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FROM	SOCIAL	ECONOMY	TO	SOLIDARY	ECONOMY.		
SPECIFIC	SIMILARITIES	AND	DIFFERENCES		

Netedu	Adrian[1]	

Abstract	
Specialized	 literature	 from	 the	 field	of	 social	 economy	has	been	 facing	 in	 the	 last	
years	a	new	concept,	namely	solidary	economy.	Although	the	terms	are	very	much	
alike,	many	analysts	consider	that	there	are	enough	specific	differences	in	order	to	
successfully	 impose	 this	 new	 concept.	 Unavoidably,	 solidary	 economy	may	 come	
from	social	economy	but	bringing	some	corrections	and	examples.	In	this	article	we	
try	to	mark	the	limits	of	the	two	concepts	mainly	from	the	theoretical	perspective	
as	they	appear	in	the	French	specialized	literature.	
	

Key	words:	social	economy,	solidary	economy,	
	public	space,	tertiary	sector		

Conceptual	limits	

We	 shall	 not	 re‐discuss	 here	 the	 entire	 literature	 regarding	 social	
economy,	 but	we	 shall	make	 only	 a	 few	 specifications	 of	 terminology,	
clarified	in	fact	by	many	previous	interventions	in	the	Journal	of	Social	
Economy.	 Therefore,	 R.	 Asiminei	 (2012)	 has	made	 an	 overview	of	 the	
social	 economy	 definitions	 as	 they	 circulate	 in	 Europe	 and	 also	 the	
general	 evolution	 framework	 of	 the	 theoretical	 concerns.	 In	 this	way,	
the	 author	 has	 reminded	 of	 the	 Social	 Economy	 Carta	 (France	 1980)	
and	of	the	European	Community	documents	(1989)	that	tried	to	make	
an	analysis	at	 the	 level	of	our	continent	 regarding	 the	social	 economy	
development	 stages	 and	 also	 to	 identify	 some	 functional	 principles:	
solidarity	 and	 the	participation	of	 the	members,	 organization	 types	of	
the	 economical	 entities	 (cooperatives,	 mutual	 societies,	 non‐profit	
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associations).	 In	 fact	 there	 are,	 at	 European	 level,	 a	 lot	 of	 initiatives	
meant	 to	 stimulate	 the	 development	 of	 social	 economy	 (see	 S.M.	 Stă‐
nescu,	C.	Luca,	O.	Rusu	2012).	After	a	series	of	other	documents	issued	
at	European	level,	the	CIRIEC	report	(2007)	proposed	a	portrait	of	the	
economical	entities	included	in	the	social	economy	segment:	in	this	way	
these	are	private	and	not	public,	they	have	a	legal	personality,	they	have	
decisional	autonomy,	they	can	rely	on	the	free	consent	association	and	
the	economical	profits	are	distributed	among	the	members	in	a	demo‐
cratic	 way.	 There	 is	 also	 a	 series	 of	 Romanian	 contributions	 through	
specific	 researches	 that	are	also	available	on	 the	website	www.econo‐
miesociala.info	 but	 also	 on	 the	 websites	 of	 some	 NGOs	 that	 have	
developed	 projects	 in	 this	 field:	 www.ropes.ro,	 www.profitpentruoa‐
meni.ro,	etc.	Very	often,	the	Research	report	regarding	social	economy	in	
Romania	 from	the	comparative	European	perspective	(MMFPS,	2010)	is	
quoted	by	 the	specialized	 literature.	This	 report	was	based	on	several	
opinion	 polls	 performed	 in	 specific	 institutions/companies	 (317	
questionnaires	 applied	 at	 European	 level	 and	 370	 questionnaires	 at	
national	 level)	 and	 also	 a	 poll	 made	 on	 2549	 subjects	 identified	 in	
various	vulnerable	groups.	
In	 that	 report	 already	mentioned	 we	 can	 read	 the	 social	 economy	

definition	 as	 it	 exists	 in	 the	 Romanian	 legislation:	 “the	 generic	 term	
used	 in	 order	 to	 refer	 to	 a	 group	 of	 people	which	 comes	 together	 to	
undertake	an	active	economical	role	in	the	social	inclusion	process,	for.	
ex.	 cooperatives,	 social	 enterprises,	 NGOs	 (foundations	 and	 associa‐
tions)	and	other	non‐profit	organizations	that	have	an	important	role	in	
the	management	and	consolidation	activities”	(page	35).	This	definition	
was	criticized	by	the	authors	of	the	report	because	it	includes	a	series	of	
ambiguities,	 drawing	 the	attention	on	 the	 fact	 that	not	only	 the	 social	
problems	can	be	targeted	by	this	kind	of	economical	entities.	
The	same	report	makes	a	complex	description	of	the	social	economy	

