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Chapter x
Paternalism at the turn of the 21st century: 
Mothballed or regaining momentum?

Hubert Bonin, professor of modern economic history at the Institut d’études politiques de Bordeaux & at the Gretha research centre, Bordeaux Montesquieu University [www.hubertbonin.com]

After the major crisis which struck western economies (mid-1970s to mid-1990s) during the transition from the second to the third industrial revolution, the trend in favour of liberalisation, privatisation, and even deregulation contributed to the rehabilitation of the decentralised role of companies in prospecting new paths of growth and innovation in place of the State. Calls against “wild” capitalism and for “good capitalism”
 were heard
, making businessmen and managers responsible for achieving a balance between social requisites and market pressure, even if everybody was convinced of the definitive end of “gentleman-ship” within companies and industries, and of “gentlemanly capitalism”
. Demands were made on globalised corporations to instil some sort of downwards equalisation among competitors in order to cut into social advantages for the sake of “cost-cutting” by “cost-killers”, as if some “low-key” or “low-cost” social model could encapsulate the mainstream. 

Despite that trend – fostering pessimistic mindsets about the fate of every kind of “paternalism” –, differentiation was still at stake, that is the recognition of companies where social points of views are more taken into account, versus other ones being committed merely to downsising workforce and social advantages. Such arguments gathered momentum when experts tried to imagine “varieties of capitalism”
, allowing windows of opportunities to be opened to “better practices”. On that field, corporate social responsibility (csr) was praised
, and even put as a competitive edge by institutional economics
, whilst some of managerial consultants called for the rebuilding of firm as “collabourative community”
 for the sake of “loyalty”. France joined the fray, with the admission by the State of the opportunities provided by foundations and charities: laws opened doors to tax cuts for social or cultural commitment by firms. Numerous cases of “csr commitment” can be studied through companies’ “yearly social report” (made compulsory in France by a law of 2001) or on companies’ websites, to define what could be “post-modern post-paternalism”, that is corporate social citizenship, either in favour of employees (with more peaceful industrial relations), or in favour of populations, in Europe or abroad
. 
But the present crisis could foster disappointment about the values of “good welfare capitalism”, for example when “balance cheat” trends prevailed here and there against the promises of “accountability” which had taken shape at the turn of the century: the focus on csr could be endangered by short-term concerns about firms’ survival (“business of business is business”), which could question the very legitimacy of capitalism and fostered once more anti-capitalist positions. Despite the crisis, csr has still to deepen its roots among companies to prevent it from being a mere device of  corporate communication and instead to be used as a true leverage for good social practices and employees’ commitment, even if competing of social commitment are fast rising through ngos or the rank and file “civic ventures”
 for social entrepreneurship. 

This mere “essay” will try to ponder on whether social policies still have a chance within globalised companies or whether csr is used as mere “lip service” for hiding a dwindling commitment to social welfare within enterprises. The role to be played by some forms of “social policies” is to be assessed in order to determine whether the world economy entered an era of “post-paternalism” or whether niches of social responblity can be detected among “the new corporate economy”.

1. The obstacles to the renaissance of some forms of paternalism
At the turn of the 21st century, the corporate world found itself under such systemic and competitive tensions that the time seemed hardly propitious for a “springtime of the proletariat” and “social progress”, dashing any hope of setting up an eventual “paternalist system”.

A. The accumulation of systemic crises

The crisis which overwhelmed the world’s production system, capitalism, European and, in general, Western economy from the mid-1970s to the mid-1990s, shook the major corporations to their very foundations. Every company had its production model challenged by the innovations and the technological leap embodied by the third industrial revolution: digitisation and the transition from automation to computerisation rendered many jobs, platforms and even entire factories superfluous. The question was no longer of “doing good” in the enterprise, but of “saving” it, that is, trimming the workforce, circulating the available personnel, negotiating “social plans” for those given the pink slip and regrading the employees. “Good” social policy thus consisted in mitigating these shocks, in setting up “employment forecasting” which would allow anticipating the closure of workshops, factories or warehouses, in better regrading the concerned personnel, in initiating “pre-retirement” modalities, as so many “lifebuoys” and “safety mattresses”. 
Even the complex process of negotiating the multi-annual or annual collective agreements (“continuous bargaining”), which we could consider ex post as a form of the “new paternalism”, were often “flattened” due to the undermining by inter-regional (for example between the North and the South of the United States for automobiles) and especially international (between the United States and Mexico; between Western and Eastern Europe, etc.) competitivity. The renegotiation, sometimes even the cancellation, of conventional systems sundered the relationship of trust between the employees and their employer – when the latter survived. The intense work of redefining the modes of social relations, work and remuneration within General Motors in 2010-2011, towards the end of its “failure” – with even the creation of a layer of young employees who were paid less than the blue collar workers already in place, to the consequent detriment of the unity of the worker community – marked this historic turning point, which could not but seal the fate of any “new paternalist” legacy.

Looking to employees’ “well-being” in times of crisis could be seen as an over-reaching, if not an impossibility, and which could only end by undermining one of the essential pillars of an eventual “paternalism”. Moreover, within certain groups, certain branches or certain regions (or “labour pools”), the number of retired or “non-employed” employees (unemployment, early retirement, recycling, etc.) grew larger than the actively employed; and one senses that the American neo-paternalist social relations could not survive in the major industrial regions that were swept by the crises (“rust-belts”), like around the Great Lakes. “Employers began offering health insurance during the Second World War as a way of attracting workers at a time when wages were fixed by the government. It became ever more elabourate and expensive during the post-war boom when big companies ruled the roost [=tackled the welfare of their workforce] and when international competition was muted. Mighty unions added new features to their ‘Cadillac plans’ with the same enthusiasm that Detroit added tail fins to real Cadillacs. Today that world has vanished: global competition has intensified dramatically, the life expectancy of companies has shrunk; and General Motors complains that providing health care adds $1,500 to 2,000 to the cost of every car it produces in America.”
 Moreover, did the labour pool crisis brought about by the second industrial revolution condemn these inherited forms of the “new paternalism”? 
The example of the West European coal mines is most emblematic of this dark reality, before the crisis of the traditional steel industry and a part of metallurgical processing (foundries, etc.) gave a coup de grâce to the “black countries” and other “industrial valleys” (like in Lorraine or the North Pas-de-Calais or the Ardennes). The collapse of the textile and clothing industry also laid waste a number of industrial valleys of another type, as in the Vosges and the North. With no miners to house, why look to the well-being of settlements or to the free distribution of hundreds of kilos of coal? The example of the Société métallurgique de Normandie in our chapter on paternalism à la française is a case in point: the erosion of this industrial site’s competitivity and its labour force, followed by the closure of the factory put paid to the heritage of the “new paternalism” which had characterised this labour pool and led to a “disenchanted paternalism”.
 Henceforth, paternalism seemed, almost everywhere, to be identified with the optimal management of retirees, preserving their pensions, compensating them for occupational diseases , etc., as more of a “defensive” policy which sought to preserve lives than any “positivist” strategy aimed at improving lives, as is necessary for any “paternalist system”.

