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Preface 

These are times of great challenges and wicked problems: we need to act to 
address the “dual unsustainability” of our social and environmental societies! And 
yet, we do not have all the keys we need to grasp what is at stake, and action is 
sometimes difficult to conceive and implement – or, more broadly, to build. 

The set of books on Solidarity-based Management and Organizations – of which 
this is the first volume – aim to provide a forum for debate and reflection, and to 
contribute to the action of committed individuals, whether they are participants in 
Social and Solidarity Economy (SSE) organizations, private companies, local 
authorities or public bodies, or ordinary citizens.  

Helping us to understand to act, to grasp the issues at stake, but to also grasp the 
possible solutions, and the way in which actors have constructed them alone, or 
(most of the time) in cooperation with others, is the core motivation for this 
collection, and indeed this book. 

To this end, we have sought to follow two precautionary principles: 

– If there is nothing more useful than a good theory, it is important to clearly 
understand what is at stake and how to analyze it. The texts that follow – covering a 
wide array of subjects – aim to provide all the building blocks necessary for 
understanding it. 

– The texts also present the ways in which actors in the field have developed 
local solutions to the problems they face. In so doing, the reader will be able to 
understand how actors – whether they be citizens or SSE actors – have built local 
solutions to their challenges, with knowledge of the mechanisms they have used, as 
well as the difficulties and even barriers that they have encountered. 
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We hope you will find this book provides both food for thought and inspiring 
solutions that can help guide action. While this book is undoubtedly an academic 
work – based on rigorous research, knowledge of the most recent literature and the 
mobilization of research methodologies – it is also intended as a tool to help 
stimulate debate in the public arena, and – even more so, we hope – as a tool to 
inspire and guide the actions of committed actors. 

Finally, we would like to thank our 11 authors, both for their work and for their 
participation in the critical review of the various chapters. We would also like to 
extend our thanks to AIRMAP (Association Internationale de Recherche en 
Management Public, the International Association for Research in Public 
Management) for hosting the various themed sessions on the connections between 
public management and the SSE since 2019: it is thanks to these sessions that this 
book was able to develop and see the light of day! Last but not least, we would like 
to thank our colleagues at the IAE Paris-Sorbonne, and in particular those in the 
MAI (Mutations-Anticipations-Innovations) and ETI (Entrepreneuriat-Territoire-
Innovation) chairs, who helped test many of the ideas expressed here, as well as 
Régine Teulier, Patrick Gilbert and the colleagues involved in the ISTE collections, 
and the teams at the publisher, for their continued trust and benevolent resolve. 

Didier CHABAUD, Philippe EYNAUD and  
Nathalie RAULET-CROSET 

April 2025 



 Introduction 

Solidarity at the Heart of  
Territorial Development 

Territorial development is a relatively old field of knowledge, whose distinctive 
feature is that it seeks to cross disciplinary perspectives on the question of territory, 
in order to serve the idea of a territorial relay for economic development. Territories 
and the economy are thus intrinsically linked by the concept of territorial 
development. This coupling has been reinforced by the European institutional setup, 
which has tended to emphasize the regional (and not just national) level to maximize 
the potential for intra-European economic development. While this equation has 
been much in demand in the fight against the various economic crises, it has 
unfortunately not lived up to all the hopes it raised. The addition of transition issues 
to unresolved economic problems has led decision-makers and financiers to review 
the elements of the deal. Solidarity is now seen as a key factor in the analysis. From 
now on, a dialogue can be opened with Social and Solidarity Economy (SSE) 
organizations, which are emerging as the key actors, so that we can envisage fair, 
equitable and more inclusive development on the ground. In this introductory 
chapter, we propose putting into perspective various experiences in which solidarity 
has played a decisive role in the construction of territories, and to explore which 
dimensions make it possible to support and develop solidarity. 

