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Introduction 
Dominant approaches to social enterprise propose adding social and/or environmental goals to 
enterprises’ market-oriented activities to meet the “double” or “triple bottom line”. While concerns 
with enterprises’ social and environmental impacts are undoubtedly legitimate, it is the persistence 
of a market-oriented perspective that should be questioned. Focus on the market tends to obscure 
economic plurality and makes it difficult to adopt a substantive definition of the economy and, hence, 
a broader scope of action for social enterprises. Regardless of the perspective on social enterprise 
models that they choose (Defourny and Nyssens, 2016; Teasdale, 2011; Young and Lecy, 2014), 
these approaches all share the propensity to associate the economic domain with the market, the social 
domain with protection and the political field with public authorities. Calling into question the 
universality of these formal conceptions of the economy and the enterprise, the substantive vision 
advocated in this book extends the economic domain to market and non-market practices, the political 
domain to public space and the social domain to the complex interaction between social protection 
and emancipation. In doing so, this approach emphasises the idea that none of these domains can be 
uncoupled from the others. The concept of social enterprise must thus be framed within this network 
of intertwined relations.  
This chapter aims to contribute to the development of a substantive concept of social enterprise based 
on debates within feminism that have shown the importance of the domestic domain and questioned 
its place in and its nature as an element of women’s emancipation. An important issue in this debate, 
which has resurfaced repeatedly in Western feminism, is the presumed split that exists between the 
economic and domestic domains. Discussed in the 1980s, by authors such as Nicholson (1986) in the 
Anglo-American context, this issue resurfaced again in the works of Waller and Jennings (1991) who 
pointed out the increasing invisibility of women’s labour in the public space due to the lack of 
recognition in the formalist approach of the role of non-market institutions in shaping the economy.   
In this chapter, we revisit this alleged split between domestic, economic and political domains to 
discuss to what extent this idea can be universally applied to women worldwide. Drawing on a 
feminist approach to the debate on the limits of current social enterprise concepts, we argue that a 
substantive concept of social enterprise still needs to be developed. Based on the results of fieldwork 
in Brazil (Hillenkamp and Nobre, 2016; Hillenkamp, forthcoming; Lucas dos Santos, 2016, 2017, 
2018a, forthcoming), we discuss the pertinence of this separation outside of a Western concept of 
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gender and present a more accurate reading on the domestic domain, especially in relation to women-
driven economic initiatives in the Global South. We argue that these economic experiences led by 
women on the periphery bring a fresh look to the debate on social enterprise by refining, in 
epistemological terms, the substantive concept of the economy and social enterprises. To illustrate 
our case, we draw primarily on postcolonial thought, feminist economics, epistemologies of the South 
and socioeconomics (particularly Polanyi’s principles of economic integration, namely reciprocity, 
redistribution, householding and market exchange). We will also discuss “solidarity economy” 
(Laville, 2010; Coraggio et al., 2015), as it is a key concept in the substantive approach to social 
enterprise. The economic initiatives discussed here adhere to this category or can be thought in terms 
of community economies (Gibson-Graham, 1996), as in case of popular and indigenous economies. 
This chapter is organised into three parts. The first part outlines the contributions of some of the main 
schools of Western feminist thought to the inclusion of the domestic domain in political and economic 
debates. It discusses how these schools of thought question the relation between the domestic domain 
and the economic and political ones and the hypothesis of their mutual exteriority. The second part 
challenges this hypothesis further by questioning the construction of the categories and concepts of 
Western feminism from a post-colonial epistemological position. Adopting this position leads us to 
broaden the scope of the theoretical framework in which assertions on subaltern women’s political 
voice and role in the economy have been formulated. Grounded on a postcolonial perspective, we 
aim to highlight subaltern 3  women’s capacity to constitute alternative political arenas through 
solidarity and community economic initiatives that are based primarily in the domestic domain. Using 
experiences in the Vale do Ribeira region in Brazil as a case study, the third and final section 
illustrates how a different analytical perspective that considers the interweaving of “the domestic” 
with the economic and political domains and that introduces other noteworthy dimensions such as 
non-market practices, political and informal organisation in the public space and social emancipation 
can contribute to the development of a broader substantive concept of social enterprise. 
 

1. The domestic domain in Western feminist theory 
There is a vast debate among the various feminist schools of thought on the place and the treatment 
reserved for the domestic domain. Evidence of this is the numerous qualifiers that exist on the subject: 
“domestic work”, “domestic mode of production”, “domestic economy”, “domestic sphere” and so 
on. As it would be impossible to cover the numerous ramifications of this debate here, we seek to 
identify theoretical trends that prevailed at certain times and places to explain how the domestic 
domain, its relation to the political and economic ones and its place in the debate on the domination 
and emancipation of women have evolved overtime. It should therefore be emphasised that the list of 
authors selected here is by no means exhaustive. 
