-
peared between 1976 and 2001, and those that managed to survive did
so by ensuring their competitiveness, in some cases at the expense of
certain solidarity-linked identity features.

Given their long history, these initiatives have a very solid structure
of second- and third-degree entities (federations and confederations), as
well as quite a high degree of financial autonomy and a certain capacity
to have an influence at state level; in fact, it is this type of organisation
that participates in the Board of Directors of the National Institute for
Associationism and the Social Economy (Instituto Nacional de Asocia-
tivismo y Economia Social, or INAES), the public body that regulates
and promotes the social and solidarity economy at the national level. In
this institutional context, it is interesting to highlight these initiatives’
approach to the other SSEO models in the last few years: they have
opened up to the reality of a very diverse sector, with a large number of
emerging initiatives, to face the crisis of the national economy.

Public service cooperatives constitute an empirically important type
of initiatives in this category: there are indeed around 1,200 public ser-
vices cooperatives in the country, including almost 600 electrical coop-
eratives, which serve more than 7 million people and distribute 50% of
the electricity of the most populated province of the country (Buenos
Aires) (Guarco 2013), and they also have a dense network of second-
and third-degree organisations (federations and confederations), which
makes them central players in the national SSE, with regional and inter-
national reach.’

Agricultural cooperativism also plays a major role in the Argentinian
SSE. A big national confederation (Coninagro) groups together federa-
tions and cooperatives that produce milk products, yerba mate, wine,
tobacco and many grains, as well as services for the rural sector. Some of
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these cooperatives are very large; the agricultural cooperative AFA, for
example, has 36,000 associates and 1,600 employees, and it provides
production and commercialisation support services to its members, such
as the storage of 5 million tons of grains and the production of agri-
cultural inputs for its associates. This sector grew considerably under
the progressive governments; however, agricultural cooperatives usually
share interests with the agricultural export sectors, which results in polit-
ical tension with the rest of the SSE sector.

Finally, among the SSEOs belonging to this model, we can highlight
the existence of the cooperative bank “Credicoop” and of the large con-
sumer cooperative “Cooperativa Obrera de Consumo”, two big organi-
sations with thousands of associates and a rich history. They are also two
of the few entities that have survived the 25 years of neoliberal policies
which led to the disappearance of a huge majority of the several hundreds
of financial and consumer cooperatives that existed until 1980.

We consider these first two models—workers’ self-managed organi-
sations and entities of the traditional social economy—to be the most
significant ones in Argentina, given their number and the quality of their
experiences as SSEOs, as well as their capacity for political action and
the resources they mobilise. The following three models of SSEO are less
important in the country’s landscape, but they are part of a comprehen-
sive overview of the SSE.

3.3. Cooperatives for Social Inclusion Related to State Policies

Organisations belonging to this third model are characterised by their
strong connection with certain state policies, which explains, to a great
extent, their emergence as well as their sustainability. These SSEOs are
conceived to provide jobs and income to workers who are particularly
underprivileged or excluded from the labour market (long-term unem-
ployed people with a low education level, mothers who are heads of
households, disabled people, etc.).

These organisations’ dominant logic is redistributive. They are the tan-
gible expression of certain state interventions that encourage the social
inclusion of people and groups whose basic rights are critically affected.
Their productive activities are financed by means of public subsidies sus-
tained over time. In some cases, their logic can also be considered as an
answer to social demands, when the marginal groups themselves organise
to claim for and obtain the state resources that allow them to operate as
a productive organisation.

These SSEOs’ strong dependency on redistributive state funding is also
explained by the fact that they produce goods and services devoted to
the improvement of the popular habitat, be it housing for those who do
not have access to housing in the market, collective equipment (health
centres, schools, squares, etc.), or infrastructure (asphalt, sidewalks,
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drainages, etc.) in the suburbs inhabited by a poor population. As a con-
sequence, the state is the main (and sometimes the only) contractor and
buyer of their products, which is a great weakness in terms of sustain-
ability, as these SSEOs and their members thus depend on third parties’
political decisions and budget allocations.