I.1. Territory and solidarity: a recurring theme 

The SSE is defined as a field characterized by its democratic governance, as 
specified in Article 1 of the French 2014 Law on SSE. The governance of SSE 
organizations has the particularity of being deployed on a double dimension of 
sociopolitical action. Internally, democracy engages processes of organizational 
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transparency and the framing of decision-making mechanisms. Externally, it 
involves maintaining an open democratic dynamic with local actors in local public 
spaces (Laville 2011). From then on, the territory appears to be the fundamental 
locus for the exercise of democracy by SSE organizations. If SSE practices cannot 
be understood independently of the very idea of territory, they presuppose, in return, 
a support methodology. To this perspective, Subileau et al. (2024) suggest studying 
the solidarity city over the long term. In fact, this is the timeframe in which we can 
think about the making of the city in the flow of its urban and territorial history and 
envisage committed territorial strategies. On another note, the revitalization of rural 
areas is facilitated by the development of a plural economy that values reciprocity 
(Llena 2011). In other words, the organization of solidarity within the framework of 
a different economy is fundamentally linked to the perspective given to territorial 
development. Two ideas flow from this observation. Firstly, the territory (and its 
development) is at the core of our understanding of SSE issues. Secondly, solidarity 
is not an additional concept in the analysis and study of territories, which would 
enrich the view of territorial development. It is, in fact, a constitutive element in the 
making of territories. As such, it constitutes a strategic element in the formulation of 
a renewed agenda for territorial development (Eynaud and de França Filho 2019). In 
this context, Duverger et al. (2020) raise the question of the possible convergence 
between territorial dynamics and SSE dynamics. To this end, the authors focus on 
the systemic territorial regulation capacities that enable SSE organizations to 
organize according to a triptych of governance, regulation and territory (Demoustier 
and Richez-Battesti 2010). 

In a classic economic approach, the territory is seen as a tool for hosting 
economic activities (Bouba-Olga and Grossetti 2018). The resulting vision of the 
territory is based on a primarily commercial interpretation. Indeed, the territory is 
expected to adapt to serve businesses and their needs. This presupposes specific 
developments in terms of transport infrastructure, logistics support and 
organizational, regulatory and tax arrangements for business parks. Together, these 
measures will define the attractiveness of the region. This is a one-way process. The 
region is called upon to show itself in its best light by providing guarantees, but 
investors are only accountable in return to market logic. They are therefore free to 
relocate at any time to other, more attractive areas. In this classic vision, the territory 
is an adjustment variable in a regulatory game that transcends it. Exogenous 
principles therefore take precedence over endogenous ones, and investors from 
outside the territory can be the masters of territorial development. As a result, 
territories can be exploited in ways that are neither socially just nor ecologically 
virtuous. 

What sets the SSE apart from conventional economics is the reversal it promotes. 
Rather than seeing the economy as an end in itself, it sees it as a means to other  
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ends. This is in line with Polanyi’s substantive economic approach (Polanyi 1944, 
2011). In opposition to the abstract vision of market economics, the substantive 
approach is pragmatic in that it questions mankind’s profound dependence on nature 
and other people. In so doing, it points to the means required to cover natural needs 
and shows the plurality of economic logics – which the market tends to make 
invisible – to ensure a subsistence economy. Polanyi (1977) brings to light logics 
such as redistribution, reciprocity and domestic sharing. The strength of Polanyi’s 
proposition lies in its focus on the question of reproduction. Whereas classical 
economics focuses on production, substantive economics is concerned with the 
reproduction of the material conditions of existence and social life. 

The result is a completely new perspective on territorial development. It is no 
longer the economic attractiveness of the territory that is sought, but its maintenance 
(reproduction) in conditions of well-being and happy living (Eynaud and de França 
Filho 2019). Such a perspective cannot be sustainable without the support of the 
public actor and the framework of a dedicated public policy. The specificity of the 
SSE’s territorial roots cannot be taken for granted. To do so would be to overlook 
the isomorphism of SSE organizations induced by the generalization of competitive 
calls for projects around public markets, or by the alignment of major SSE actors 
with conventional entrepreneurial practices (Itçaina and Richez-Battesti 2022). The 
aim is to provide regulatory protection for the region and filter out investment 
projects with negative externalities. It is also about opening up territorial 
development to institutional arrangements based on the idea of a plural economy 
(Aznar et al. 1997), i.e. an economy integrating the substantive approach and open 
to the SSE. Territorial Clusters for Economic Cooperation (Pôles Territoriaux de 
Coopération Economique or PTCE) thus make an essential contribution to the 
construction of a solidarity-based territory (Billaudeau et al. 2016; Itçaina 2018, 
2021). The dual socio-political and socio-economic dimensions of SSE actors enable 
them to play a growing role in new territorial institutional compromises (Demoustier 
and Richez-Battesti 2010). Relying on local solidarity initiatives enables 
socioterritorial development (Tremblay et al. 2009), in which citizens can become 
co-designers of public policies (Scherer 2015). 

