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    Introduction






    

     


      

        Want to change the world? The world of business is the place to be. That’s why I’ve turned down the many official positions I’ve been offered over the past 20 years. I just can’t see myself taking on a public or political role. I want to be free to think, speak out, act, and be controversial. But I’m also convinced I’m doing more to build a different world at GROUPE SOS than if I was a government minister. I wouldn’t have the same freedom to come up with new initiatives and implement them. I’ll let you into a secret. When I invoke my personal freedom, it’s just a smokescreen. The real reason is that I think I’m in a better position to change society now than I would be if I had accepted one of those jobs.


        Seeing through a socially-transformative project means formulating approaches, coming up with ideas and making them work. Then you need to go out and explain what you are doing and get people on board. And it’s particularly important to take forward ideas that can seem eccentric, disruptive or that few people believe in. The entrepreneurial approach is practically the polar opposite of the public sector way where, if you have a vision, you need to disseminate it, get as many people as possible to buy into it, and then make it a reality. The world of business offers another means of promoting social change. Intuition comes first. Once the original idea has been validated through discussions with close collaborators, implementation can begin. If the plan works, you’ve shown that the idea is feasible. That’s not to say one world is superior to the other of course. It’s just that some people prefer to experiment, whereas others try to push through wider reforms while dealing with all the problems that come with that.


        Somewhat surprisingly, no one has heard of Europe’s leading social enterprise. Drawing inspiration from our values, we’ve built up the GROUPE SOS, a structure that has been developed in an entrepreneurial way, although that wasn’t necessarily our intention. Thirty-five years on, we realized that the ultimate aim was not to validate our understandings or create a company but to allow new concepts to permeate the social fabric. Social transformation is the ultimate goal, entrepreneurship is the means, and the starting point is a set of values and beliefs, with added input from our service users.


        It’s possible to do great things within an organization. What’s crucial though is for everyone to be clear about what they are trying to prove through their actions. Teams, clients, teaching methods, treatments protocols: all of these things are real. But you’ve got to be able to explain what it was you were trying to achieve. France’s new PACTE1 act has introduced changes to the civil code and the commercial code to demand of companies that they do more to take social and environmental issues into consideration. Businesses are encouraged to have a “raison d’être” enshrined in their articles of incorporation. It is defined as “what is indispensable to meet the social objective, in others words, the scope of the businesses’ activities”. At GROUPE SOS, our reason for existing as an organization is to go out into the world and find practical ways of transforming it.


        *


          *     *


        Businesses can do more than any other actors to change the world. That’s because they are the scene of an ongoing confrontation between individual agendas, shared interests, and the common good. I’ve never felt the need to ensure employees were attached to their company–not least because I’m a passionate believer in individual liberties (starting with mine). Equally, I’ve never thought it would be a good idea for the state to be replaced or for another body to formulate public policy: I have every respect for the institutions that underpin our democratic system. My view is that each section of society should be afforded specific rights. Individuals are entitled to defend their own interests. Corporations serve the agendas of their shareholders and associates. As for democratic institutions, they alone can claim to stand for the common good (although there are folks in the voluntary and private sector who think they can speak for all of us).


        There are, of course, downsides to all of these concepts. You can only serve the common good with the clear support of the electorate. Otherwise there is a risk individuals will be crushed and organizations cowed: the totalitarian or populist temptation always casts its shadow. The pursuit of shared interests must be regulated to ensure it does not give rise to divisions, with powerful firms becoming monopolies that impose their will on others. As for individual interest, close to the hearts of radical neo-liberals, it promotes the attitude that “might makes right”. It is damaging to our ability to live together and unavoidably leads to conflicts.


        How therefore should we go about intelligently and effectively managing these different sets of interests, without allowing one to become dominant? That’s the crux of the matter. Much has been said about how to reconcile individual liberties and the common good. Organizations are often caricatured or left on the margins in this context. Discussions focus on Soviet-style planned economies or multinationals that are more powerful than certain states and who might attempt to take over the world through the power of money. Meanwhile, the law on the “raison d’être” seeks to give companies a role in the social set-up, one they are encouraged to define themselves.


        Lazy thinking often leads liberals to deny there are differences between individuals in the name of equality. If you do that, you’re negating both talent and specific needs. And then you end up developing interventions that have more to do with ideology than reality. Public policies will not change the fact that some folks run faster than others. And after all, the aim is surely not to ensure all citizens run at a specific average speed. We should be empowering people so they can go ahead and run–or choose not to.