situation	 in	 the	 entire	Europe	 (with	 large	 similarities	 for	 several	 coun‐
tries	 on	 the	 continent).	 Regarding	 the	 situation	 of	 social	 economy	 in	
France,	it	is	specified	that	the	level	of	accepting	social	economy	forms	is	
one	of	the	highest	from	our	continent	and	the	specific	economical	entities	
are	very	diverse:	cooperative	societies,	mutual	societies,	associations	and	
foundations,	 different	 from	 the	 individual	 enterprises	 (through	 the	
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collective	 feature),	public	enterprises	and	capital	 societies	 (through	 the	
priority	 of	 the	 person	 over	 the	 capital,	 without	 primary	 pursuing	 the	
remuneration)	[cf.	C.	Collette	2008,	p.	9].	Also,	the	authors	of	the	report	
mention	that	in	France,	the	terms	solidary	economy	or	social	and	solidary	
economy	 are	 accepted.	 In	 the	 end,	 the	 report	 specifies	 that	 the	 term	
solidary	 economy	 appeared	 in	 1980	 in	 a	 certain	 social	 and	 political	
context	 that	 emphasized	 the	 insertion	 and	 the	 consolidation	 of	 social	
connections.	 To	 that	 end,	 we	 consider	 useful	 the	 analysis	 of	 what	
innovations	do	these	terms	bring,	or	what	would	be	the	differences	over	
the	consecrated	term	of	social	economy	or	to	what	extent	it	is	possible	to	
have	 theoretical	 and	 practical	 suggestions	 for	 the	 specific	 segments	 in	
other	 countries.	 From	what	was	 said	 so	 far,	we	 can	 however	 deduce	 a	
very	big	similarity	between	these	two	terms.	

Theoretical	 fundaments	 for	 social	 and	 solidary	 eco‐
nomy	

Together	with	 the	 theorizations	 of	 social	 economy,	 the	 critiques	 of	
market	economy,	as	imposed	by	the	modern	capitalism,	have	evolved	in	
parallel.	In	their	search	for	some	founders,	a	series	of	analysts	stopped	
at	 the	 work	 of	 K.	 Polanyi,	 an	 important	 economist	 who	 published	 in	
1944	his	main	work	called		
The	Great	Transformation.	In	the	last	chapter	of	this	book,	called	
“Freedom	 in	 a	 Complex	 Society”,	 the	 author	 pointed	 out	 that	 the	