Finally, Bucolo et al. (2020) consider revisiting the question of territories 
through the prism of the commons. With the concept of the trans local horizon, 
Defalvard (2023), for his part, proposes to take the commons out of localism alone, 
and value the capacities of SSE organizations to interact on a larger scale. In this 
context, we can take another look at institutional arrangements that facilitate new 
perspectives. These solidarity-based initiatives are interesting to explore in that they 
revisit the very heart of the territorial fabric. 
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I.2. Conceptualizations of territory renewed by the emergence of 
solidarity issues 

The territory corresponds to both a practical reality and a conceptualization. As a 
practical reality, it is the object of action for many actors, who will propose defining 
its boundaries, identifying actors whose activities are linked to its specific features 
or identifying geographical and social features that differentiate it from other 
geographical locations, and on which it will be possible to build. The territory can 
“serve as a resource” (Raulet-Croset 2021), and the territorial level seems to hold 
great promise for thinking about the societal and environmental dimension in the 
strategic developments of economic and social actors present in territories, 
identifying more bottom-up and inclusive tools and mechanisms for public action, or 
even collaborative governance modalities enriched by the participation of actors 
who each develop different relationships to their root territory. The territory, which 
used to be seen more as an economic unit with an instrumental focus, is now also 
becoming a place where solidarity is created. As a conceptualization, the territory  
is also multiple, is mobilized by several scientific disciplines and is also the object  
of evolutions linked to new societal and solidarity expectations. How can a 
solidarity-based approach identify the practical and conceptual specificities of a 
territory? We propose here to consider the tensions and dilemmas that can help us 
qualify a territory and show how they can shed light on how solidarity plays a part in 
shaping territories. 

I.2.1. The tension between prescribed and constructed territory: 
towards solidarity-based co-construction 

One of the strong oppositions in terms of territory is prescribed territory versus 
constructed territory (Raulet-Croset 2008; Hernandez 2017). In France, we have 
long considered the prescribed territory, defined administratively and politically by 
the State in its various forms, or the economic territory considered as a support for 
economic activities. From this point of view, the territory appears as a framing 
element, sometimes simply administrative and political, or as a delimited place 
supporting economic activities. The prescribed vision of the territory, in terms of 
solidarity, can also be mobilized and conduces to identify a boundary allowing to 
delimit at which scale will develop such or such solidarity dispositive, or to identify 
relevant actors on solidarity subjects who act, in general, in a top-down way to 
respond to needs that the public actor detects. These actors are often representative 
departments of a central government, or local authorities at various levels 
(municipality, département, region, etc.). 
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A contrario, the territory can be thought of in its constructed dimension, in which 
case it is the local actors – those who live, move, work and live in the territory – 
who become central. This second perspective places the emphasis on the emergent, 
on the discovery and visibility of specific and often unprecedented local needs. The 
aim is to identify the construction of local values and solidarities, creating links 
between local users and the area to which they belong, as well as locally rooted 
initiatives and social innovations. 

The two territorial realities – prescribed and constructed – can appear opposed 
and conflicting, and this is sometimes the case, particularly when the two types of 
actors (those in the prescribed territory and those in the constructed territory) tend to 
oppose each other in their vision of solidarity. However, we can also observe that 
the challenges of solidarity can lead to overcoming the opposition between the 
prescribed and the constructed, and to initiating cooperative ventures. For example, 
there may be collaboration between the public actor, who is the bearer of the 
prescript, and SSE actors, who are as close as possible to the consideration of the 
territory. In this case, a new vision of public action, at the crossroads of the 
prescribed and the constructed, is co-constructed, and will support solidarity actions. 
Solidarity actors acquire new roles on the ground. Demoustier and Richez-Battesti 
(2010) have thus highlighted the dual socio-political and socio-economic dimension 
of SSE actors, which enables them to play a growing role in new territorial 
institutional compromises. Fraisse (2017) analyzes the role of local SSE actors in the 
co-construction of public action in France. Itçaina and Richez-Battesti (2018) 
discuss new territorial cooperations. Bryson et al. (2015) take an interest in what 
they call “cross-sector collaborations” (the public actor with other types of actors), 
which they deem necessary to solve certain types of problems, even if they 
recognize that it can be complicated to reconcile different logics and identities. 
Itçaina and Richez-Battesti (2018) underline the shift from the SSE territory seen as 
a place for belonging, to the territory as a space for co-construction. 