Moreover, the two high-points of the old and new paternalisms were often blurred by the structural crisis. In the mining, textile and iron and steel producing regions, company-financed social housing complexes were sold either to their occupants or to real estate companies specialising in social housing, like the subsidiary of the French finance group Caisse des dépôts et consignations (Cdc), which took over vast “mining villages” in France and Germany. Henceforth, there would be no direct link between beneficiary and proprietor, the housing being managed “anonymously” between tenants coming from various backgrounds and a real estate company, without any “connection” with the companies they were working for and without any “employer” relationship. 

Generally speaking, expressions of “neo-paternalism” were being eroded almost everywhere. The structural crisis compelled every enterprise to pass a fine-toothed comb over its assets portfolio and to transform the paternalist “social assets” into cashable “trade assets”. In the 1990s, the sale of the automobile group Peugeot’s (located in the Center-East of France) Ravi chain of stores (subsidiaries, supermarkets) to the mass-market retailing group Casino symbolised the end of a system by which employees could avail of subsidised rates, a system inherited from the old “economats” of paternalist firms. Earlier, Michelin, in Central France, had ceded its schools and other social entities in Clermont-Ferrand to the local public authorities. Sporting (Saint-Étienne, Sochaux, for French football) and youth clubs were “privatised” (into independent organisations) or municipalised without, henceforth, any “employer” link between the physical well-being of the employees and the firm, between “sponsorships” for the young (sports, gymnastics, recreation, scouting) and employer philanthropy.
Apart from the death of a system of social thought, such disinvestments were also the reflection of a harsh reality: these “historic” sites were no longer at the heart of the companies’ strategic development, but only remained, at best, as small entities within a European or globalised productive system. For Peugeot and Michelin, their factories at Sochaux and Clermont-Ferrand became no more than pieces in their giant European puzzle, while Renault’s historic heart at Boulogne-Billancourt completely disappeared from industrial history. When Kraft, an American multinational, bought over the British confectionary giant Cadbury in 2010, the “community of work and life” at its historic site at Bournville (Midlands) found itself threatened with dislocation: decades of job stability and social advantages were expunged, while the legacy of the “Quaker spirit” was retained: “The factory remains the company’s biggest establishment in Great Britain and the spirit of the pioneers has left multiple traces. The pay is better than anywhere else in the profession, and the majority of employees took part in an employee share-ownership plan. Similarly, a majority of them were also members of charitable organisations.”
 

In an identical process, the famous Soviet combines were gradually dismantled during the structural crisis faced by the Russian economy (and its East European periphery) by placing their pieces on the market as so many “current assets”. A symbol of the “old paternalism” in its fiefdoms of Bourgogne and Normandy, the Schneider corporation (reconverted into electronics) remains just as powerful, but its sites are now dispersed all over the world and, what is more, a part of its executive management, including the human resources department was shifted to Asia towards the end of 2011, as though to mark the reality of the post-paternalist era. Whatever be the country or the economic player, it is clear that the systemic crisis of 1970-1990/2000 completely changed the geographic, physical and human links between the enterprise and its employees.
B. The new configuration of the productive system
While the systemic crisis, which hit different regions with lesser or greater intensity, erased a sizeable chunk of the second industrial revolution’s heritage, the third industrial revolution greatly intensified what one could call “the social crisis” by initiating the construction of a new productive system and new social relations of production – if one may use such a Marxist expression, though some experts prefer “social production system”. And one may well put forth the hypothesis that this change could not but erase all “neo-paternalist” tendencies.
Management experts have analysed the process of setting up the lean management system within the framework of what is called “Toyotism”, as an advanced and technically sophisticated form of Fordism. Though on one hand, Toyotism’s first part (“zero defect”) encouraged a positive reorientation of social relations because the company was compelled to draw up and negotiate methods which would train its employees to strive for “quality”, its second part (“zero stock”) involved a dismantling of the production system, of the industrial “center”, the central manufacturing unit, towards the “periphery” made up of its suppliers and sub-contractors, in a strong logistic chain. The key word being outsourcing.
This had three determining consequences which put paid to any hope of there arising a “new paternalism”. The first was the decentralisation of a large part of the manufacturing process towards suppliers, sub-contractors and logisticians and the consequent decrease in the quantitative importance of core-factories which had been, till then, the levers for integrating paternalist practices. Though sometimes automobile manufacturers built themselves integrated platforms comprised of the core-factory and sub-contractors’ workshops (as for example the Toyota factory in Valenciennes in the North of France), many suppliers spread themselves over long geographic chains stretching over an entire continental, or even inter-continental, “sub-region” of the globalised economy (for electronic components, for example).
The second consequence was the move towards ever more intensive forms of outsourcing in the name of “the factory-less industry”
… In fact, a number of groups specialised in the conception, design and engineering of their products and services. And they outsourced the implementation to “manufacturing” or tertiary entities having a large workforce. The emblematic industry has been textile and cloth
, with the delocalisation of so numerous plants from Western Europe and the US to Asia, in new forms of “sweatshops”, where the era of “post-paternalism” had obviously blossomed, even in the outskirs of Communist China, Vietnam or Cambodia… Such was the case, as we well know, for entire tracts of the electronic industry: the “good” Steve Jobs, the poster-boy of the third industrial revolution which was seen as both innovative and “sympathetic”
, also outsourced the manufacture of Apple goods to factories located in third world or developing countries which often used manpower that was “exploited” or, at the very least, subject to intense work pressures, according to anti-capitalists and anti-globalisation activists
: the firm employs in 2011 only 43,000 people in the US whereas 700,000 are active by the subcontractors! One provocative article even admitted that, against the model of paternalism (“old paternalism”), Jobs had designed “maternalism”
, that is the corporation gave priority to the “care” of its customers, to satisfying their needs and expectations… Thus, manufacturing management groups such as Flextronics and Foxcomm, oem suppliers, set themselves up as outsourcing specialists, earning themselves, in Asia and even along the borders of communist China (in the free zones), a reputation for “hard” social practices. 
Even Japan, with its life-long employment within the keireitsu (the big groups), was shaken by this outsourcing within the country or at the Asian scale: the inherited virtues of the “new paternalism” were being eroded. “Without that coveted status [of ‘regular’ employment], workers are condemned to temporary or part-time jobs. They are denied job security, training and biannual bonuses (around 20% of income for regular employees). Their wages can be as little as 40% of a regular employee’s pay. The lower castes also lose out on generous benefits, such as transport allowances, company pensions, subsidised insurance and paid holiday.”