Another sensitive aspect in SSEOs of this type is that their origins are
to be found in “external” initiatives. Their members are invited to partic-
ipate in the organisation—Dbe it a worker cooperative or an association—
as a requisite to benefit from a social policy and, consequently, they have
little autonomy to make a voluntary decision as regards their incorpo-
ration in the organisation. Once they become members, they may go
through a process of appropriation of the organisation’s cooperative
character, or gradually come to terms with their power to decide autono-
mously in assemblies or boards, but frequently, this process does not take
place, due to a lack of knowledge or interest on the part of the members
themselves (or of most of them) or of the public servants who are in
charge of the implementation of these social policies.

The governance of these SSEOs is formally in the hands of their mem-
bers, who elect their governing bodies in the assembly, but in practice
these bodies’ decisions often depend on state actions and decisions. As
a result, this type of SSEO usually has a low level of autonomy, even
though there are cases of groups of workers who develop and assume the
cooperative identity and who struggle to gain more autonomy from the
state. In other cases, the SSEOs are politically included in territorial social
movements that assume the representation of the cooperative’s members
and, by means of direct actions (pickets and roadblocks, encampments in
front of public buildings, etc.), they call for an increase in resources and
decision-making autonomy in the definition and implementation of their
action plans.

This model of SSEO grew significantly in Argentina during the gov-
ernments of the Kirchners, between 2003 and 2015. These governments
promoted the creation of more than 15,000 cooperatives (protected by
specific norms) to build social-interest housing and carry out improve-
ment work on popular habitat. These cooperatives thus constitute a phe-
nomenon of great magnitude in terms of both the population involved (it
is estimated that more than 200,000 people were involved in these coop-
eratives) and the public budget allocated to finance these organisations.
In a political scenario that has changed dramatically since 2016, many
of these SSEOs are becoming political players with a growing degree of
organisation and integration in second-degree organisations, for exam-
ple, through the Confederation of Popular Economy Workers (Confed-
eracion de Trabajadores de la Economia Popular, or CTEP), which aims
to represent them. They occupy the public space to defend their interests,
call for the recognition of their experiences and demand their continuity
in the face of a government that reduces their budget.
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Other empirical cases of SSEO that can be included in this model are
protected workshops (talleres protegidos) for disabled workers and many
communal organisations that provide childcare services (guarderias),
food (comedores) and recreation (clubs and cultural centres) for free to
families in popular neighbourhoods. These organisations depend on pub-
lic finance provided through different social policies.

3.4. Social Businesses Led by Social Entrepreneurs

Nowadays in Argentina there is a group of organisations (not very large in
number but increasingly influential) that are inspired by the perspectives
of the “social innovation” school of thought and the “earned income”
school (Defourny and Nyssens 2012). These experiences aim to develop
enterprises (social businesses) capable of generating social benefits for
poor or excluded sectors by means of market activities. These social ben-
efits can be obtained, for example, by fostering businesses capable of
generating employment or income for socially vulnerable people or by
facilitating the poor’s access to certain products or services, with a view
to improving their living conditions ( Ashoka undated). In other words,
this type of SSEO aims at solving social problems by means of business
initiatives that are, at the same time, profitable.

These experiences rely on the leadership capacities of certain indi-
viduals (usually called “social entrepreneurs”) who also have access to
financial and training support networks rooted in the business world.
They are inspired by the idea that social problems can be solved through
individual creative and innovative initiatives that emerge from within the
capitalist business system but which prioritise social and environmental
objectives and limit the distribution of profits.

The form of governance of these organisations, which adopt the
legal form of foundations or commercial enterprises, is generally cen-
tred on the decisions of the founder, entrepreneur or leader. Conse-
quently, their governance is usually not strictly democratic, although
they usually consider it useful that the different stakeholders (consum-
ers, employees and beneficiaries) participate in the decision-making
spaces by contributing their opinions. For their administration, they
rely on professional teams with training and experience in business
management, which are essential to “guarantee” the quality of the
work of these organisations.