This co-constructed vision restores the place and legitimacy of actors other than 
the public sector to participate in the co-construction of public solidarity action. 
Beyond the SSE organizations involved in this collaborative action, we also observe 
that more individual actors, citizens, informal local actor networks, etc., can become 
co-designers of public policies (Scherer 2015). Overcoming the opposition between 
prescribed and constructed in the light of the challenges of solidarity and transition 
thus enables us to think differently about themes such as governance (which 
becomes collaborative), public action (which becomes co-constructed…). It also 
guides us towards dynamic and processual visions of the territory, where we focus 
on solidarity practices in action, and their contribution to organizing and fabricating 
the territory. 
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I.2.2. At the heart of a territory considered as a set of resources: 
mobilizing social and solidarity resources 

A second opposition seems to be structuring for thinking about the ways in 
which solidarity can be inscribed at the heart of the development of territories: the 
opposition between resources of different natures and which might not succeed in 
combining. Pecqueur and Itçaina (2012) speak of “territorial” resources to designate 
those that are truly specific to each territory. These authors show that the SSE has a 
card to play in the construction of productive specificity via the rediscovery of the 
“territorial” resource, and therefore call for an articulation between the economic 
actors of production and the actors of the social and solidarity economy. However, 
in their perspective, the resources articulated are of a rather economic and 
productive nature. We propose broadening the spectrum of these so-called 
“territorial” resources to include those that contribute to addressing the new 
territorial challenges of solidarity and transition. 

What resources are we talking about? Our analysis focuses on the resources that 
make up the arrangements that carry out solidarity actions within territories. When it 
comes to analyzing places and spaces, it is traditional to identify how these places 
give rise to combinations between different categories of resources specific to 
territories: resources of a social nature (relationships, interpersonal and 
organizational proximities, skills, etc.), symbolic resources (synthesized knowledge, 
shared elements of culture, norms and institutions) and resources of a material 
nature (objects, borders, natural geography, urban geography, places of production, 
infrastructures, transport, etc.). These resources are different in nature, but 
complementary. Several authors emphasize the value of using analytical frameworks 
that highlight the virtues of their articulation. Some defend “socio-materiality” 
(Mitev and De Vaujany 2013) and, building on the work of Lefebvre (1974), 
emphasize the socio-materiality of the constructed territory (Dale and Burrel 2008; 
Van Marrewijk and Yanow 2010). Others propose considering constructs as more 
restricted, arrangements or dispositives, which combine a set of resources rooted in 
the territory (Mazzilli and Pichault 2015). The perspective is then “socio-technical” 
(Gilbert and Raulet-Croset 2021) and focuses on the combination of resources 
within arrangements (Girin 2016). 

These dispositives therefore have a role to play in local communities and  
are often created and deployed to address issues of solidarity. In some cases,  
public-sector initiatives have been deployed to develop solidarity within a given 
territory (cooperation clusters, third places, etc.). However, they are often based on 
the belief that proximity of a spatial or geographical nature induces de facto 
relational proximity. In many cases, however, spatial proximity is not enough to 
generate relationships. For such an objective to be achieved, this proximity must be 
accompanied by other types of proximity, such as organized proximity or normative 
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proximity (Bouba-Olga and Grossetti 2008), which incorporate shared norms and 
values. In fact, the articulation of proximity-related resources – be they technical, 
material, symbolic or social – must also be combined with solidarity resources, i.e. 
shared values, social ties or the relational skills of solidarity actors. 

Various dispositives have been set up, particularly at the initiative of  
public actors, as well as of SSE organizations, to uncover and mobilize such  
solidarity-based resources. Territorial Clusters for Economic Cooperation (PTCEs), 
for example, play an essential role in the construction of a solidarity-based territory 
(Billaudeau et al. 2016; Itçaina 2021), as they are the bearers of a solidarity-based 
ideology. At the initiative of a wide range of actors, certain third places can also 
play a role in the creation of solidarity-based territories. At the heart of  
inter-organizational networks, they appear as relevant levers of territorial 
development and are sources of territorial, organizational and social innovation 
(Chabaud et al. 2023; Nadou et al. 2023; Richez-Battesti et al. 2024). 