        It’s vital that we recognize specific needs and abilities and individuals’ rights to have these differences acknowledged. You can’t just pigeonhole people. In some social structures (let’s call them Anglo-Saxon although that’s a simplification), individuals are at the heart of everything. People are represented by lobbies that speak for communities. It’s a model that seems to work in the US and the UK. In China, on the other hand, it’s accepted that two generations will need to be sacrificed to achieve an economic transformation: the Chinese establishment loses no sleep over this. Whilst individuals can understand they might be asked to do something for the greater good, I don’t think it’s right to force them to.


        It’s essential to strike a balance between individual, shared, and common interests. I’m not claiming that businesses alone can and should change the world. But businesses must help build a new world by playing their rightful role, that of defenders of shared interests (situated between individual interests and the common good).


        Let me be clear about two things. It’s not true that individuals can only thrive as part of a wider group; they can also flourish in isolation. It is also not the case that businesses are alone in serving the common good: the state and democratic institutions have their role to play. Businesses can’t do everything on their own. In fact, I should really write another two books to complement this one: It’s up to Individuals to Change the World and It’s up to Politicians to Change the World! Having said that, companies are probably best placed to change the world: they have greater means than individuals.


        When I talk of “businesses”, I ascribe to the term a meaning that you won’t find as such in official documents. I am referring to enterprises that take all sorts of forms, from nonprofit organizations or mutual companies to commercial enterprises and multinationals. The formal status is nothing but a tool. Any business can change the world, however it is constituted: having a particular status does not necessarily result in positive outcomes. Whatever choice is made brings its own set of risks and opportunities. I’m not setting out to sing the praises of one particular form of incorporation, presenting it as an ideal. What’s important is to think about how to run any kind of business, the unspoken rules (different from one model to the next) that are at the heart of everything. The only real question is: What way of working will allow us to change the world?


        Businesses must make a positive contribution to society, become social actors and help find solutions to issues related to the common good. They should consider that this forms part of their role, their mission, their “raison d’être”. There are many reasons for this. The preservation of the environment, employee wellbeing, and social progress must be placed on a par with turnover targets and returns on investment. What’s more, CSR efforts have yielded disappointing results. As Gaël Giraud, chief economist at the AFD (the French Development Agency) put it: “Although some companies are making real efforts in terms of the transition to a green economy, many practices and discourses around CSR are essentially a fig leaf for business as usual–and it’s quite clear what kind of business we’re talking about if we look at how it has evolved over the past fifty years.”2


        Putting social and environmental considerations back at the heart of business can serve the common good. It would also be good for businesses: they can’t wash their hands of the world around them: their local environment, their suppliers, their distributors, but also the educational system, shared resources, the legal framework. We must look beyond the minimalist logic of Milton Friedman’s extreme version of neo-liberalism. According to him: “Few trends could so thoroughly undermine the very foundations of our free society as the acceptance by corporate officials of a social responsibility other than to make as much money for their stockholders as possible. This is a fundamentally subversive doctrine. If businessmen do have a social responsibility other than making maximum profits for stockholders, how are they to know what it is? Can self-selected private individuals decide what the social interest is?”3 Few today would endorse this statement and consider that businesses are only responsible for generating profits.


        No company can refuse to engage with the environmental, social and ethical dimensions of its activities. Responsibility, participation, solidarity, horizontal relationships, global approaches and subsidiarity: these values put forward at the Rio Summit in 1992 are the very pillars of sustainable development. They are also principles that inform the work of businesses.


        Capitalism can thus become one of the tools that businesses can draw on when they need funds. We can finally get beyond the opposition between predatory companies and NGOs who do good, between collectivism and capitalism, collectivism and individualism: companies can have capital and shareholders, capital but no shareholders etc. I’ve already outlined elsewhere how the capitalist system can be improved.4 What I want to do in the pages that follow is show how an organization which can’t truly be described as capitalist (although it picks and chooses the best parts of this system) can and must change the world. That’s provided it meets certain conditions related in particular to structure, management, diversity, and responsibility.


        Why should we concern ourselves with changing the world?


        I’ve often met women and men who have told me they couldn’t become involved in social issues because they had responsibilities. I take the opposite approach: if you are in a position of responsibility in a sector, and don’t take an interest in your professional environment, you end up being forced to sit up and take notice.