The leaders of these social businesses believe that attaining their social
aims should not restrain their initiatives from being profitable—or at least
self-sustainable—enterprises, thanks to the sale of their products in the
market. However, external resources from private donations, business
foundations or even the state are usually an essential support in the initial
stages of these initiatives. The “social business” perspective affirms that
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this sector of social enterprise—which is complementary to the for-profit
sector—can be socially responsible and a generator of social change.

In Argentina, this social-business model was first promoted in the
1990s by the international networks Ashoka and Avina, which select
social entrepreneurs and leaders and provide them with support through
financing, training and contacts in the business world so that they face
less obstacles in the development of their projects. The current Argen-
tinian government has strongly adopted this entrepreneurial perspective,
together with neoliberal policies of deregulation of the markets and state
adjustments, and is financing projects and proposing new legal instru-
ments favourable to this type of SSEO.

As a particularly relevant empirical case among the experiences that
can be identified with this model of SSEO, we can mention “El Arca”,"?
an association created by a social entrepreneur of the province of Men-
doza who was supported by the Ashoka network. This organisation
supports more than 100 productive initiatives of small producers by pro-
moting them among consumers with high expectations in terms of prod-
uct quality, who show their solidarity with the producers through their
willingness to pay a price considered to be fair.

A more recent experience, which has grown exponentially in the last
few years, is the so-called Sistema B, a network bringing together enter-
prises, consultants, accountants, lawyers and workers with the declared
mission of “creating a favourable ecosystem for B Corps and other
economic players that use the power of the market to solve social and
environmental problems”.!"" B Corps are for-profit companies that meet
rigorous standards of social and environmental performance, account-
ability and transparency. Today, there is a growing community of more
than 2,100 Certified B Corps from 50 countries and over 130 industries.
In Argentina, the Sistema B network gathers more than 120 enterprises
and various actors who encourage this model of SSEO in the country.
They are currently working closely with the national government in the
formulation of a new law that encourages the creation of this type of
organisation.

3.5. Associative and Family Popular Initiatives

This last model of SSEO refers to a type of organisation that is very
widespread in Argentina and Latin America: small associative initiatives
launched by workers excluded from the formal labour market, people
with a low educational level and in a situation of relative poverty. These
SSEOs are usually composed of family members or neighbours from
popular neighbourhoods on the outskirts of cities. We are including in
this SSEO model the microenterprises made up of workers who have
some associative practices, either in the production of goods or services
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(associative entrepreneurship), in commercialisation (for example, com-
mercialisation through self-managed fairs) or in financing (for instance,
micro-credit groups).

The dominant logic and purpose of these initiatives is to provide
income to the participating families as part of a complex strategy of
solidarity-based reproduction of the domestic unit which combines dif-
ferent activities, resources and income to guarantee their subsistence
(simple reproduction) or, in the best of cases, their expanded reproduc-
tion."? According to Coraggio (1999), these initiatives can be understood
as an “extension” of the members’ domestic units, since their economic
logic aims at satisfying family needs and not at generating profit (and,
least of all, at accumulating capital).

This can be noticed in several aspects. An example is the fact that, in
most cases, the workspace is the house of one of the members, and the
organisation’s tools and equipment become intermingled with those of
the home. Many of these initiatives are carried out by women to comple-
ment the household income, and they combine their productive activ-
ity with caring for their children and fulfilling domestic and communal
tasks. Resorting to the initiative’s funds to cover family expenses in the
face of emergency situations is also common.

These organisations usually operate without registration in the legal
and tax systems. In other words, they are “informal”, because they
cannot bear the costs associated with the formalisation of the initiative
and of the self-managed work within the conventional legal frame-
works. But it can be observed that, when special normative frames
are created to protect and extend the rights of vulnerable groups, as
it was for example, the case with the implementation of the so-called
single social tax (momnotributo social),"> many of these workers take
advantage of the opportunity that is offered to them to formalise their
activity to improve their living conditions and their possibilities of
increasing their incomes by selling to clients who demand legally valid
documents.