However, there are disparities between these different dispositives aiming to 
bring solidarity to the heart of territories. We note that the achievement of their 
objectives is conditioned by certain characteristic elements of the dispositives. We 
have already mentioned the ideology (Gilbert and Raulet-Croset 2021) that drives 
the implementation of the dispositive: are these top-down, inflexible dispositives 
that convey a vision of action and the role of the State as imposing and  
non-participatory, or, on the contrary, a dispositive whose ideology is precisely one 
of co-construction of the territory? We can also look at another key element: the 
nature of the actors who drive the system. Whether they are designated as third-party 
actors or mediators (Maisonnasse et al. 2013), guarantor actors (Wright et al. 2021), 
translator actors (Mazzili and Pichault 2015), meta-organizer actors (Henrion 2023) 
or territorial managers (Serval et al. 2024), it is interesting to analyze their role and 
the way they orchestrate the articulation of different resources at a territorial level to 
avoid social fractures and enable actions that create solidarity. 

I.2.3. The creative opposition between real and represented territories 

The third tension that we feel could help us to understand the role of solidarity in 
the creation of territories is the one that might lead us to oppose a lived territory, real 
for the actors who practice it, and a represented, sometimes idealized, territory. This 
opposition is inspired in particular by Lefebvre’s approach (1974). For Lefebvre, 
space is a social construct that can be broken down into lived space, perceived space 
and conceived space. Drawing on a Marxist vision of society, he described the space 
of his time as “alienated by the bureaucratic capitalist mode of production” (Martin  
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2006). For him, the space in which we live is not given, but is the product of 
ideology, values and a vision of society. This approach is very useful for thinking 
about a space that could be marked by a vision of solidarity and embody its values. 
This brings us to another idea in Henri Lefebvre’s thinking: the importance of space, 
which he describes as “represented”. If space is a social construct, this is achieved 
through representations of space, which are held by different actors, and which may 
even conflict with one another. Architects, politicians, etc., are the bearers of such 
representations, which they may also materialize through drawings, tools or even 
speeches. These representations can have an effect on the real territory, which is a 
construct. 

This third tension sheds light on another aspect of how solidarity creates 
territory. When actors involved in solidarity issues are called upon to represent their 
territory of life and action, they do so using their own frameworks of analysis, tools 
and visions, and act as socio-political actors with the power to construct the 
territory. The representations they disseminate are therefore far from neutral; they 
can have a certain performativity, and the territory represented will have an 
influence on the territory in the making, that of the actors’ daily practices. We can 
thus identify the role of abstraction in representing a territory, or that of the 
discourse and language used, or even the impact of the use of (management) tools 
that can simplify the vision of the territory and impose a particular representation. 
Understanding the impact of these different modes of representation on the real 
territory is also important, because far from participating in disjointed visions, the 
real territory and the represented territory interact and contribute to the dynamics of 
territorial construction. 

I.3. Putting the book’s various chapters into perspective in relation to 
these territorial dilemmas 

The many qualities and specific features of territories can thus either encourage 
the emergence of solidarity or, on the contrary, thwart it. The various chapters of 
this book shed light on the role of territories from different angles, and reflect the 
tensions and dilemmas identified above. 

I.3.1. Public action contributing (or not) to overtaking between 
prescribed and constructed territories 

We begin by looking at the tension between the prescribed territory, which is 
rather top-down in nature and carried by the public actor, and the constructed visions 
of the territory in which SSE actors intervene. Several chapters, grouped together in 
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the first part, shed light on the conditions for successful co-construction of solidarity 
actions by these different actors. 

Chapter 1, proposed by Caroline Demeyère, looks at the collaboration between 
public actors and associations in the case of gender equality policies. It sheds light 
on the tension between prescribed and constructed territories, with a historical 
analysis of the evolving role of associations in this field. In particular, the author 
shows that the State, because it can impose rules on other actors, has the power to 
harmonize action within a given territory, even if associative initiatives have been 
geographically heterogeneous. Associations, on the other hand, are as close to 
citizens as possible, and are able to identify societal needs far more precisely than 
public actors. The chapter shows how the more decentralized organization of public 
action today has enabled more horizontal relationships to be forged across the 
territory and fostered collaboration between the public actor and highly 
heterogeneous associations. Administration seeks to federate associative actors 
around a common identity based on the territory and relies on what the author 
describes as “framing by territorial urgency”. 