concentration	 around	 the	machinism	 has	 confused	 the	 human	 species	
leading	 to	a	society	 that	 is	rather	mechanical	 than	human.	The	author	
pleaded	 for	 regaining	 human	 freedom,	 even	 if	 this	 is	 made	 through	
certain	 economic	 efficiency	 losses	 and	 recommended	 to	 extend	 the	
market`s	exterior	economical	segments.	These	ideas	were	continued	in	
an	 article	 from	 1947,	 where	 the	 author	 is	 wondering,	 since	 the	 title,	
whether	we	 can	believe	 in	 an	economical	determinism.	 In	 a	nut	 shell,	
the	 author	 proposed	 to	 prove	 that	 economical	 determinism	 doesn`t	
exist	 anymore,	 although	 it	 was	 efficient	 in	 a	 certain	 system	 of	 the	
market.	But,	K.	Polanyi	points	out,	 the	system	of	market	economy	has	
deeply	 deformed	 our	 vision	 on	man	 and	 society	 and	 this	 is	 the	 place	
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where	the	major	obstacles	emerge	within	the	socio‐economic	crisis,	in	a	
cyclical	manner.	Unfortunately,	the	industrial	revolution	has	imposed	a	
technical	 view	 on	 the	 social	 life	 –	 says	 K.	 Polanyi–	 reaching	 the	 point	
where	 it	 is	 believed	 that	 the	 human	 being	 must	 be	 controlled	 by	
machines.	If	this	technical/industrial	civilization	cannot	be	returned	or	
eliminated,	 then	 we	must	 think	 of	 adapting	 it	 to	 the	 demands	 of	 the	
human	species	survival.	K.	Polanyi	has	observed	the	main	mutation	that	
took	place	in	the	human	condition:	the	fact	that	the	action	motivations	
of	 the	 people	 are	 understood	 as	 being	mainly	material,	 and	 not	 ideal.	
This	 materialist	 way	 of	 acting	 or	 thinking	 can	 be	 valid	 only	 in	 the	
thought	 system	 imposed	 by	 the	 market	 economy	 and	 not	 in	 another	
system.	 In	 fact,	 Polanyi	 believes	 that	 all	 economical	 motivations	 are	
reduced	 at	 two	 big	 classes:	 the	 fear	 of	 hunger	 felt	 by	 those	 who	 sell	
their	 work	 force	 and	 the	 profit	 temptation	 of	 those	 who	manage	 the	
capitals	 or	 the	 land.	 The	 author	 criticizes	 the	 prevalence	 of	 such	 a	
model	 concerning	 the	 motivations	 of	 the	 modern	 man	 in	 direct	
connection	 with	 capitalist	 economy,	 a	 model	 that	 does	 not	 exist,	 for	
example,	 in	 archaic	 societies.	 In	 conclusion,	 it	 is	 desirable	 that	 the	
motivations	 called	 ideals	 regain	 their	 place	 in	 the	 social	 life:	 hence,	
there	is	also	piety,	devoutness	or	honor.	In	conclusion,	the	author	con‐
siders	that	the	economic	relationships/motivations	must	be	understood	
as	being	embedded	in	the	social	relationships	and	this	is	why	we	need	to	
have	a	true	reformation	of	social	organization.	
Another	theoretical	founding	challenge	for	the	theoreticians	of	social	

economy	was	 to	 redefine	 the	public	 space	 –	 understood	 as	 a	practical	
and	 symbolical	 meeting	 place	 of	 the	 citizens	 and	 this	 to	 the	 extent	
where	 it	 is	possible	 to	 impose	 in	 this	place,	 at	 local	 level	 for	example,	
various	economical	structures.	A	first	theoretical	approach	of	the	public	
space	 (domain)	 is	 found	 in	 the	 work	 of	 H.	 Arendt	 (1956,	 1983).	
According	 to	 Arendt,	 the	 public	 domain	 is	 a	 place	 of	 convergence,	 a	
place	 of	 appearances,	 a	 place	 of	 the	 objective	 relationships	 with	 the	
others,	a	space	where,	although	we	have	different	perspectives	we	look	
at	an	object	 in	the	same	way,	and	a	place	where	the	political	 life	takes	
place.	Unfortunately	 the	public	 field	 is	 in	a	massive	devaluing	process	
because	 the	 immortal	 once	 looked	 for	 only	 in	 the	 private	 space,	 was	
transferred	to	the	public	space,	this	time	being	identified	with	the	work,	
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the	 one	 that	 imposes	 a	 constant	 increase	 of	 the	 productivity	 and	 that	
exceeds	 its	 framework	until	 it	makes	us	admit	 that	 “we	do	not	 longer	
understand	the	meaning	of	this	word”	(Arendt	1983,	p.	59).	The	public	
space	 was	 a	 study	 object	 also	 for	 J.	 Habermas	 (1978)	 who	 analyzed	
from	a	historical	point	of	view	the	way	in	which	public	space	imposed	
itself	as	a	consequence	of	the	state	society	separation:	the	state	can	no	
longer	control	the	free	changes	or	the	formation	of	public	opinion.	
If	we	 refer	 here	 to	 the	 theoreticians	 of	 solidary	 economy	we	must	