The service sector too did not escape this trend: Western consulting, management and computer firms outsourced a number of basic tasks (software and systems development, etc.) to technological centers in Asia and islands in the Indian Ocean. The publication of a book, even one on anti-globalisation, often depends on such a process for the input of text or the translation, which is done in far-off hubs of qualified manpower (like for example this very chapter, which has been translated in Pondicherry… though in this case, by a small and very socially responsible company). 

It was the vertical or horizontal integration of the big firms, whether family-run or not, which was shaken by this breakdown of the “traditional” production system, that is to say, of the second industrial revolution which was marked by the proliferation of massive manufacturing (and service, for data processing, postal logistics, etc.) centers. Some of which had several tens of thousands of employees, highly conducive to the maturation of a “new paternalism”. But, in the so-called “mature” economies, the collapse of production centers strongly limited the company management’s capacity for social works.
The third consequence of this structural change was the deliberate undermining of this social body by managers who wanted to infuse more “flexibility”
 in the management of manpower, as if “classical” forms of work
 and of working communities were to dwindle under the reshaping of productive systems and cost-cutting business models. It took several forms. First, by greatly increasing the number of temporary workers: a fifth to a third of a company’s workforce was composed of such “out-of-status” employees, people who were out of the scope of the internal collective agreement because they were recruited and loaned out by temporary employment agencies (Adecco, Manpower, Randstad, etc.). A second tool for improving flexibility was taking recourse to part-time workers who, in 2011, accounted for around one fifth of French (and German) employees. 
Mass-market retailing and fast-food chains benefited most from this type of workers who were ideally suited for time-specific workloads, with peaks in the mornings, at lunchtime and late afternoons. The two giant American companies which dominate these branches, WalMart and McDonalds, employed respectively 2.1 and 1.7 million workers in 2010. This was similar to the manpower fluctuations which characterised the times during the first industrial revolution, when large numbers of employees migrated from employer to employer depending on the situation, even going back to the fields in times of recession, changing bosses in case of misunderstandings or discontent. And this phenomenon was undoubtedly aggravated by the successive waves of immigrants which, in some branches, accentuated the annual mobility (as in the btp and security).
A second aspect of this managerial flexibility may be found in the increasing number of shifts. This was, first of all, a consequence of the legislations and social agreements on limiting working hours (between 30 and 35 hours sometimes) and overtime pay for work done outside the normal work-week (nights, weekends, etc.). This meant having several shifts of workers coming to work at the same industrial or service center. Next, it was also the consequence of the growing need for maximising equipment profitability, increasing global productivity, recovering investments, etc. Machines, computer systems and logistic platforms needed to be run for the maximum time possible during the week in the name of, precisely, “maximising” the rate of operations. Whatever be the causes, the result was the same: work shifts succeeded one another for weeks and months on end, quashing the chances of creating a common “identity” or social community or the penetration of communally shared corporate values.
This flexibility and explosion of manpower characterise the “social system” adopted henceforth by many big “globalised” companies. How to “federate” corporate communities in the face of such constraints? “Re-infusing meaning” into a communal life and thereby fostering a “new paternalism” is a delicate issue: one could as well say that it is well and truly “the death of paternalism”!
2. Reinventing paternalism?
Despite all these obstacles, the paradox is that new “islets” of paternalism have resurfaced here and there, depending on the initiatives taken by individual employers, families or enterprises. Apart from the small and medium scale family enterprises, where specific social relations can be more easily established, large groups also breathed new life into the belief in an integrating social philosophy which could lead to new forms of paternalism. Social Christianity remained in force in some regions of Europe (and America); good practice codes also played a role in some countries of the Far East. Unfortunately, there is nothing which points to any neo-paternalist system which could be set up as a model for the management of human resources. The globalisation of the Asian economy put paid to the famous “lifetime employment” of certain Japanese (and Korean) groups as it imposed performance and management renewal criteria in contradiction to paternalist schemes. And though “Toyota City” remained a reference, the auto giant’s factories across the world do not seem any different as regards their social modus operandi from those of its competitors.
But consciousness about the sourest moves of globalisation seem to gathere momentum here and there. One constant and obvious aspect of forms of “benevolence” is that differenciation qualifies well-doing and passive companies. For instance, the key actor and benefitor of out-sourcing Flextronics counter-attacked and promoted the turn-around of its social policy, under the flag-word “Community Partnership”, reminding of “new paternalism” forms. “Our corporate social and environmental responsibility (cser) practices are broad in scope, and include a focus on disaster relief, medical aid, education, environmental protection, health and safety and the support of communities around the world. We continue to build upon these efforts and invest in global communities through grants, financial contributions, volunteerism, support programs and donation of resources. Our social responsibility mission is to positively contribute to global communities and the environment by adhering to the highest ethical standards of practice with our customers, suppliers, partners, employees, communities and investors. We are committed to creating a safe and quality work environment for our employees. We also strive for excellence in our corporate governance practices and we continually evaluate our processes and implement procedures designed to maintain ethical governance and operations standards. Our goal at Flextronics is to meet the highest principles of corporate responsibility and integrity […]. Community Partnership. Flextronics is committed to building stronger communities in the countries where we operate. We partner with local and international organisations to effect change for the greater good through partnerships and voluntary work. Our Community Partnership activities are focused on giving, with greater concern towards disaster relief, medical aid and education. We achieve this via the following components: Flextronics Foundation, Community Involvement, and Tech@Campus. The Flextronics Foundation invests globally and serves as a catalyst for positive change in communities around the world. It is focused on being an asset to these communities through educational programs, and disaster, community, and medical relief. Emphasis is placed on programs that serve the needs of people in communities where employees of Flextronics, and its suppliers and customers, live and work. Established in March of 2002, the Flextronics Foundation is operated as a private foundation, and its primary activity is to provide support, primarily through grant making […]. Our program Team Sunshine Flextronics supports causes that fit within the following scope: 

· Employee Volunteer Program:  Employees donate their time and energy to projects and organisations supported by their local Flextronics sites. 
· Neighborhood Partners: Flextronics sites team up with non-profit organizations in their community on a regular basis, donating time, money, and resources. 
· Employee Sponsorship: A resource for employees who are fundraising for events such as walk-a-thons, bicycle races, and hikes, for organisations that are finding cures for diseases.
· Employer Matching Donations: There are causes that touch the hearts of our employees, driving them to organize their own collection drive. 
On a case by case basis, Flextronics supports and encourages these efforts by matching the employees' contributions for these causes.”