Generally, SSEOs of this type produce or commercialise low-complexity
goods and services (food, clothes, building services, etc.), resorting to
machinery, tools and facilities of simple or obsolete technology, as com-
pared to more capital-intensive productive units. Their products are com-
mercialised in local markets and in their neighbourhoods, where the level
of competition is high, due to the large number of bidders trying to sell to
clients who look for the lowest price. In fact, the most frequent problem
of these SSEOs is their difficulty to sell their products, which forces them
to reduce their production (their aim is not to sell what they can produce,
but to produce what they can sell). As a result, the sales revenues of this
type of popular initiatives are so close to the costs which they incur that
it seriously limits their capacity to produce a surplus. Consequently, the
income to be distributed among workers is low, to the point that many
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family workers do not even receive a monetary remuneration for their
(usually part-time) dedication to the initiative.

In Argentina, a series of public policies have been implemented since
2003 to strengthen this model of SSEO. Basically, machinery and equip-
ment are provided for free by means of subsidies of relatively small
amounts to facilitate production in easily accessible sectors (shops, gas-
tronomy, clothing, etc.). However, these measures do not solve the prob-
lem of the commercialisation of products or of the resulting low income.
To sum up, these initiatives’ resource mix consists mainly of market
income, family resources and limited state contribution.

The governance of this model of SSEO is not very structured and it is
strongly conditioned by (and embedded in) the pre-existing power struc-
tures underlying the members’ families. The business management is,
logically, highly informal and unprofessional.

As regards their institutionalisation process in Argentina, as we have
said, these types of activities usually grow and develop during stages of
employment crises. They become a refuge for workers excluded from the
labour market or a solution for the popular sectors to generate comple-
mentary income to deal with worsening living conditions. Such develop-
ment took place with great intensity during the turn-of-the-21st-century
crisis of the neoliberal model, and it is happening again nowadays as a
consequence of a new wave of neoliberal policies in Argentina.

During progressive governments (2003-2015), different policies were
implemented to strengthen this type of SSEO financially (by means of
micro-credits), commercially (through fairs, collective brands, state pur-
chases) and in terms of social security (through the implementation of
the single social tax), among other aspects. The inclusion of initiatives of
this kind in public policies gave more visibility to their work and needs,
but the sector remains “scattered”, and it lacks the capacity of express-
ing its interests to the state and the rest of society in a unified manner.
Today, these initiatives do not stand as an identifiable “political player”,
with explicit adherence to a socially transformative project. Up to now,
their integration into second-degree organisations has remained scarce,
although it has been increasing during the last few years, since the Con-
federation of Popular Economy Workers (Confederacion de Trabajadores
de la Economia Popular, or CTEP) has been publicly voicing their reality
and needs (Grabois and Pérsico 2014), as well as assuming their repre-
sentation to the governments, with a growing visibility and capacity for
exerting political pressure.

Following the characterisation of the five models of SSEO that we have
identified in the Argentinian context, we present a table (table 1.1) with
a comparative summary of the different types of organisation, elaborated
on the basis of the major elements of analysis considered in this section
and with the goal of enabling the comparison with organisations from
different countries within the framework of the ICSEM Project.
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4. The Argentinian SSEOs From a Global Perspective

On the basis of the different models that have just been identified, we pre-
sent, in this section, some considerations and conclusions about SSEOs.
This helps to outline some global features of the Argentinian SSEO land-
scape within the frame of the international comparison proposed by this
book and the ICSEM Project.