        When I launched MOUVES (The Movement of Social Entrepreneurs), and later when I became its president, I was sometimes accused of wanting to do more, in other words of wanting to do too much. Nothing could be further from the truth. The turning point for me was when, ten years ago, GROUPE SOS failed to win a tender to take over the Palais Brongniart, the former home of the Paris stock exchange. There was no good reason for this setback. The aim to turn it into a social economy hub contained a strong political message, the project has been developed in partnership with others and was financially watertight, and we had a very good relationship with the Paris municipal authorities. Still, we lost out, because the people we were dealing with thought that the social economy was too lightweight to deal with such an important project. Objectively, they were wrong. We had the financial capacity because it was a four to five million euros project at a time when we were worth 300 million.5 We also had the know-how because our managers had been to the best schools: the same ones as their counterparts working for our competitors in fact. We weren’t successful because the scale of the project was seen as unsuited to the social economy. So the tender was won by the world leader in event management.


        It’s what I call goldfish syndrome: the fish thinks it’s a major player in its world, but its world is just a small bowl. If the bowl doesn’t get any larger, it will never really be a big hitter. If we don’t broaden the remit of the Social and Solidarity Economy (SSE), we’ll be treading water, like a big fish in a small bowl. A business leader in the SSE must make the bowl bigger, that’s part of their role. We can either stay in our comfort zone or decide to take on the rest of the economy. If we choose to do the latter, competition will be tough. We just need to be brave, like a child in elementary school who walks through a playground where they know bullies might lie in wait. It looks to me like key players in the SSE are a bit reticent, and that’s because they are worried. If traditional businesses become virtuous, and start measuring their social and environmental impact, social enterprises, who had until now been quite content in their little bubble, will feel under siege. They will have to compete with big companies with similar aims but with means we just don’t have. These days, I talk to company bosses who have 300,000 or 400,000 employees. GROUPE SOS, which is the biggest social enterprise in Europe, only has 18,000. Our billion euros of turnover is equivalent to their annual budget for investment. The challenge is therefore clear: Are we ready to play in the major leagues? If we want to change our world, we’ve got to be prepared to roll up our sleeves and deal with reality.


        At a time when the actors in the Social and Solidarity Economy are looking to scale-up their activities, traditional businesses are focusing more closely on their social and environmental impacts and rethinking their strategies and governance arrangements. We’re at a major crossroads: if these two supposedly irreconcilable approaches to business can find common ground around their best practices, enterprises will then become the instrument of choice for who wants to change the world.


      


1. The acronym stands for Plan d’action pour la croissance et la transformation des entreprises (Action Plan for Growth and the Transformation of Businesses).

2. Preface to Swann Bommier, Cécile Renouard, L’entreprise comme commun, Editions Charles Léopold Mayer, 2018.

3. Milton Friedman, Capitalisme et Liberté, Robert Laffont, 1971.

4. Why We Need Common Good Capitalism, Débats Publics, 2017.

5. In January 2019, 1 euro was worth 1.13 US dollars.
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   Orchestrating a creative tension between individual, shared and common interests
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    Society is founded on a triad of individual, shared and common interests, which, incidentally, are all perceived in different ways. Individual interests are the interests of each individual, made up of people following their own agendas: an “irresistible driving force” in the words of the 19th century French economist Frédéric Bastiat. Shared interests are the interests of a particular community, of any group of autonomous agents who have decided to work together, for instance to run a business, a nonprofit organization, or a club: a body that constitutes a shared interest. Finally, the common interest, in legal terms, is what serves the common good, transcending all individuals. From a Rousseauistic perspective, it is the product of the collective will of all citizens.1


    What’s important is to find a way of managing these three antagonistic dimensions. Do we want individuals to flourish, and to make a success of living together globally? Then we must ensure we allow space for these interests and also keep them in check.


    If imbalances are allowed to develop, this leads to significant negative impacts. When individual interests (and ultimately individual freedoms) are stifled, revolutions take place. When shared interests are not taken into consideration, that speaks of a lie, a confidence trick: the rights of group members are disregarded, even though they should come first. And when common interests are ignored, the rules of democracy are trampled on, at a local, national, or international level.