A. New paternalist islets?

Where to find such “islets” of good paternalism in a world hunting for ever-greater operating profits and “cost killers”? We would do well to orient our first attempts towards companies which have inherited the “new paternalist” social model. An interesting case study is the federation of enterprises within the family-owned Mulliez group: starting as a textile company (woolen thread Phildar), this group grew into a giant in general and specialised mass retailing (with the brands Auchan, Boulanger, Decathlon, Kiabi, etc.). Its social practices are based on philanthropic principles which are characteristic of an adaptation of the “new paternalism” to the prevailing social relations and lifestyle: the employees are shareholders of an asset management company which itself holds a part of the parent company’s capital (not listed) and which oversees the Mulliez Group
. Thus, labour and capital are linked concretely – a far cry from the Utopian theories of the mid-twentieth century. Moreover, the group developed its own rented social housing company, Villogia, and offered its use to some of its own employees, while at the same time expanding it to the national scale (with 80 000 housing units). 

In fact, such social policies, which showed some loyalty to the values and practices of the “new paternalism”, can be found in all regions endowed with a good socio-productive culture which combine the requirements of productivity with social integration, sometimes thanks to a heritage of religious values (social Christian in Western Europe but also, henceforth, derived from Asian faiths, as in India). A number of French cooperative or mutual-interest groups tried to retain their historic values, irrespective of whether they were managed by people coming from the “left” or the “right”. Their humanism lay in the double constraint of having to ensure the competitivity and profitability while at the same time “respecting” employees’ and members’ interests, in a delicate balance between the stakeholders (management, product or money providers, workforce). Here again, in several regions of France – but also elsewhere in Europe as in the Netherlands and Denmark (or Spain around the Mondragon
 group) – we find these “islets” of “greater well-being”.
A second form of integration based on benevolent capitalism concerned additional “social advantages”. A number of companies added “extras” to collective agreements which went beyond what was required by law (in France: Social security and “additional” systems for health and retirement). Along the lines of the old paternalist [family allowance/child benefit/welfare] and pension schemes, but within the framework of negotiations with unions which characterise the new paternalism, they systematically offer their employees “extra-additional” benefits, thanks to the [subscription/underwriting] of social insurance group contracts. The advantages are thus reduced (dental and eye care, etc.) and distributed by private social insurance companies, even though, as in France, they are often the inheritors of mutual companies created by employers in the 1930s to apply the prevailing social insurance laws. 
In the 1990s, they merged into powerful “mutualist” groups (Apicil, Oxiane, Myriade, etc.), sometimes endowed with a regional rooting, where they turned into major divisions of general insurance groups (Axa, Allianz, Aviva, etc.). Also, working in companies with such Welfare systems was an undeniable social advantage which could evoke greater loyalty, commitment and adherence to the corpus of internal values.
 This is what was understood by a company (Starbucks) that symbolised one of the aspects of the third industrial revolution: the constitution of service chains which, in this case, meant serving food: “Starbucks is the first [to be verified!] company in the United States to have provided social coverage to its employees. It is of the utmost importance to me [Howard Schultz], as I come from a poor family with no health insurance. It means an annual cost of 300 million dollars [for my company]. When I returned to the management some two years back, some investors pressurised us to get rid of it. We refused. For us, it formed as much a part of the group’s identity as the attribution of stock options to all our employees across the world. We want to show our high ethical standards. It is as important to us as the quality of the coffee that we sell.”

In this line of specific services, we still find companies committed to providing housing for their employees, but in keeping with the design inherited from the “new paternalism”. Thus, in France, the allocation of a part of the wage bill to social housing was retained, in the line of fund fuled by 1 per cent fee on wages (“1 % patronal”) in the 1950s. Rich with a fraction of this wage bill, these institutions were still co-managed by representatives from unions and employer organisations. Nevertheless, the relationship between the employee and his company had become less and less “immediate”: private social housing companies (henceforth grouped around the appellation “Action Housing”) were increasingly called upon to mutualise their management and to merge (from about 120 to some twenty companies) at the turn of the 21st century, and that too at the national scale. Thus, there appeared social housing groups which, while playing a positive role in this market, had no longer any direct link between the community of employees and the local community of employers. And, in front of the formidable cost of lodging, companies reinvented a direct involvement into some housing policy to foster attractiveness or mobility among the workforce.

At the same time, some companies here and there involved themselves informally in helping their employees look for affordable accommodation close to the worksite. It was actually one of the keys to their geographic mobility and job stability.
 For example, they provided the security for rental contracts, guided the employees towards this or that partner social housing organisation or towards similar-minded associations, etc. The French group Seb (small domestic appliances) showed one of the possible ways of furthering this partnership built around social housing via its World Citizen & Solidarity project: “First priority: social integration through access to decent housing. This is an important precondition for the integration of those who are deprived or at risk of losing their self-reliance. This is a core concern of Habitat & Humanisme, a French aid association with which Group Seb began working in parnership in 2005. The association helps people in difficulty to find decent housing and supports their re-integration through, for instance, social activities organised in the community where they live.”

A third form of neo-paternalist integration was oriented towards the fight against inequalities in living standards. This generally concerns companies deployed in poor or developing countries where there exist enormous inequalities between lifestyles and standards of living. In such cases, the philanthropic work deals less with any internal “social crisis” (giving employees a better standard of living, greater “well-being”) than with a “societal” crisis: contributing to the fight against under-development and endemically poor social and living conditions. The write-up on Lipton tea sachets (see photo) declares that the employees working in the plantations which produced this item have had a school in their village funded by the company. A number of companies in sub-Saharan Africa have built solid means of preventing, detecting and fighting aids: for example in Nigeria, the French trading conglomerate Cfao has turned it into one of the foundations of its social legitimacy
. 

We can find here “signs” of the old paternalism, but without any longer the will to hold or sponsor: they are only proofs of a “rooting” within an economic and social community in which the company believes itself to be a “stakeholder”. No doubt they had vested interests, as the schools would eventually provide more competent employees and the fight against aids would help stabilise the available manpower, whatever the level of qualification. But the company seemed to be helping only the close community to which it belonged and nothing but that. It did not seem to want to create “islets of paternalism” in the neo-classical style, as had previously been done around the African mines.
Occasionally, such programs were mixed with reformist ideas of managing human resources when companies looked to the social integration of employees who were already well integrated in their work community: the complementarity of community and company projects was in full swing. Thus, the Danone corporation (food and nutrition industry) came up with the “Dan’Cares” program to provide concrete social benefits to its employees in poor and developing countries: medical services and hospital facilities as part of a voluntary “health” insurance covered in large part by the company (from four fifths to 100 per cent). Apart from collective agreements regarding the work time of some 100,000 employees in 90 countries, it implemented this program benefitting 30,000 workers in 2011 and their “outside work” health as part of a “new paternalism”, but enlarged to the scale of a global organisation.