According to the National Institute for Associationism and the Social
Economy (Instituto Nacional de Asociativismo y Economia Social, or
INAES),'* the first three models presented above—namely workers’ self-
managed organisations, entities of the traditional social economy and
cooperatives for social inclusion related to state policies—are the three
most important groups in terms of number of organisations. The experi-
ences that can be classified under the associative and family popular initi-
atives are also numerous; however, since they lack formal registration, it is
not easy to assess how many there are in the country. The CTEP estimates
that around 500,000 people are working in small initiatives of this type
(Grabois and Pérsico 2014). The organisations that can be included in the
fourth model (social businesses led by social entrepreneurs) are growing
in number, but they are still few in comparison to the other SSEOs.

Taking these data into account and on the basis of what has been
described, we can identify some predominant characteristic features of
Argentinian SSEOs:

e Ina very significant proportion, Argentinian SSEOs are self-managed
experiences implemented by workers (first and fifth models). Self-
management is a horizon to reach for in the case of cooperatives
that have emerged from social programmes (third model), but not a
factual current reality.

e In the same line, the predominant form of governance (first, second
and third models) is that based on the assembly of associates where,
with more or less active participation, the organisations’ representa-
tives for daily management, with varying degrees of professionalisa-
tion, are democratically elected.

e The cooperative, in all its variants, is the legal form most commonly
adopted by SSEOs, and among cooperatives, the largest group is that
of worker cooperatives, which account for almost two thirds of the
currently existing cooperatives.

e The most frequent social objectives and missions are income and
employment generation for different groups of workers (first, third,
fourth and fifth models). In many cases, the intention is to include
in the initiative workers who are excluded from formal employment
(third and fifth models).

e  For most of the SSEOs, the market is the main source of income. The
exception is the third model, whose resources come almost entirely
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from the state. However, in all OESS models, there are sustainability
strategies that seek to hybridise resources, complementing the pre-
dominant source with the development of other sources (state sub-
sidies in the first and fifth model, community’s contribution in the
first and second model, market sales in the third model and private
donations in the fourth one).

e In a national context of relatively intense political mobilisation,
SSEOs seek to become social and political players and to influence
the public agenda so as to defend their rights and interests or to pro-
mote transformations. However, institutional fragmentation due to
internal differences is also common.

In figure 1.1, we attempt to locate the five models of SSEO identified
in Argentina within the so-called welfare triangle, which illustrates the
complexity of principles, resources and logics of action with which these
types of organisation operate (see Defourny and Nyssens 2012).

The analysis derived from the representation of the Argentinian mod-
els of SSEO in the welfare triangle indicates that most of these mod-
els include formally registered organisations, except for the fifth model,
where informality predominates.

It also indicates that not-for-profit organisations (i.e. organisations not
owned by shareholders) are predominant, with the partial exception of
the SSEOs inspired by the social-business perspective.

Thirdly, these organisations belong to the private sector (even though
their objectives are of public interest), although in the case of SSEOs
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Figure 1.1 Models of Argentinian SSEOs in the “welfare triangle”
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belonging to the third model, their strong connection with and depend-
ence on state policies should be noted, both during their establishment
stage and subsequently.

On another level, the figure shows that SSEOs differ from capitalist
enterprises (although, in the case of the fourth model, they are strongly
connected), from state institutions (with a strong connection in the case
of the third model) and from community institutions, such as families
or domestic units (although in the case of the fifth model, they can be
considered as extensions of the domestic unit). That being said, all SSEOs
work on the basis of principles and logics of action that are characteristic
of such organisations, and the resources that make them viable result
from the combination of practices of redistribution (they nearly all
request and receive state support), practices of reciprocity (they develop
a permanent exchange with the communities to which they belong) and
market practices (their main source of income). For all these reasons, we
can consider that SSEOs are experiences of plural sustainability (Vizquez
2010, 2016).

In figure 1.2, we have located the five models of SSEO in another trian-
gle, which represents the diversity of principles of interest and resources
at stake in this type of organisation (see Defourny and Nyssens 2016 and
in this book).