mention	the	fact	that	the	theoretical	analysis	of	 the	public	space	has	a	
direct	connection	with	this	type	of	economy	–	as	showed	by	E.	Dacheux,	
J.L.	 Laville	 (2003),	E.	Dacheux	 (2003).	For	 the	 later,	 solidary	economy	
structures	 the	 public	 space	 first	 of	 all	 at	 local	 level	 regarding	 eco‐
nomical	 development	 and	 is	 in	 the	 center	 of	 three	 different	 entities:	
civil	society,	 the	economical	system	and	the	state	system.	To	be	active	
within	 the	public	 space	means	on	one	hand	human	solidarity	but	also	
the	reaction	potential	against	the	large	economical	conglomerates	that	
want	to	 impose	hegemony.	Even	if	many	authors	 lament	for	the	decay	
of	 the	 public	 space	 from	 various	 perspectives,	 still,	 says	 E.	 Dacheux,	
many	times	the	associative	element	and	the	access	opportunity	first	of	
all	of	those	marginalized	and	marginal	is	missing	from	the	analysis.	This	
is	exactly	why	E.	Dacheux	(2003,	p.	201)	proposes	a	new	conceptuali‐
zation	 of	 the	 public	 space	 embedded	 between	 two	 limits:	 the	 lower	
frontier	(where	we	find	the	domestic	space,	the	inter‐knowledge	space	
and	the	social	mediation	space)	and	also	the	upper	frontier	area	(where	
we	 find	 the	 institutional	mediation	 space	 and	 the	political	 space).	We	
can	 observe	 a	 scaling	 starting	 with	 the	 most	 intimate	 space	 –	 the	
domestic	space	and	ending	with	the	least	personal	space	–	the	institu‐
tional	 space.	Between	 these	 limits,	 solidary	economy	 finds	 its	place	 in	
various	levels	forming	real	spaces	of	social	mediation	(op.	cit.;	p.	201).		
The	 debate	 regarding	 the	 public	 space	 is	much	more	 complex	 and	

tinted.	 Its	 purpose	 is	 to	 identify	 exactly	 the	 public	 space	 of	 solidary	
economy	 “that	 means	 first	 of	 all	 to	 confront	 the	 concrete	 individuals,	
face	 to	 face,	 that	 are	 co‐present	 in	 the	 socializing	 space,	 ready	 to	 use	
techniques	 that	 allow	 the	 transformation	 of	 the	 older	 or	 newer	
representations	and	practices	in	the	proximity	public	spaces	(…)	these	
public	spaces	being	at	the	same	time	forms	of	resistance	regarding	the	
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logics	of	institutional	power	and	of	economy”	(Laville	and	Cattani	2006,	
pp.	361‐363).		
The	purpose	of	this	analysis	comes	to	confirm	our	debate	around	the	

concepts	 of	 social	 and/or	 solidary	 economy	 starting	 with	 a	 more	
general	 theoretical	 background:	 the	 presence	 or	 the	 absence	 of	 social	
connections	in	the	economical	relationships	between	people.	K.	Polanyi	
believes	that	this	is	the	big	transformation:	the	social	relationships	are	
no	longer	immanent,	embedded	amidst	the	economical	relationships	as	
they	were	in	the	economies	of	the	primitive	societies.	Despite	all	these,	
the	economical	sociology	studies	have	showed	that,	even	in	the	era	of	a	
global	market	economy,	the	social	relationships	expressed	in	networks	
are	present	and	many	times	are	the	basis	for	the	success	of	finding	a	job	
(Granovetter	1973,1985)	in	the	same	way	as	the	theoreticians	of	social	
capital	 have	proved	 that	 the	 sustainable	 networks	 of	 inter‐knowledge	
can	be	a	basic	 resource	 in	 the	development	of	 economical	 capital	 and	
not	 only	 (Bourdieu	 1986;	 Putnam	 1993;	 Coleman	 1988).	 From	 what	
was	 said	 so	 far,	 we	 believe	 that	 social	 economy	 brings	 back	 in	 an	
obvious	way	what	the	solidarity	networks	can	offer	and	the	public	space	
where	 they	 are	 expressed	 become	 a	 space	 of	 getting	 back	 democracy	
and	the	concept	of	equal	opportunities.	