    If it were simply a question of saying the freedom of one set of people ends where the freedom of others begins, then it would be enough to create boundaries for each of the three areas. But naturally, that doesn’t make sense because they overlap. The same person is simultaneously an individual (with their own specific tastes and behaviors), an employee (who, while they are at work, completes tasks specified in their work contract for which they are paid an agreed salary) and a citizen (who votes, has views on social issues, consumes, and travels). Let’s not try to draw a line in what are necessarily shifting sands (which offer a porous terrain favorable to exchanges and horizontal approaches). It’s better to try to ensure these interests are in constant opposition but without creating imbalances. It’s about looking for equilibrium, a modus vivendi. That doesn’t equate though to being governed by a kind of tepid consensus and valuing compromise above all. Let’s admit it’s natural for these three dimensions to be antagonistic and accept they will always be in opposition, rather than trying to avoid conflict or deny its existence. Then we’d be able to think about each individual situation in relation to these three challenges.


    It’s true that at various points in history, and in particular parts of the world, incomplete systems have been successful for a time. In the long term, however, it’s unavoidable that the structure governing people’s ability to live together will come under pressure. The French conception of the common good is not reflected in US law which defends individual and shared interests. It Britain, shared interests were seen as paramount until it became apparent that they were contrary to common interests. As for the Chinese, they have chosen to favor common and shared interests, but they won’t be able to suppress individual freedoms forever. One of the three interests can rule supreme for a time but it can’t last. And when this happens, it damages our ability to live alongside each other in harmony.


    How can we ensure there is a harmonious ongoing confrontation between individual, shared and common interests?


    

      Individuals derive meaning from wider society


      Human beings don’t exist in isolation as individuals, they are part of a wider social body that shapes them (and their perceptions of their interests). My view (formed by reading Proudhon and especially, later on, Lacan and Freud) is that an individual does not exist outside of their wider social context, because they only exist under the gaze of another.2 Without the other, they cannot find their place and thrive. Without someone to share them with, the most beautiful scenery or a breathtaking sunset are no longer interesting, captivating, and meaningful. These strong feelings, these emotions, can be felt by individuals, but their effects are intrinsically connected to the possibility (or not) of being able to subject them to the other’s gaze. As the French philosopher Emmanuel Levinas has shown, sense of self comes from being exposed to the other. It’s that other who brings responsibility, ethics, interdependency and even justice. The process of identity formation starts with an address to someone else, defined as “other” since they are different. This other is, and will always remain, fundamentally alien. However, this other is also “first and foremost the one with whom I have the kind of relationship one has with someone who is weaker” (Alterity and Transcendence). This helps explain why we feel the need to show generosity to others, without demanding anything in return: “In relationships with other people, the other appears as someone to whom I owe something, toward whom I have a responsibility. This results in an asymmetrical I-You relationship and in a fundamental inequality between I and You: every relationship with another is a relationship with a being toward whom I have obligations.”


      An individual is ultimately a product of society. If a self-styled “solitary walker” like Rousseau had not been able to share his Reveries with hundreds of thousands of readers across the centuries, they would undoubtedly have lost some of their appeal. Individual freedom can give rise to emotions that are purely personal, but it also demands to be expressed in relation to others.


      This is particularly the case in the arts. Painting, books, photography, or music are about transmitting something to another. The creative act is a process that begins in the mind of the artist. It culminates, not when the idea has become reality, but when the public engages with the work. Spectators are not passive, the work of art is produced for them: an artist whose art remained unseen would no longer be an artist. Art is about communication: it connects a broadcaster and a receiver. There have been few artists who have never shown their paintings, authors who never shared their texts or musicians who kept their output from the world. As the French-American artist Marcel Duchamp said: “It’s the onlooker who creates the work of art.” The artist does not create alone, they need someone else to allow their work to connect to the outside world, by decrypting it, interpreting it and ultimately adding their own contribution.


      Even practices that seem highly personal are in fact therefore connected to others. We need to think of individuals as forming part of a greater whole.


      Still, this individual liberty, situated within a wider social context, is a reality; it has meaning and is valuable and legitimate. Anyone trying to suppress individual freedom (say, in a totalitarian regime or for any kind of ideological reason) would unavoidably end up killing off originality. Divergent viewpoints would cease to exist. We’d no longer be confronted with unfamiliar worlds.


    


    

    

      Individual liberty should be preserved


      Individuals might have a collective dimension but it’s also important to emphasize the irreducible and sacred nature of individual freedom. This implies that both businesses and the state must avoid intruding on this individual space. They should stick to rules that maximize individuality. It is a source of vast riches: at any given moment, a woman or a man can come up with a thought, a discovery, an invention that will transform the future of humanity, because of their singularity: no other individual would have been able to have that idea. It’s also the case that by thinking as individuals, we can escape groupthink, which drives us to seek refuge in existing systems of thought. We are freed from the temptation to follow fashions, conform, be docile sheep.