This figure helps us to further examine the fact that, even though all
SSEOs have strategies for resource hybridisation, market income is gen-
erally the dominant resource (the third model is again an exception), in

General interest

State

Models of SSEQ in Argentina
resources

@ Workers'self-managed organisations

@ Entities of the traditional social economy Hybrid

resources
@ Cooperatives related to state policies

@ Social businesses
@ Popularinitiatives

Market
income

Mutual interest Capital interest

Figure 1.2 Models of Argentinian SSEOs according to their principles of interest
and resource mixes
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particular in the fourth model. This model also has stronger ties than
the others to capitalistic logics, which may explain why organisations in
this group tend to become stronger when these interests are predominant
in government policies, as it is currently the case in Argentina. By con-
trast, the other models have a stronger link to the general and/or mutual
interests. This also coincides with the fact that these types of SSEO (and
in particular the first, second and third models) have undergone pro-
cesses of growth and consolidation during the periods of history with
predominantly progressive and redistributive policies aiming at protect-
ing domestic production and consumption, as was the case during the
Per6n and Kirchners administrations, as has been explained in section 2
of this chapter.

Conclusion: Prospects and Challenges

Finally, to conclude this chapter, we want to share some thoughts and
intuitions about the prospects and challenges that the different models of
SSEO will face in the new national and regional political scenario.

This scenario is currently characterised by the rise of a group of neo-
liberal governments (Macri in Argentina, Temer in Brazil, Cartes in
Paraguay, Pifiera in Chile, etc.), all of which are introducing a series of
“reforms” in laws, institutions and policies at different levels (labour,
pensions, taxes, market, finance, etc.). They aim at deregulating markets
and reducing state intervention in order to make room for financial capi-
tal and transnational companies and to enable them to deploy their accu-
mulation strategies more freely than it was the case under progressive
governments with popular roots. We consider that this new national and
regional context will have a significant impact on the SSE sector, although
this impact will vary depending on the model of SSEO considered.

In Argentina, businessman Mauricio Macri’s administration is inter-
ested in promoting entrepreneurship of the “social business” type (fourth
model), and some public resources that the previous government used to
strengthen associative experiences (workers’ self-managed organisations
and cooperatives for social inclusion linked to state policies) are now
being allocated to support for individual entrepreneurial initiatives.

As regards policies of social integration by means of cooperatives
financed by the state (third model), the current government is pushing for
a “de-cooperativisation” of beneficiaries by maintaining the subsidies,
but only for the integration of individual and precarious workers through
local state activities. The only cooperatives that are still being supported
are those with ties to social movements that claim state resources by
“direct-action” strategies (demonstrations, encampments, roadblocks,
pickets, etc.).

Nowadays workers’ self-managed SSEOs (first model) are facing
enormous difficulties to obtain sufficient market income to secure their
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sustainability, and many are going through a serious crisis or simply clos-
ing. This is due to a combination of several factors: the falling demand
for their products as a result of the decline in domestic consumption; the
lack of state protection in the face of a massive and deregulated entry of
cheap imported products; and the enormous increase in energy and pub-
lic services costs (fuel, electricity, gas and water) due to the elimination of
public subsidies and the deregulation of those markets. As a case in point,
it is worth mentioning the critical situation towards which this govern-
ment is driving workers’ “recovered enterprises” by vetoing expropria-
tion laws that favoured them."

As regards entities of the traditional social economy (second model),
there are cases of organisations that are benefiting from current poli-
cies, such as the agricultural cooperatives favoured by reductions in grain
export taxes, while other SSEOs are being strongly affected by the decline
in domestic demand and by rising costs. Medium and big cooperatives
are also suffering under a new fiscal reform that levies on them taxes
from which they were previously exempted.

Finally, family and associative popular initiatives (fifth model) are
growing in number, since they represent today a refuge against growing
unemployment and an answer to the need for income generation in the
poorest sectors. This worsens the levels of saturation in neighbourhood
markets and hinders the generation of sufficient income in a context of
increasingly unsatisfied family needs.