From	social	economy	to	solidary	economy		

From	 the	 specifications	made	 so	 far,	we	have	 concluded	 that	 social	
economy	has	solidarity	in	the	core	of	its	value	systems	and	this	fact	can	
be	 sufficient	 so	 that	 the	 term	social	 economy	 is	 accepted	as	 a	 general	
valid	term	in	any	socio‐economical	system.	Despite	all	these,	a	series	of	
French	 researchers	 have	 strongly	 desired	 to	 rather	 impose	 the	 term	
solidary	 economy.	 The	 two	 terms	 are	 very	 close,	 having	 a	 common	
corpus	 of	 ideas	 and	 values	 but	 also	 some	 specific	 differences.	 A	 first	
suggestion	regarding	the	importance	of	solidary	economy	term	is	found	
in	 a	 recent	 volume	 coordinated	 by	 E.	 Dacheux	 and	D.	 Goujon	 (2011).	
Since	the	very	beginning	of	this	book,	it	is	considered	that	an	analysis	of	
solidary	 economy	 is	 normal	 against	 the	 recent	 economical	 crisis.	 The	
authors	propose	 even	 a	double	perspective	on	 solidary	 economy:	 this	
type	of	economy	regarded	as	a	component	of	plural	economy	and	as	a	
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political	resistance	mean	towards	capitalism.	Moreover,	if	we	hope	in	a	
new	world,	a	more	just	world,	we	should	start	with	the	observation	that	
“the	end	of	history”	ordained	by	F.	Fukuyama	(1989)	and	which	stated	
the	 historical	 victory	 of	 market	 economy	 (at	 least	 in	 the	 known	
capitalist	 version)	 –	 has	 not	 been	 achieved	 yet.	 This	more	 just	 world	
would	mean	 reconsidering	 the	 economical	 realities	 from	 the	 perspec‐
tive	 of	 human	 solidarities	 [without	 also	 denying	 the	 opinions	 that	
consider	solidary	economy	to	be	a	utopia	or	those	that	consider	that	is	
not	possible	 to	have	a	 total	 separation	 from	the	 labor	market	 thought	
mode	for	the	social	economy	agents	(Hely,	2008).		
In	this	point,	apparently,	the	principles	of	social	economy	seem	to	be	

enough	(we	are	talking	about	voluntary	work,	autonomy,	equality	and	
solidarity	–	principles	that	were	stated	by	
Draperi	(2009,	apud	Dacheux	and	Goujon	2011).	Despite	all	these,	it	

would	be	necessary	 to	make	 some	additions	 in	order	 to	define	 “those	
initiatives	 lead	 by	 the	 citizens	 to	make	 economy	 democratic”.	 To	 this	
end,	in	comparison	with	the	social	economy	definitions	that	are	already	
acknowledged,	 the	 authors	 quoted	 above,	 bring	 a	 series	 of	 important	
amendments	(Dacheux	and	Goujon	2011,	pp.	28‐31)	to	what	is	usually	
understood	by	solidary	economy:	it	is	not	an	economic	sector	reserved	
only	 for	 the	 poor	 or	 for	 the	 excluded	 people,	 it	 is	 not	 an	 informal	
economy,	 it	 is	 not	 an	 assisted	 economy,	 it	 is	 not	 a	 charity	 economy.	
These	 corrections	 bring	 important	 explanations	 that	 justify	 the	 very	
wide	 area	 of	 activities	 specific	 for	 solidary	 economy,	 at	 least	 in	 the	
francophone	 version.	 Therefore,	 we	 distinguish	 activities	 that	 can	 be	
financial	or	not,	can	be	commercial	or	not	and	also	the	symbolic	ones	of	
socio‐political	 support	 given	 to	 this	 alternative	 of	 the	 mainstream	
capitalist	type	economy.	The	meaning	of	solidary	economy	is	extended	
in	a	spectacular	way	and	we	shall	mention	only	some	few	directions:	
–	the	fight	against	social	and	territorial	inequities	to	the	transforma‐

tion	of	society	(Hersent	2011);	
–	 equitable	 commerce:	 beneficiaries	 from	 the	 North	 commit	 to	

purchase	products	from	Southern	producers	at	fair	prices,	without	any	
other	additions	(Bucolo	2011;	Pleyers	2010);	
–	solidary	financing:	the	access	to	loan	financial	means	(Vallat	2011);	
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–	 space	 for	 mediation	 and	 feminine	 autonomy	 (Guérin	 2003a;	
2003b)	etc.	
All	these	directions	come	to	confirm	the	dynamics	of	the	new	econo‐

mical	realities	at	local	level	in	many	European	countries.	Paradoxically,	
the	 phenomenon	 of	 globalization	 brings	 about	more	 and	more	 exam‐
ples	 of	 solidary	 economy	 at	 European	 level.	 J.L.	 Laville	 (2003)	 points	
out	for	example:	
–	the	emergence	in	Denmark	and	Sweden	of	the	hosting	services	for	

children,	what	is	called	parents	cooperatives;	
–	 social	 enterprises	 in	 Italy	 that	 recruit	 unemployed	 persons	 for	

working	at	home;	
–	community	enterprises	in	Great	Britain;	
–	playgroups	–	hosting	services	for	children	younger	than	5	years	old	