B. Live better, be better?

Actually, recreating paternalist modes of thought and action lead to an impasse, both in developed and developing countries. Previously, paternalism had aimed at providing employees with “better living conditions” outside their work, as a kind of “compensation” for the hardships faced at work. But by the turn of the 21st century, workers wanted “better work conditions”, while continuing to benefit from a “greater well-being” in their personal life, family or home: they were no longer looking for some kind of compensation which would assuage the “hardships endured at work”. Whenever they had the freedom – which depended on the regime of the concerned country – they demanded that the company which employed them reform its social production system to meet their requirements of “good work practices” without any question of “buying” their docility in the face of bad work conditions. 
Consequently, companies which claimed internal “good practices” had to reorganise their work conditions (job enrichment, worker involvement, etc.) in the manner of the Swedish model of the 1970s (Volvo) or the “Californian model” which offered attractive incentives at the workplace (rooms for indoor games, relaxation, dialogue; free fruits, juices, etc.), as exemplified by the communications company Bloomberg. “Having fun at work” became the catchword for several companies: “This cult of fun is driven by three of the most popular management fads of the moment: empowerment, engagement and creativity.” 
 These forms of “post-paternalism” explain the differentiation in favor of “companies where it was good to work”
, and Manpower set itself the aim of “balancing professional and personal lives while into account everyone’s wishes in order to improve motivation and productivity.”
 Moreover, consultancies such as Technologia began to specialise in such projects. But this does not mean that it was all rosy and idealistic – we must never forget that such initiatives are also the means of soothing work-related tensions (concentration of the employee, worries regarding performance and evaluation criteria, etc.)…
Moreover, many sociologists, anthropologists and managers have noted that “loyalty to the company” has become fragile, especially in the younger generation. “Voting with one’s feet” has once again become a tacit mode of protest, like in the 19th century (despite the achievements of the old paternalism) and during the inter-war period
, despite the initiatives taken by the new paternalism. “Commitment” rebuilding has become one of the key elements of companies with “social profiles”: “The strength of Danone’s HR policy lies in the coherence of these various initiatives over time, but their real significance is captured by the motivation of our managers and the loyalty of our employees, whose commitment rate – according to the in-house 2009 People Survey, conducted for the first time amongst the entire workforce – is over 85 per cent, making it superior to the average for large companies in the same sector (78 per cent). This commitment is proof positive of our employees’ buy-in and personal investment in the company.”

To inspire such internal commitment, the management had to structure a mix of a reformed HR policy, building an employee promotion system which valued the individual as a “person” as much as a part of a working community, more elabourate social benefits than elsewhere and, finally, societal commitments. The modernity of such social policies and the desire to acquire a brand image with a strong social stamp (of which Danone, with its Human Resources project begun in 1972, is at the forefront) – justifies in fine that a “dose” of the “new paternalism” be introduced in the “post-paternalist” HR management “cocktail”, as though one could not avoid taking recourse to old recipes in a process of continuity or osmosis between the past and the future. In France, an entire school of thought was built around a “philosophy of social progress” – especially in the wake of the Association de cadres dirigeants de l’industrie pour le progrès social et économique (Acadi, established in 1946)
, the think tank association Entreprise & Progrès, and the Centre national des jeunes dirigeants d’entreprise – in a bid to adapt social policy to the modern management of companies and to articulate levers for social pacification and integration.
3. A “societal paternalism”?

In this obviously “post-paternalist” situation, social “good practices” do not include attempts at regaining wayward employees’ loyalty, but at inserting in a positive manner the factory or the service in its social community, while hoping that the employees themselves get a more “positive” outlook on their company, though without it having any effect on their positioning within it or vis-à-vis its social system. This is perhaps a very different “societal paternalism” than the two preceding types (old and new paternalisms).
A. The fad of projects around the set of values
Such a tendency explains why, in the years 1980-1990, leading companies (no doubt inspired by human resources or corporate communication consulting firms) began the process of defining a set of “values” which could help unite their workforce. “Value communities”
 were formed around a “corporate project”
, a value set, which would encourage employees to “adhere” to this community of shared responsibilities, whether managerial, strategic or “citizen”. Experts have called this school of thought “Adhocracy” and we may include it in the domain of “societal paternalism” which we have set out to define empirically.
The computer company Hewlett-Packard (HP) is emblematic of this trend. In fact, it symbolised both the pioneering spirit of the third industrial revolution’s technological innovation and the reformative spirit of “spiritual” integration of the employees around “project HP”, marked in 1995 by the slogan: HP Way. This project was set up as a virtual charter of the values applicable within the enterprise and in its external deployment. It has been studied by a number of experts and teachers (including ourselves at Sciences Po Bordeaux) as specifically representative of this “reformist” managerial school of thought and capable of fostering a “new type of capitalism”, more open to societal concerns and to the company’s “responsibilities”. As though more “intelligent” employees (researchers, IT specialists, engineers, skilled workers, etc.) could build an “intangible capital” which one could call “positivist” in the sense that the company would have to assume at once both technical and socio-mental forms of progress. And the group’s French subsidiary played the HP Way game especially well with its team of “reformist” directors (David Pochard, etc.).
Closer still to the “paternalist” legacy, the French firm of Lafarge (cement, building materials) has noticeably changed its “new paternalistic” practices towards this notion of the “collective project”. It re-injected humanist values while redefining its set of values in the face of the changes brought about by the ending of the second industrial revolution: “The company’s aim is to produce and sell, but it must also procure for the people which constitute it, a material and moral lifestyle commensurate with their status as humans. One can never lose site of the second aim while retaining only the first.”
 This Christian-Social philosophy-tinged humanism was revived by its president Olivier Lecerf (from 1974), via the Plan 1976-1980 which aimed at improving the group’s cohesion (25,000 employees in 1977) around the internal rules and values and three successive versions of a  “chart” which set them out (in 1977, 1981 and 1989). 