      How can we allow individuality to thrive? By ensuring it bears fruits that are appreciated by others.


      Taking an alternative view would equate to considering that an adult with Asperger’s Syndrome has nothing to contribute in the workplace. And while it’s true that they might find it hard to relate to others, they also have amazing skills: remarkable gifts of concentration, memory and perseverance, allied to a strong work ethic and a will to learn.


      It’s the role of organized society to open up possibilities, and we don’t always recognize this. The values of the French educational system certainly don’t help: individuality is discouraged. If we assessed the strength of animals based on their ability to climb a tree, we’d find that squirrels are stronger than lions or elephants. The criteria used to rank individuals are completely arbitrary. As a result, the freedom to create, think, transform the musical landscape or formulate new mathematical principles end up stifled by a system that should be encouraging them. Students rise to the top in France not on the basis of their knowledge or even their intelligence but because of their ability to conform. In order to be admitted to the ENA (the National School of Administration which trains the administrative elite), you must accept the dominant social model. Most of those who study there (generally graduates of Sciences Po, yet another elite Parisian school) have been taught to be docile and unimaginative. That’s before we even factor in social barriers which work in favor of those whose family backgrounds mean they know how to conduct themselves. And it’s not just about the ENA. There is a real lack of diversity in the training of “elites”, in spite of recent efforts.


      When society holds individuals back, it’s like folks are under house arrest, for sociological or geographical reasons. They end up being defined by their neighborhood or their parents’ social background. France leads the world in the perpetuation of poverty, and this is particularly true in certain sections of the population, like single-parent families. It’s tougher for working-class children to build a middle-class lifestyle or become executives. Those who are born poor are condemned to remain poor. It’s likely that the next generation will be too. According to the OECD, it takes six generations for the poorest sections of the population to catch up and earn an average income.3 Now France is pretty good at fighting poverty thanks to its social security system, but, beyond that, we have a real social mobility problem. Up to now, we’ve helped the poor, rather than try to reduce poverty levels. And the best way to tackle poverty is to help the poor help themselves.


      Flexicurity (security for workers in a flexible labor market) offers us a way forward that is more compatible with individual liberties. We need to know what it is we want to protect: Is it jobs or employees? If the idea is to protect jobs, then sure, stop companies from firing people. But if we’re interested in protecting individuals, let’s put in place systems that enable them to leave their jobs at any time with the skills needed to immediately find work elsewhere. We need to empower individuals rather than make decisions for them about what they can do or what they need. If society controls all aspects of people’s lives, they are no longer free.


      Society should be built around individual freedom


      Bodies responsible for welfare assistance in France have long made the mistake of taking freedom away from the people they are responsible for–simply because they are poor, disabled or seniors. I’ve always found it shocking that a poor person can’t chose their accommodations and is told where to go by an official. They can end up at GROUPE SOS, the Salvation Army or Secours Catholique (Catholic Aid). The poor should not be denied their right to choose and be involved in decisions that affect them. This is an important freedom which should take precedence over the views of officials. Similarly, in institutions that care for severely handicapped individuals, managers should of course consult them.


      An assessment of the interests of the person in need of protection should naturally come first. Still, it’s important for every individual to remain free to make their own decisions. We should be wary of organizations who claim they know best!


      Take minors for example. When I started working, they didn’t have a lawyer to represent them. No one found that shocking and judges acted in the interests of the child. Now, the procedure is that the minor is accompanied by their attorney who asks their client (the minor or their family) what they want. The lawyer then deals with the judge who represents the interests of society.


      The same principle must apply in all domains: if we want to give people their dignity and independence back, whatever the situation they find themselves in, we must take account of their views.


      Of course, the freedom of one should never be allowed to restrict the freedom of another: we should not prioritize one over the other.


    


    

    

      When shared interests lead to excesses


      Businesses are where shared interests play out. This can lead to two types of excesses, both of which are associated with extreme objectives.


      The first kind of excess is to do with companies that treat their staff like they’re disposable: they have no rights, no social security, no training. They are only there to serve production imperatives. These organizations are addicted to massive hikes in dividends and restructuring plans, leading to factory closures and job losses. They preside over arduous working conditions. There are capitalist enterprises who operate like this but it’s also true of nonprofit organizations. It’s common for major corporations to use disposable staff to achieve their financial objectives, but it’s more disturbing to see NGOs doing the same in pursuit of humanitarian aims. Social workers have gone on strike in organizations who seemed to think that to understand suffering and precariousness, you had to experience them yourself. . .