(England,	Wales);	
–	various	private	social	services	that	are	however	supported	by	the	

state	(Germany,	Austria).	
Other	authors	make	a	review	of	many	other	examples	of	social	enter‐

prises	(Borzaga	and	Defourny	2001)	in	15	European	countries:	services	
for	child	care	(Austria),	community	services	(Belgium),	various	coope‐
ratives	 (Denmark),	 cooperatives	 created	 in	 order	 to	 fight	 unemploy‐
ment	(Finland,	Spain),	proximity	services	(France),	cooperatives	for	the	
persons	with	disabilities	 (Portugal)	 etc.	 In	all	 the	 cases	we	have	men‐
tioned,	 we	 have	 observed	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 national	 legislative	
frameworks	 with	 specific	 differences	 from	 case	 to	 case.	 Also,	 the	
specialized	 literature	 reminds	 of	 the	 social	 economy	generations	with	
examples	that	go	to	medieval	China	or	Egypt.	These	differences	make	it	
almost	 impossible	to	have	an	exhaustive	list	of	the	initiatives	from	the	
field.	 In	 this	 context	we	 can	 consider	 it	 necessary	 to	 extend	 the	 term	
social	economy	in	order	to	embed	such	diverse	initiatives.	In	any	case,	
the	 notions	 involved	 must	 exceed	 the	 legal‐institutional	 level	 or	 the	
normative	level	when	defining	these	specific	activities.	
In	order	to	draw	a	conclusion	on	the	specific	difference	between	the	

two	terms	we	shall	remind	of	the	view	of	E.Dacheux,	D.Goujon	(2011,	p.	
10)	 according	 to	 which	 the	 differences	 between	 social	 economy	 and	
solidary	economy	may	be	the	following:	
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1.	 Differences	 coming	 from	 the	 end	 purpose	 of	 the	 project:	 it	 is	
enough	to	have	an	adequate	legal	status	(association,	cooperative,	mu‐
tual	association)	in	order	to	be	part	of	the	social	economy	system.	But	
the	purpose	of	 the	entities	 that	define	 themselves	as	being	part	of	 the	
solidary	 economy	 is	 much	 more	 extended:	 the	 democratization	 of	
economy.	
2.	 Social	 economy	 has	 not	 stepped	 out	 of	 productivism	 (has	 not	

discussed	the	dyad	more	production	–	more	collective	wealth).	Solidary	
economy	has	criticized	productivism.		
3.	Social	economy	is	characterized	by	the	principle	of	double	quality:	

the	 members	 of	 the	 organization	 are	 the	 producers	 and	 the	 benefi‐
ciaries	of	the	produced	goods.	What	matters	then	is	the	collective	inte‐
rest	of	 the	members.	This	 interest	 can	be	 closer	or	 far	away	 from	 the	
general	 interest	 form	a	 certain	 territory.	 Solidary	 economy	eliminates	
this	possibility:	its	interest	always	keeps	account	of	the	general	interest.	
All	these	differences	are	very	much	shaded	but	we	oversee	the	effort	

of	some	theoreticians	to	complete	a	relatively	simplistic	view	on	social	
economy.	We	 also	 find	 the	 ideas	 of	 some	 like	 B.	 Eme	 and	 J.L.	 Laville	
(2006)	 as	 being	 very	 similar,	 according	 to	 which	 solidary	 economy	
emphasizes	 much	 more	 on	 the	 equality	 dimension,	 on	 the	 internal	
democracy	 of	 the	 non‐profit	 entities	 initiated	 by	 the	 citizens,	 on	 the	
inter‐subjective	 relationships	 created.	 Because	 the	 differences	 of	
terminology	are	difficult	to	detect	A.	Lipietz	(2001,	p.	26)	suggests	even	
a	 synthesis,	 defining	with	 the	 term	 social	 and	 solidary	 economy	 –	 the	
tertiary	 sector	 of	 social	 utility.	 In	 order	 to	 understand	 how	 the	 three	
terms	work	 together,	 the	 author	 specifies	 the	way	 in	which	 these	 are	
separated	one	 from	 the	other:	 the	 term	 tertiary	 sector	 (“whatever	we	
do	we	need	a	well‐defined	sector,	with	own	rules	including	fiscal	rules”)	
is	different	from	the	term	social	economy	(“how,	with	what	status	and	
with	what	norms	does	 internal	organization	takes	place”)	but	also	 the	
term	solidary	economy	(“on	the	behalf	of	what	do	we	perform	a	certain	
activity”).	 Social	 and	 solidary	economy	 is	 in	essence,	 for	A.	 Lipietz,	 an	
original	principle	for	socializing.	
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Conclusion	