Chapter 2 looks at how a mega-event – the organization of the Paris 2024 
Olympic and Paralympic Games – projects itself onto a territory with an inclusive 
promise. Juliette Pinon examines this promise and its potential leverage effect. To 
analyze the territory, the author focuses on the field of disability. The stakes are 
high, as the Seine-Saint-Denis département is largely undersized in terms of sports 
and para-sports facilities within the Ile-de-France region. It also has a particularly 
low number of associations affiliated to a sports or para-sports federation. The 
results of the research show that actors in the field of solidarity and disability, i.e. 
“Social and Medico-Social Establishments” (ESSMS, Etablissements Sociaux et 
Médico-Sociaux), are not very mobilized around the Paris 2024 Olympic and 
Paralympic Games dispositives, even though they are convinced of the need for an 
inclusive perspective. Indeed, these dispositives are perceived as injunctions to do 
more in a prescribed territory, without any real attention to the needs of specialized 
actors. 

Chapter 3, by Timothée Duverger, analyzes the “zero long-term unemployed 
territory” (territoire zéro chômeur longue durée) experiments and their potential in 
terms of their extension to a larger number of French regions. This ambition, 
expressed in prescribed territories, benefits from a collective approach and 
polycentric governance. The associative actors work on a negotiated basis with local 
public actors, and around co-defined catchment areas, from a rather constructed 
territorial perspective. 
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I.3.2. The territory as a source of solidarity resources  

The second part of the book looks at cases where the territory seems to support 
the solidarity dispositives that are being developed there, as it is the bearer of 
resources, and thus develops a saving force for the dispositives. 

Chapter 4, by Céline Bourbousson, Julien Maisonnasse and Nadine  
Richez-Battesti, looks at two territories hosting a network of “third places”, one in 
Corsica, the other in the Alpes-de-Haute-Provence département. By observing  
the evolution of these two networks over time, the authors show that both were 
created on the initiative of a public actor, but that they gradually emancipated 
themselves from it, each responding to a rationale of territorial cooperation that took 
different forms. It is through a process of hybridization of logics (economic logic, 
reciprocal logic, solidarity entrepreneurship, etc.) that this link to the two territories 
is built. The territory, originally a simple administrative support, becomes, thanks to 
the resources it carries, a facilitator for the emergence of cooperation between 
actors. 

Chapter 5, by Vincent Pradier, shows the importance of thinking of the territory 
as a resource space in the case of managing the ecological transition. Indeed, in 
order to avoid this issue being perceived by Southern countries as a new coloniality 
on the part of Northern countries, particular attention must be paid to local  
resources – be they material, human, cultural or symbolic – and to their history. It is 
only through this shared knowledge and mutual respect that a different form of 
management can emerge: one that is more inclusive, more supportive and possibly 
decolonial. 

Norélia Voiseux examines the “Solidarity Welcome Point” (Point Accueil 
Solidarité) at a major regional railway station in Chapter 6. This dispositive has 
succeeded in maintaining itself at a station, even though the company’s general 
policy is to give priority to a commercial logic over the social reception services that 
had been present in stations until recently. It is thanks to the action of actors who 
embody this social logic, and who find support in the surrounding area, that this 
solidarity point is able to hold its own against the evolution of the logic driven by 
the company. In this case, the territory acts as a network of local actors and 
stakeholders who support the solidarity dispositive. In this case, the region 
encourages action that differs from a “standardized” vision and promotes a local 
moral vision of solidarity that runs counter to the vision of actors at the national 
level. The region acts as a resource for the solidarity actor. 
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I.3.3. Co-constructing the territory: represented territory, performative 
territory and management artifacts/tools  

In the end, the relationship between the territory and the actors is not univocal. If 
the territory is prescribed, or even constitutes a resource for the actors, as we 
mentioned in the first part, it also appears as a reality in construction, or even  
co-construction with them. This is undoubtedly one of the fundamental messages of 
this book, and several facets help us to grasp it, emphasizing at times its necessary 
“abstraction”, its “performative” dimension or, more broadly, the need for artifacts 
to represent it. 