Delphy’s book The Main Enemy: Materialist Analysis of Women's Oppression4, first published in 
1970, is a possible starting point for feminist movements not only in France but in other countries as 
well during this period. This book was borne out of these movements’ need to position themselves 
within the left at the time, especially vis-à-vis the Marxist schools that were affirming the primacy of 
capitalist exploitation and the proletarian struggle over women’s struggle. According to orthodox 
Marxist views, domestic work does not directly create surplus value and is therefore considered 

                                                 
3 Subaltern should be understood here in the sense proposed by Subaltern Studies, which takes its origin in Gramsci’s 
concept. Despite Gramsci’s influence on Subaltern Studies’ authors - namely Guha, Chakrabarty, Chatterjee and Spivak, 
to name but a few - there are some differences in the way they approach the concept. While Gramsci did not see any 
possibility for subaltern people to achieve autonomy without controlling the state, Subaltern Studies scholars argue that 
even though autonomy is fragmented and episodic, historians should take it into account to make an alternative 
historiography possible. 
4 The original title in French was L'ennemi principal: économie politique du patriarcat. The first English version was 
distributed at the 1974 National Women's Liberation Conference and became more widely available in 1977, when it was 
published as a pamphlet (Jackson, 2000). 
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“unproductive” work. This theoretical position is fraught with negative practical consequences, as 
underlined by Paulilo (2005). Situated in a very different context, Paulilo demonstrated how in rural 
Brazil, the alleged unproductivity of domestic work carried out by women justifies the maintenance 
of inequalities in marriage, inheritance and access to land. Adopting a materialist stance, which 
assumes that the material conditions of existence determine social organisation, Delphy combats the 
Marxist view by using its own arguments as her weapons: she asserts that domestic work is productive 
work like any other form of market-oriented labour and that as such, it is subordinated to a mode of 
production – the domestic mode of production – just as the market-oriented labour is subordinated to 
the capitalist mode of production. She concludes that the women’s movement is not subordinate to 
the struggle of the proletariat and it deserves political autonomy. 
Other authors from this period coincided with Delphy on the “articulation of modes of production” 
(Rey, 1973) and on how the capitalist system needs unpaid housework to guarantee the reproduction 
of the working force5 (Federici, 1975). These approaches had the merit of giving visibility to domestic 
work and affirming a critical position from the outset. It also opened the way for analysis on the 
connection between domestic work and market-oriented wage labour, which was soon overtaken by 
the concept of the sexual division of labour that established the separation and hierarchisation of so-
called men and women’s work as the foundation for gender relations (Hirata and Kergoat, 2007). 
This school of thought contributed to the analysis of the linkages between different systems of 
oppression (gender, class and race) by developing the concept of consubstantiality of social relations 
(Kergoat, 1978). Together with theorists on intersectionality (Hill Collins, 1990; Crenshaw, 1991), 
they drew attention to the interaction between different systems of power, while affirming the 
primacy of the material dimension of oppression over that of identity and culture (Galerand and 
Kergoat, 2014). All these contributions refuted explanations on the sexual division of labour that were 
based on an essentialist concept of the feminine and masculine natures, especially those developed 
by Becker in the 1960s, which he later summarised in his Treatise on the Family (Becker, 1981). In 
his work, Becker assumes that the specialisation of women in domestic work is the result of the 
comparative advantage that their role in biological reproduction gives them. 
At the same time, the materialist stance led feminists to consider the domestic domain exclusively 
from the angle of work and the mode of production. Its potential for self-fulfilment and emancipation 
was discarded because it was identified as the place par excellence for the reproduction of male 
domination. While it did deserve to be politicised, the only way to do so – or so feminists thought at 
the time – was to shine light on the darkness of and exploitation in private life – the personal becoming 
political – and  not to see it as a possible space of resistance, much less of emancipation. Furthermore, 
the representations or cultural factors that may explain women’s oppression were necessarily 
considered secondary to the material conditions of existence, thereby reinforcing a vision centred on 
domestic work alone. Finally, the relationship between domestic and capitalist modes of production 
was conceived in terms of the “articulation” between the two, thus assuming that they were mutually 
exclusive. They were represented as two distinct relations of production that were undoubtedly linked 
to one another by a relation of subordination, but whose constitutive logics do not interpenetrate each 
other. In other words, while materialist feminists recognised the domestic domain as a form of work, 
thus forming part of the economy, they did not cease to consider it as operating only in a given place 
– the household – which was supposed to be completely separate from the places where wage labour 
was exploited (the factory, the company, etc.). 