The	 term	 solidary	 economy	 has	 imposed	 itself	 especially	 in	 the	
francophone	 space	 and	 brought	 a	 series	 of	 corrections	 to	 the	 term	
social	 economy.	Although	 the	meanings	of	 the	 two	 terms	 remain	very	
close,	we	cannot	deny	the	plus	of	concision	that	was	brought.	The	term	
solidary	 economy	 came	 to	 enrich	 the	 term	 social	 economy	with	 new	
theoretical	 and	 practical	 traits	 against	 an	 incisive	 economical	 globa‐
lizing	thinking	and	especially	during	the	cyclical	periods	of	economical	
crisis	 in	 the	 attempt	 to	 find	 the	 balance	 or	 the	 humanity	 in	 general.	
Solidary	 economy	 comes	 from	 social	 economy	but	 also	 they	 complete	
one	another.	Finally	we	draw	attention	about	the	fact	that	the	applica‐
tion	of	the	solidary	economy	can	be	beneficial	in	many	segments	of	the	
informal	economy	 then	 the	sharing	experience	can	be	a	 challenge:	we	
can	imagine	modern	economic	organizations	applying	these	principles	
widely,	 assuming	 certain	 costs	 but	 having	 strong	 benefits	 in	 terms	 of	
job	 satisfaction	 and	motivation,	 human	 solidarity,	 strategies	 for	 over‐
coming	the	crisis.	

References	

1. Arendt	H.	(1983).	Condition	de	l'homme	moderne.	Calmann‐Lévy.	
Paris	(first	edition	1956).	
2. Asiminei,	 R.	 (2012).	 Social	 economy	 –	 conceptual	 separations.	

Journal	of	Social	Economy.	Vol.	2,	nr.	1/2012	
3. Borzaga	 C.,	 Defourny	 J.	 (2001).	 The	 Emergence	 of	 Social	

Entreprises.	Routledge.	London		
4. Bourdieu	P.	(1986).	The	forms	of	capital.	In	the	vol.	Handbook	of	

Theory	and	Research	for	the	Sociology	of	Education	(ed.	Richardson	J.G.),	
Greenwood	Press.	
5. Bucolo	 E.	 (2011).	 Le	 commerce	 équitable.	 Vol.	 L’Economie	

solidaire.	Les	Esentieles	d’Hermès,	CNRS	
6. Coleman	 J.	 (1988).	 Social	 Capital	 in	 the	 Creation	 of	 Human	

Capital.	American	Journal	of	Sociology.	vol.	nr.	94	
7. Collette,	C.	(2008).	Economie	sociale	et	solidaire	–	Gouvernance	et	

controle.	Dunod,	Paris	



REVISTA	DE	ECONOMIE	SOCIALĂ	

 

24 Vol.	III	•	Nr.	3/2013	
 

8. Dacheux	 E.,	 Goujon	 D.	 (2011).	 Principes	 d’economie	 solidaire.		
Ed.	Ellipses	Marketing	
9. Dacheux	 E.,	 Laville	 J.L.	 (2003).	 Penser	 les	 interactions	 entre	 le	

politique	et	l'économique.	in	vol.	L’Economie	solidaire	et	democratie.	Les	
Esentieles	d’Hermès,	CNRS.	
10. Dacheux	E.	 (2003).	Un	nouveau	regard	sur	 l’espace	public	et	 la	

crise	 démocratique.	 in	 vol.	 L’Economie	 solidaire	 et	 democratie.	 Les	
Esentieles	d’Hermès,	CNRS.	
11. Draperi	 J.‐F.	 (2009).	 L’Economie	 sociale:	 utopie,	 pratiques,	

principes,	Paris,	Presses	de	l’economie	sociale.		
12. Eme	B.,	Laville	J.L.	(2006).	Economie	solidaire	(2).	in	vol.	Diction‐

naire	de	l’autre	économie	(Eds.	Laville	J.L.,	Cattani	A.D.)	Gallimard,	Paris	
13. Fukuyama	F.	(1989),	The	End	of	History?.	The	National	Interest.	
14. Granovetter	M.	(1973).	The	Strenght	of	the	Weak	Ties.	American	