If representation is essential for action, it is also worth pointing out that it is 
possible for actors to propose discourses on a territory that does not exist, but that 
we would like to see happen, because it seems necessary to support solidarity and 
inclusion. This brings us back to performative conceptions of the notion of territory: 
talking about the territory to make it happen, or to construct it as an ideal would 
have it. It is undoubtedly important to dwell on this dimension of performativity. 
While it derives historically from Austin (1962) and how to do things with words, 
which emphasizes language, it is interesting to be aware of the migrations of this 
notion within different disciplines and theoretical currents, leading to a deepening 
and differentiation of its aspects, and even to its redefinition (Denis 2006; Gond et 
al. 2016). Beyond language alone, it is interesting to see how the construction of the 
territory will go through a materialization of intentions, through the definition of 
artifacts or management tools. The following three chapters shed light on these 
aspects. 

In Chapter 7, Camille Henrion discusses the effects of cooperative societies of 
collective interest (SCICs), based on the case of Clus’Ter Jura, an SCIC that aims to 
contribute to territorial development, defined as “improving the well-being and 
wealth of a territory’s stakeholders” (Torre 2022). Over the period 2014–2021, it 
shows how this SCIC is constructed and created, as well as the difficulties it faces. 
While the project’s mobilizing – even performative – dimension is clear to see, it 
comes up against both the difficulty of reconciling the constraints of economic 
sustainability and financing frameworks with the transformative ambition, as well as 
the difficulty of mobilizing over a long period – and without disappointing them – 
the various stakeholders (citizens, employees, local authorities, etc.). 

In Chapter 8, Romain Slitine studies the Fab-T, a support structure created in 
2020 by the Archer Group and the Valence-Romans conurbation to “support local 
projects serving the territory (‘territorial start-ups’) and contribute to an economic 
and ecological transition of the territory”. It shows how Fab-T will both host events 
that stimulate entrepreneurial initiatives “by and for the territory” (Henrion et al. 
2019) and set up support systems that help entrepreneurs develop their business by 
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integrating the social, environmental and territorial dimensions of their project, and – 
more broadly – institutionally promote the creation of a network of territory-based 
businesses (Slitine et al. 2024a). 

Chapter 9, written by Lucie Cortambert, looks at how solidarity actors conceive 
and produce territory in practice. Her contribution proposes a resolutely processual 
approach to territory because territory is constantly under construction. Lucie 
Cortambert points out that there are almost 30 associations in Lyon – differentiated 
by their purpose (type of aid), target (public), values, etc. – that are trying to 
provide, through their actions, the best possible solutions to the problems they  
face – who try to provide help to the homeless (who may themselves change 
location), thanks to their volunteers’ “marauding” activities. What is more, the 
number of associations involved is variable – associations regularly appear, develop 
or even disappear – and a “battle for places” can arise, leading to wasted resources, 
volunteer burnout and/or unsatisfied homeless people. In this context, “the 
structuring element of the street collective is the creation of a table listing the 
activities – distributions as well as marauding – of all the city’s associations for each 
day of the week”. This table, created on the initiative of the Red Cross (and updated 
by it), is both informative – enabling a beneficiary to be directed according to their 
needs – and serves to coordinate associations, public actors and local authorities. 
Last, but not least, it is a legitimizing tool, as being listed in the table confers 
recognition by all the other associations. 

I.4. Perspectives: rethinking territory with solidarity actors  

The various sections and chapters explore the relationship between solidarity and 
territory. While different facets are highlighted, several key messages emerge from 
the whole, at the theoretical, methodological, practical and public policy levels. 
These messages resonate with multiple recent works that encourage significant 
exploration of the links between SSE and territory (Itçaina and Richez-Battesti 2018, 
2022; Torre 2022). They are all avenues that form part of a real multi-level research 
program on the relationships between territories and solidarities. 

I.4.1. Towards theoretical interrogations of the relationship between 
SSE and territory  

As has been pointed out, the relationship between the SSE and territory needs to 
be examined from two angles: that of idealism, which sees the “SSE as the magic 
answer to all the ills associated with neoliberalism”, and that of demystification, 
which “emphasizes the incessant routinization and isomorphism of SSE enterprises, 
which end up resorting to market-driven models”, and that of demystification, which 