In short, the majority of SSEOs in Argentina are going through difficult
times that will test their capacity to defend their interests in the public
sphere. The outcome will depend largely on their capacity to become
strong political players by overcoming their fragmentations and artic-
ulating with other sectors of the population that are being negatively
affected by this neoliberal offensive, as well as on their capacity to bring
to light the practices and proposals that show that another economy is
possible and necessary, by sharing them with the community as a whole
and making them socially visible.
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Notes

1 This chapter was originally written in Spanish, and it was translated into
English by the cooperative “Abrapalabra” (http://abrapalabra-sl.com/).

2 The capitalist world system can be characterised by the “centre-periphery”
duality, where the central countries (industrialised and with a diversified pro-
duction) establish relations of unequal exchange with the peripheral countries
(specialised in primary production), configuring a dynamic that reproduces
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peripheral countries’ situation of dependence and underdevelopment. These
explanations were developed by the Latin American structuralist economic
school (by authors such as Raul Prebisch and Celso Furtado) and then taken
up by the world system theory (by authors such as Immanuel Wallerstein and
Giovanni Arrighi).

The publication in Argentina of the book La Empresa Social (“The Social
Enterprise”; de Leonardis ef al. 1995) contributed to the local circulation of
this perspective.

See the book Empresas Sociales y Economia Social: aproximacion a sus ras-
gos fundamentales (“Social Enterprises and Social Economy: Apprehending
their Fundamental Features”; Abramovich et al. 2003).

See the short text La Economia Social como via para otro desarrollo social
(“Social economy as a way to another social development”), written in 2002
as a document to start a debate about the different perspectives about the
social economy (Distintas propuestas de Economia Social) at URBARED,
available on www.coraggioeconomia.org/jlc_publicaciones_ep.htm.

See www.ungs.edu.ar/ms_ico/?page_id=5079. This Master’s degree is directed
by José Luis Coraggio, one of the most respected thinkers in this field in Latin
America.

See for example Paul Singer’s text Economia Solidaria. Un modo de produc-
cion y distribucion (“Solidarity economy. A model of production and distri-
bution”), published in the book A economia soliddria no Brasil: a autogestdo
como resposta ao desemprego (“The solidarity economy in Brazil: Self-
management as an answer to unemployment”; Singer and de Souza 2000).
This might have been influenced by the emergence, in 2005, of the Network
of Latin American Researchers of the Social and Solidarity Economy (Red
de Investigadores Latinoamericanos de Economia Social y Solidaria, or
RILESS), which encouraged the organisation of different meetings and the
creation of spaces for exchange, such as the journal O#ra Economia (Another
Economy), which was born in 2007. Later on, the University Network of
the Social and Solidarity Economy (Red Universitaria de Economia Social y
Solidaria, or RUESS; www.ruess.com.ar) was created in Argentina; it aimed
to support the articulation, visibility, convergence and characterisation of the
university practices (of intervention, research, teaching, community actions
and territorial connection) related to the SSE.

The fact that Ariel Guarco, head of an electrical cooperative of Buenos Aires
province, was elected president of the International Cooperative Alliance in
2017 offers a good example of such international influence (https:/ica.coop/
en/media/news/press-release-ariel-guarco-from-argentina-elected-president-
of-the-international-co).

See www.elarcamendoza.com.ar.

See www.sistemab.org/argentina.

“At the level of a domestic unit, an expanded reproduction situation implies
a process in which, above the simple reproduction level, a sustained devel-
opment in the quality of life of the members takes place during a prolonged
period (for example, one generation). The notion of ‘simple reproduction’
does not refer to mere subsistence, or reproduction of biological life, but
denotes a quality of biological and social life considered as a socially accepted
minimum below which no domestic unit belonging to the society under anal-
ysis should encounter itself”. (Coraggio 1999: 1-2; author’s own translation)
This special regime, subsidised by the state, enables workers to gain access
to certain social security benefits (health and pension contribution) and to a
legal status in terms of taxation by paying a low monthly contribution. In
2016, around 360,000 people were registered under this regime, including
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workers in cooperatives (third model of SSEO, see section 