If we push our line of reasoning to its conclusion, we find that so many “pockets” (or islets, to use our expression) were created which promoted a more intelligent (because more “societal”) “form of capitalism”, in a type of “societal paternalism”. We can also see it in the “sustainable neo-paternalist” strategies, in the name of values shared by the community of managers who provide the impulse and the employees mobilised by a spirit of “respect” for their concerns regarding a greater “well-being” in the face of the exigencies of competitive capitalism. They are reminiscences of paternalisms in the sense that these practices aim at inculcating a “sense of belonging”, of forming “tribal”
 links around a “collective adventure”.
B. Stakeholders’ disillusionment within the community of values
As it happened, these somewhat Utopian hopes were dashed! In fact, a number of firms which had promoted such “projects” or moulds of “better capitalism” were, like the others, confronted by the shocks of a globalised competition and the revolution in the production system. HP too lived through several mergers (with Compaq, for example), the strategic shift towards engineering services to the detriment of manufacturing (in reply to the change in Ibm, mainly) with the consequent EDS buyout, and especially, the restructuring of its own production system, with the outsourcing of manufacture and a global streamlining of its factories. The result was HP’s alignment with the “bad practices” of early 21st century capitalism. HP’s subsidiary in France provides an especially representative example of this tendency. In fact, it owned factories and R&D centers in the Rhône-Alpes region, between Grenoble and the “new city” of L’Isle-Abeau, at the heart of some dynamic technological hubs. The HP spirit and the HP project had been “interiorised” by its employees for some years past. Then the time of disillusionment came: factories were shut down, R&D centers were trimmed and the group’s investments began to be channeled towards developing countries. Moreover, the HP-Compaq merger did not fail to bring about a “streamlining” of assets. The “HP project” broke down as this societal paternalism dissolved into competitive capitalism. The keystone of all old-style paternalist formula collapsed when it was admitted that the famous “life-time employment” which had crystallised a part of the “IBM spirit” after the Second World War had no longer any foundation. And the HP philosophy too could not resist these forces which steamrollered over the group’s assets and historical sites.
A glance at corporate internet sites shows that almost everywhere “projects” and other “value charts” seem to be more about institutional communication than levers that could help crystallise a “set of values” among the executives and employees. All the time one had to allude to or show that one had assimilated the institutional “discourse” (what may be called: “paying homage”), but sociological studies well and truly confirm that only a quarter to a third of the employees still believe in the intrinsic “virtues” of the company or in its “corporate culture”. This concept of “corporate culture”, so much in fashion in the 1980s, lost its operability because it had also lost its “sense”, one might say. 

Even those corporate groups which had symbolised the vaunted reformist
 social policies since the 1970s, policies that were based on the negotiated and progressive concept of HR management, had nevertheless to act within the framework of the harsh realities of a competitive economic market. The best example is Danone, which actively and resolutely pursued its social strategy while having to close factories and especially, having to cede chunks from its portfolio of strategic activities and thus having to move production and human “assets” as though they were pieces in a world-spanning game of go (for example: the sale of Lu biscuits to Kraft). Any social policy with strong elements of integration and loyalty can exist only as long as the employees remain part of the enterprise…. The process of “social confidence building”
, which is the key to integration, is too often replaced by tensions, if not social conflicts. This leads to the breakdown of the “social dynamics”,
  the adherence to the “project” or the “corpus” of values:  the “corporate social culture”, which had been the lever of a relatively strong “identity at work”
, in an expression of what remains of the paternalisms, in a kind of “post-paternalism”.

The famous “maximisation of shareholder value” established itself in many countries, sectors and corporations in complete contradiction with the corpus of social values or societal paternalism. Corporate strategies were determined more by meetings between employers and financial directors with communities of stock analysts, managers of rating agencies and investment fund directors, be they institutional, speculative or sovereign, than by debates between the associations of human resource managers, social rating agencies or the organisations fighting against social disparities. Awakening the spirits of the old and new paternalisms seems utopian, and maintaining the flame of a societal paternalism is difficult in the face of the issues raised by a globalised capitalism, lacking any massive or representative union forces, free from corporatist tendencies.

C. Paternalism absorbed by corporate social responsibilities?
Such a statement cannot by itself seal the “fate” of all forms of paternalism, those inherited from History and sometimes even now reproduced, those reinvented towards the end of the 20th century, or those dreamed of by utopians – because such ideas are being constantly put forth by experts who still dream of a “benevolent” capitalism. One has to therefore be definitively convinced that the only way of compensating for the errors of a “savage” or “lean and mean” capitalism consists in following the precepts of the famous “compassionate” policy, and thus of a “capitalism of compassion”. If the State’s social apparatus or the local authorities can no longer assume a policy of “wellness” or of “well-being” in its entirety, if it means confiding all social policies for the integration of the “weak”, “poor” or other categories in temporary or long-term difficulties to community networks – as practiced by a number of collectivities in the United States as part of “systems of care and charity” and “ethics of care”
, as a complement to a theme that was in vogue at the turn of the 21st century, that of the “capitalism of compassion”, so close to the spirit of the “old paternalism” –, would not the solution be found in corporate social responsibility? 
While this concept
 goes back to the year 1953, it was only at the end of the century that it turned into a “managerial [even political] fad”
 which called upon corporations to begin implementing their social responsibilities.
 In 2001, The European Commission too came up with its “Green Paper” Promoting a European Framework for Corporate Social Responsibility. Corporations needed to (re-)become “responsible”
, if not philanthropic
, and European institutions have argued for “making corporate social responsibility part of companies’ business”
: the enterprise and society should conclude some kind of implicit social contract, a pact
 in the name of a “responsible management”.
 The strategic navigation of companies now integrates more and more this requirement.
 “The generous rich of the 19th century, such as the Levers and Cadburys, built up businesses around which they wrapped entire communities. The 21st century way is different. Modern-day philanthropists channel personal donations to their own portfolios of charities run on the unsentimental business precepts that made them rich in the first place.”
 The “greed and good”
 couple had become the lever of a new balance between corporations and society, with “societal philanthropic” practices and even of “social and solidarity economy”. An association was created in 2001, called Ethical Corporation, which promoted exemplary “ethical” corporate initiatives in its eponymous magazine: “As a media business, our aim is to encourage debate and discussion on responsible business through publishing, conferences, and independent research and advisory work.”