      The second type of excess is the totalitarian enterprise. The 19th century was the high noon of French paternalistic capitalism. There was a need to favor the settlement of a male workforce recently arrived from the countryside, to counter the rise of the labor movement and to take account of early labor laws. The smartest bosses had understood that investing in the workforce was important to production, that the productivity of the workforce was linked to their wellbeing, their accommodations, whether they had enough to eat and whether their children went to school. To defuse the class war, bosses behaved like dads, businesses became families whose members looked out for each other and had a common destiny. Significant amounts were invested in accommodations for workers, in education, healthcare, and leisure in particular by Wendel in Lorraine, Michelin in Clermont-Ferrand, Schneider in Le Creusot and the Mulhouse business world. You were born in a Michelin clinic, learned to read at a Michelin school, worshipped at the church built in the middle of a Michelin housing project. Working-class enclaves flourished, and staff co-ops, gyms, and holiday camps multiplied.


      This era eventually came to an end. The rise in individualism, Fordism and assembly-line work, followed by globalization and demand for increased productivity called for a new deal. It was necessary to support economies that were becoming increasingly specialized, to deal with increased competition between factors of production, accommodate the rise of shareholders and find ways of responding to increased needs for capital. The entire social model was overhauled to increase returns on capital and for shareholders. In the most caricatural cases, financial aspects have become more important than economic and industrial considerations.


      But isn’t it the case that Silicon Valley companies are reinventing supposedly unfashionable paternalism? Staff at Google, Apple or Facebook can eat for free, buy their groceries or go for a haircut. Apple Park, Facebook’s Willow Campus and San Jose’s Google Village are set to become self-contained worlds where employees will be able to spend most of their lives. GAFA (Google, Apple, Facebook, Amazon) executives, who believe their employees have to eat well, have healthy lifestyles, and drive hybrid vehicles, are building holistic environments. Given the competition for talent, HR is now of strategic importance. Everything has to be done to attract and retain the best and the brightest: the top software developer, the global expert in AI, the star Ivy League student. It’s all about making the company more attractive and developing a sense of belonging. The distinction between work and non-work has become blurred, which makes sense in an environment where work is seen as fun. Gains in creativity and efficiency are achieved by abandoning traditional hierarchies and consigning traditional business practices to the dust heap of history. This approach fits well with Californian counter-culture. It’s a thin line though between belonging and control. Especially when everything is done to create an environment that staff don’t need to leave, where they are permanently at work, available 18 hours a day. They don’t even need to go elsewhere to see a doctor or practice their favorite sport. Email, apps and GPS are all tools that can be used by managers to ensure employees are doing a good job (and working late).


      Without going to these extremes, it seems sensible to think that businesses shouldn’t just limit themselves to giving out jobs and salaries. They should also help their staff remain healthy and ensure they have a pleasant work environment. This can involve contributing to the cost of childcare and healthcare or accident insurance. It’s a way of supplementing what the state does.


      In France, some businesses now have healthcare centers for staff. Which raises a number of issues. What about those who don’t work for the company? And since an employee who leaves the firm loses everything, is this not a form of coercion? Then there are the potential implications for individual liberty. It’s important to respect boundaries. Companies should not have anything to do with aspects of their employees’ lives that are not related to their jobs. They can though take an interest in their behaviors, that’s legitimate.


      Sometimes, the desire to do good is detrimental to individual interests. At GROUPE SOS for instance, when we build an institution for young people, our first thought is often to ensure we have a psychologist, a doctor specialized in maternal and child health, and other professionals under the same roof. But what would happen if the young person went somewhere else? It’s better for them to get treatment downtown, to find a gym where they can be physically active, to leave the institution and meet other young people. Otherwise they would have immediate access to everything–and risk losing it all overnight. It’s the same with businesses.


      There are many companies who would be quite happy to be able to ignore regulations imposed by states. In 2013, Google had talked of constructing floating data centers in international waters to avoid being subject to US law (for tax purposes obviously but also because of anti-terrorism legislation that allows the government access to information about their users around the world). Executives dream of being above the law, of living in a bubble without regulations, when of course the rules are there for a reason. They are the product of history and of revolutions, akin to natural laws.
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