Journal	of	Sociology.	Vol.	78,	nr.	6	
15. Granovetter	 M.	 (1985).	 Economic	 Action	 and	 Social	 Structure:	

the	 Problem	 of	 Embededness.	 American	 Journal	 of	 Sociology.	 Vol.91,		
nr.	3		
16. Guérin	I.	(2003a).	Espaces	de	Médiation	et	autonomie	féminine,	

Vol.	L’Economie	solidaire	et	democratie.	Les	Esentieles	d’Hermès,	CNRS	
17. Guérin	I.	(2003b).	Femmes	et	économie	solidaire.	La	Decouverte.	

Paris	
18. Habermas	J.	 (1978).	L'Espace	public	 :	archéologie	de	 la	publicité	

comme	dimension	constitutive	de	la	société	bourgeoise.	Payot.	Paris	(first	
ed.	1962)		
19. Hely	 M.	 (2008).	 L’économie	 sociale	 et	 solidaire	 n’existe	 pas.	

www.laviedesidees.fr,	accesed	23.06.2013	
20. Hersent	M.	 (2011).	 L’économie	 sociale	 en	 France.	 Vol.	L’Econo‐

mie	solidaire.	Les	Esentieles	d’Hermès,	CNRS	
21. Laville	 J.	L.	 (2003).	Economie	solidaire:	 les	enjeux	européens	în	

vol.	L’Economie	solidaire	et	democratie.	Les	Esentieles	d’Hermès,	CNRS.	
22. Laville	 J.L.,	 Cattani	 A.D.	 (coord.).	 (2006).	Dictionnaire	de	 l’autre	

économie.	Gallimard,	Paris	
23. Lipietz	 A.	 (2001).	 Rapport	 sur	 l’économie	 sociale	 et	 solidaire.	

Cahiers	du	LAREPPS,	Nr.1.	LAREPPS/UQÀM.	Montreal	



JOURNAL	OF	SOCIAL	ECONOMY	

Vol.	III	•	Nr.	3/2013	 25	
	

24. Pleyers	G.	 (2010).	Le	café	équitable	est‐il	altermondialiste?	Con‐
vergences	 et	 distances	 entre	 la	 filière	 équitable	 et	 les	 militants	 alter‐
mondialistes.	Working	Paper.	CRIDIS.		
25. Polanyi	 K.	 (1944).	 The	 Great	 Transformation.	 New	 York:	

Rinehart.		
26. Polanyi	 K.	 (1947).	 On	 belief	 in	 economic	 determinism.	 The	

Sociological	Review,	vol.	 39,	 nr	 2,	 pp.	 96‐112;	 published	with	 the	 title	
„Faut	 il	 croire	 au	 déterminism	 économique”.	 in	 vol.	 Essais	 de	 Karl	
Polanyi.	Seuil.1983		
27. Putnam	RD.	 (1993).	Making	Democracy	work:	civic	 traditions	 in	

modern	Italy.	Princeton	University	press.	
28. Stănescu	 S.	 M.,	 Luca	 C.,	 Rusu,	 O.	 (2012).	 Regulations	 with	 a	

community	and	national	impact	on	the	social	economy	field.	Journal	of	
Social	Economy.	Vol.	2,	nr.	2/2012	
29. Vallat	 D.	 (2011).	 Les	 finances	 solidaires.	 Vol.	 L’Economie	 soli‐

daire.	Les	Esentieles	d’Hermès,	CNRS	
***	CIRIEC.	(2007).	Social	economy	 in	the	European	Union.	The	sum‐

mary	 of	 the	 report	 drafted	 for	 the	 European	 Economical	 and	 Social	
Committee.		
***	Ministry	of	Labor,	Family	and	Social	Protection	(MMFPS).	2010.	

Research	 report	 regarding	 social	 economy	 in	 Romania	 from	 the	 com‐
pared	European	perspective.	www.mmuncii.ro	
	