Practically all corporate internet sites and yearly reports to stock-holders dedicate an entire section to this csr, as though capitalism is not legitimised without some proof of its “social commitment”. Even Asian companies follow the trend, like the shipping company Kawasaki Kisen Kaisah KKK, promoting “corporate governance and corporate sociale responsability” and its “corporate principles”.
 The “Social responsibility” tab on Manpower’s (the giant in employment and training services) website is representative of this social involvement: it insists on including into the labour market all social categories in order to develop a labour market which would be representative of the diversity of the population, on “promoting social cohesion”. Similarly, French banks too have launched themselves smartly into policies of “diversity”, of the “ethnic” diversification in their recruitment of sales managers.
 We can even see that a kind of competition was launched to identify the most involved “corporate citizen”, and in several places, prizes were given out every year to companies which had deployed the most pertinent, pioneering or substantial csr initiatives.
 Companies in developing countries too began to adopt good practices as had done the pioneers of the two preceding industrial revolutions: for example, the Indian group Tata finances some 600 social projects (primary education, medical research, supporting ngos, etc.), in the name of a redistributive philosophy defined by the managers of this family conglomerate.  “Corporate philanthropy”
 took vigorous shape alongside the traditional cultural philanthropy, and the word “philanthropy” seems more attractive and legitimate than the outdated “paternalism”. Last, managers and managers-to-be can even delve into a handbbok dedicated to csr
 or some textbook
 along the same topics… “Good business”
 is back and is even supposed to fuel profitability
!
D. The fad of corporate foundations with a social mission
This process often takes shape around a corporate foundation
 which federates all of the company’s and its subsidiaries’ initiatives, whether in the country of origin or in its branches across the globe. Some of the pioneers were German, such as the Bertelsmann Foundation
 or American, such as the Xerox Foundation (1974). The Électricité de France Foundation, established in 1987 by Edf energy utility, and the France Télécom Foundation are among its strongest representatives in France: the former with its sponsorships of cultural, sportive, humanitarian and scientific events, the latter logically active for the benefit of the hearing impaired mainly. In 2010, France itself counted some 235 corporate foundations, of which 93 were established between 2007-2008. The Oréal Foundation is active in science, medicine, reconstruction of disfigured faces; the Ronald MacDonalds Foundation finances parents’ houses for parents of hospitalised children, etc. In fact, every country has such entities: in Spain, the Fundacion Mapfre, established in November 1975, brought together, in January 2006, all the specialised foundations that had been developed within this mutual insurance group.
 Its main thrust was helping the handicapped, medical treatment, medical research, etc. Corporate foundations would buy huge quantities of medicines and place them at the disposal of governments, ngos or aid agencies, while pharmaceutical companies like Novartis or other foundations (Wellcome Trust), supplied them these quantities at cost price, for example for treating endemic diseases such as malaria, etc.

Overshadowing them all, we know, is the famous Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, rich with the fortune of this Microsoft founder.
 This giant is the culmination of both the spiritual heritage of the past paternalism and of its transformation into corporate social responsibility (of that of the capitalist owners of these corporations. “This decade has seen a change in American charity business, which has gone from being a passive charity to active philanthropy with the arrival of new philanthropists like Bill Gates, Warren Buffett, Eli Broad (of Kaufman & Broad), Jeffrey Skoll [of EBay]…, who have revolutionised papa’s ‘good deeds’ and advocate effective, responsible and sustainable charity.”
 Financier Georges Soros’ public case is also representative of this trend
, as is that of W. Buffett, himself a big-time investor in the Gates’ Foundation. In 2009-2010, he led a campaign to convince billionaires to pledge a big part of their personal fortunes to this Foundation and succeeded with several: David Rockefeller, Michael Bloomberg
, Ted Turner, etc.
 
Here we find ourselves right in the midst of the conceptual highway of American foundations
, whether they be oriented towards welfare or intellectual action (like the Rockefeller Foundation), and therefore at the heart of both “good” practices (as sources of fecund financing) and “perverse”, because they accord legitimacy to corporate, managerial and financial “bad practices” which procure funds for the “glory” it gives them.
 Moreover, American
 as well as French experts, such as Nicolas Guilhot
, have been caustically critical of such a post-paternalist “philanthropic system” but inspired by the “causes” and the “good works” of the old and new paternalisms. There was even talk of an “imperialism of virtue”
…
E. Debates regarding corporate social responsibility
Meanwhile, to retain our concentration on the spirit of paternalism, that is to say, the welfare or greater well-being of employees integrated into a company’s community, we must ask ourselves whether the csr’s “good practice” contributes to such effects on the employees of this “post-paternalist” era
. In what manner does this csr go beyond a simple institutional communication – extolling the corporate citizen – for rebuilding and cementing a “corporate culture” with social interests? Without being in any way exhaustive, we may cite here several examples: as when employees helped repair and paint a school in Morocco in the course of a trip melding csr and internal discussions on the company’s strategic projects, the building of a library in sub-Saharan Africa, the management of a special fund dedicated to social lodging, aiding civilian victims of anti-personnel mines strewn over former battlefields, etc. 
We are dealing then with “social projects”
 which give rise to communal feelings within the group of employees involved in such initiatives, which are the reflection of a “social entrepreneurship”, actually a “social intrapreneurship”, because it takes place within the company itself, bringing together teams of executives or low-end employees. A number of young recruits were attracted by such enterprises precisely in the name of working for such “mixed” corporations which were both part of the productive system and also involved in social welfare partnerships. One could go so far as to indentify a paternalist stand, in the sense that these employees constituted a community of action, like earlier in sport, music, etc., but henceforth, the company’s involvement would no longer benefit its labour-force but external social communities: it would finance its employees’ philanthropic actions.
Meanwhile, in the course of these “tests of social commitment”, how do employees respond to the criteria of a neo-paternalism identified with the csr? They feel as though they have been invested with a “social mission” along with their managers and within their corporate community, and thus, can undeniably see themselves as “actors” in the change and believe that their own company is also “committed” to a “social” policy, which gives it legitimacy in their eyes. Far from the “social system” of the old and new paternalisms, it was a “system of beliefs” which took shape through these csr and “good capitalist” practices. In their own eyes, these employees, who undoubtedly feel the pangs of a “bad conscience” for being part of companies whose main thrust is towards maximisation of shareholder value and the “marketisation” of the world, could feel relieved by taking part in these csr programs at the heart of social projects. This meant a return to the historic behaviors conceived of since the Middle Ages and the Renaissance (with so many forms of charitable philanthropy) and have become traditional over the following centuries….
The set of “good practices” involved in the implementation of an “internal” csr deployed in favor of the more fragile employees, could be seen as a supplementary form of a “social paternalism”. These new forms of “paternalism”
 include a better integration of the physically challenged, a better “diversity” (women, immigrants or descendants of immigrants, etc.) and more trans-generational respect (viv-a-vis the young or the seniors). It would henceforth intermingle the requirements for “greater well-being”
 within the company with the aspirations for a better integration of the company in society’s reformist trend. The first decades of the 21st century paved thus the way to social policies which intend to take in charge societal issues, as if the corporation or the investor had to act as a relay or a complement to public
, parapublic, associatives or caritative initiatives.

Meanwhile, maximisation of shareholder value, immediate profitability and “Darwinian” “capitalist” practices are all too often the norm, whatever be the claims made. As in the preceding centuries, good practices of corporate responsibility remained limited to so many pockets or islets in the midst of an ocean of bad practices. This challenges the principle of involvement in or commitment to “internal values”: “Some 27 per cent of bosses believe their employees are inspired by their firm. Alas, only 4 per cent of employees agree. Likewise, 41 per cent of bosses say their firm rewards performance based on values rather merely financial results. Only 10.4 per cent of employees swallow this.”
 Thus, the themes of corporate social enterprise seem to be challenged at the turn of the 21st century by anti-globalisation and anti-capitalist critiques, or by academic experts: “Multinational corporations are not seeking to develop social strategies of a philanthropic nature with their social responsibility, but to place the social clearly and without ambiguity at the service of a global economic project.”
 
Having said that, the intensive “marketisation” hid within itself antidotes to an excessively savage capitalism, as investment funds were raised for investing in “socially responsible”
 companies, while “social rating agencies” participated in the efforts at evaluating “good practices”
. Paradoxically, one of the hubs of liberal, if not savage, capitalism, the United Kingdom, was also the most advanced in Europe in the management of these funds used along the principle of responsible commitment, with 830 billion Euros in outstanding assets in 2009, far ahead of the Netherlands (307.5 billion), Norway (195 billion) and Sweden (119 billion), while France trailed a long way back with only 6 billion. Though the Fonds stratégique d’investissement, set up in the name of economic patriotism to help preserve the French rooting of large smes threatened by globalisation, chose to pay special attention to those that were committed to “the good practices of socially responsible corporations”
, and thereby somewhat at the service of the “French social model”.

Conclusion

We understand that these debates will never be concluded, that they will always raise new controversies, on the permanent backdrop of the advances of a conquering capitalism, like in every cycle of economic or industrial revolution. Our chapter may seem no more than an “essay” which attempted to bring together the initiatives taken at the turn of 21st century as regards social policy, csr, and the “citizen” enterprise. We hope to have identified the criteria required to conceive of  the untraceable humanist enterprise”
, in the name of the utopias being constantly revived by the belief in values and in line with a certain continuity in the definition of concepts, modes of action and of business communities, as in the East of France
 for example. The general-interest European “social models”
 and the micro-models inherited from the “new paternalism” are breaking apart under the pressure of a globalised competition. 

We have well and truly entered the decades of post-paternalism, while islets of “good practices” are multiplying within the framework of corporate social responsibility and “philanthro-capitalism”
. Any talk of “paternalism” now seems “outdated” and “obsolete”, if not downright anachronistic if we consider the community life of corporate employees as such. Moreover, the most recent use of the word paternalism shows to what extent it has been corrupted: we talk of a libertarian paternalism
, wherein each individual is goaded or nudged to lead a life which would be more in conformity with the requirements of the environment or individual devotion; but this individualisation of paternalism is obviously completely in opposition with the key principle of true paternalism: the crystallisation of a community of work and life within a single company or employment area. 
The problem with corporate social responsibility in the early 21st century lay in the massive restructuring of the production apparatus at the expense of the industrial system, in aid of a “post-industrial”
 system characterised by maximal outsourcing of the manufacturing process
, and the service sector, marked by a lesser concentration of the personnel and often also outsourcing (telesales, software and digital data management, etc.). Today, in France, only 11 per cent of the private employed labour force works in establishments of more than 500 employees. The hard task is therefore to conceive an overall social policies within such desintegrated organisations of firm.
 What is required then is a social model which takes into account the importance of the small and medium enterprises, of the small decentralised teams (like the three of four employees handling a bank branch), the high mobility between subsidiary and country. An opportunity has presented itself with the coming of the new generation which will have to be “motivated”, made “loyal” and “committed” over and above the simple management rules by the re-construction of less “rigid” “corporate cultures” than those of the 19th century but which take into account the “moral” aspirations of individuals who may be more demanding vis-à-vis “corporate organisation”. Simply financing social foundations will not be enough to “give some sense”: it is the entire modus operandi and vivendi of the establishments and financial investors which will have to take into account these new requirements, concerning ethics no doubt, but also the balance between personal growth and people’s desire to see their company contribute to the general social “good”. These are fascinating challenges – especially for the universities which are shaping the executives of the future!

The cruel crisis of 2007-2012 will “pass a wire scrub” over the collective behaviours within corporate organisations; corporate “harmony” (so idealised in the name of the “community of action”) but also every employee’s spiritual harmony, however little motivated (or motivable), will come into question,
 with experts, citizens and the community of employees casting a pitiless, critical eye.... Now that the intoxication of the “infantile malady of neo-liberal capitalism” has abated, managers have the marvelous opportunity of reflecting on the rhythm of growth, of business, profits, careers and income disparities. There will be no escaping the intense debates on the socio-moral responsibility of enterprises, as had already been the case several times before – whether one thinks of “personalism”, without bringing in Marxism. But is it not time to revisit the philosophies of the 18th century and to turn the 21st century into a new “century of Enlightenment”? of substituting  “anti-stress coaching” with discussions on every company’s “project” – and not only on the strategic project as had been done in the years 1990-2000 in the light of globalisation, but the social project: what services should a bank or an insurance company provide to the society? How to reconcile risk management rules (and of scoring, for example) and the growth of the company? Should one incite people to consume, buy, get into debt? And especially, should not business banks invest more in the famous “ethics funds”, not only strive to become more ethical itself, but also to make its clients too more ethical, to proselytise “post-paternalism”?

 

In France, corporate social responsibility will see a new stage in its development, for the good reason that national and local authorities find themselves more and more hampered by their financial difficulties – on condition that they do not succumb to the fashion of the “all-purpose enterprise”.
 The most tricky part will consist in extracting this social responsibility from the management models where it had been inserted (yearly social and environmental reports, high-mass, etc.), and to plant it in the “collective”, to create “teams” (“packs” as in rugby) of societal activists, at the time required, each in good conscience, redefining once more the role of money, of profit, of growth, in the life of enterprises. “In the 1980s we had invented the concept of the ‘social enterprise chart’; we will have to go lower, deeper, to once again convince society as a whole that the corporate world has a societal justification and utility. It is not going to be easy due to the short-term pressures of the crisis, but we will do well to go beyond the present tensions, however pressing, and think of the next two decades – otherwise anticapitalism will once again ‘torch the entire landscape’! We will also have to intensify the process of ‘re-thinking the enterprise’.”
 The issue might thus seem to “reassemble the social”.

Be that as it may, we end our conclusion with an abstract from a letter to The Economist in 2011, a letter which could well relocate the argument along empirical realities: “Society is more affected, for better or worse, by the core activity of a business than by its community investment projects, social initiatives, and other peripheral activities. The biggest impact comes from the way business pursues profit and growth. Generalised statements about the purpose of business outside of profit are no substitute for the rigour of an enterprise defining its contribution to society through its core activities. This should shape its strategy, values and operations – and should then also be reflected in the traditional corporate social responsibility activities it undertakes.”
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