In the 1980s and 1990s, in a context marked by the triumph of neoliberalism, the debate changed, 
particularly in the Anglo-Saxon world. Deeming the application of the neoclassical corpus of 
                                                 
5 Federici (1975: 78) helps us understand the connection between unpaid housework and the reproduction of the working 
class: “By denying housework a wage and transforming it into an act of love, capital has killed many birds with one stone. 
First of all, it has got a hell of a lot of work almost for free, and it has made sure that women, far from struggling against 
it, would seek that work as the best thing in life (the magic words: “Yes, darling, you are a real woman”). At the same 
time, it has disciplined the male worker also, by making ‘his’ woman dependent on his work and his wage, and trapped 
him in this discipline by giving him a servant after he himself has done so much serving at the factory or the office”. 
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economics to the “women’s case” as profoundly inadequate, feminist economists introduced a new 
feminist approach to their discipline. A milestone was reached with the publication of Beyond 
Economic Man: Feminist Theory and Economics (Ferber and Nelson, 1993), which gave birth in 
1995 to the International Association of Feminist Economists and the Feminist Economics scientific 
journal. These authors criticised the so-called “separative self” model – the allegedly autonomous 
and selfish being of neoclassical theory (England, 1993) – and its over-valuation in the market sphere 
(Nelson, 1995) as the foundation of the androcentric bias of economics. This vision limits our 
understanding of not only the market sphere, but also the non-market sphere, which is falsely 
presented as the locus of relationship and altruism, obscuring gender inequalities (England, 1993). 
Not only have the concepts of masculinity and femininity been attributed to people, but they have 
also permeated people’s perceptions of activities, conceptions and behaviours, thus determining what 
is considered part of the economic domain or not, as Ferber and Nelson (2003) clearly demonstrate6. 
Eliminating this gender bias requires going beyond these false attributions by developing a model of 
human behaviour that integrates autonomy and interdependence, individuation and relation, and 
reason and emotion (Nelson, 1995). 
Feminist economists from the 1990s therefore reaffirmed the need for an all-encompassing view, 
which includes all the different spheres of the economy but within categories and a scientific and 
political debate that are very different from those of materialist feminism. It was no longer a question 
of positioning oneself vis-à-vis Marxism, but rather in opposition to the dominant neo-classical school 
of thought. The priority was no longer to criticise the subordination of the domestic mode of 
production to the capitalist one, but to review explanatory models of behaviour in market and non-
market spheres. This hierarchical (market/non-market) partition became preponderant in theoretical 
explanations and the domestic domain came to be viewed as an element of the non-market sphere. 
To capture the two spheres in a single conceptual framework, Nelson redefined economics as the 
study of “provisioning”, understood as “the production and distribution of all of the necessaries and 
conveniences of life” (Nelson, 1995: 143).  
Heterodox feminist economists pointed to the proximity of this definition to Polanyi’s concept of the 
substantive economy. Polanyi criticised reducing the economy to the market and its unsustainable 
consequences for society (Waller and Jennings, 1991; Benería, 1998). Seeking to deepen Polanyi’s 
premises from a feminist standpoint, these feminist economists highlighted the need to analyse the 
concepts of gender that arise from the hierarchical division between market and non-market spheres 
and the relations between the institution of the family and the market, which Polanyi had neglected 
(Waller and Jennings, 1991). They also questioned the merits of integrating women into markets, 
especially global ones, and called for a positive view of the non-market sphere in which the logic of 
solidarity may be valued and supported, provided that this sphere is democratised (Benería, 1998). In 
general, the relationship with the market acquired a central place in their analysis to qualify the non-
market economic logic. If the link between the two spheres is thus affirmed - and this link is critically 
analysed in relation to their hierarchisation – it means that they are still considered external to one 
another. 
In parallel, Western feminist debate on the economy also evolved towards the adoption of explanatory 
frameworks that connected the categories of work, domination and oppression to ones of relations 
and interdependence. The “care paradigm” was the main field in which these new approaches 
emerged. Introduced in the United States by Gilligan (1982) to refer to the moral paradigm of “the 
ability to care for others” and the “priority concern of relationships with others” (Gilligan, 1982: 37, 
quoted in Zielinski, 2010: 632), the care ethic combines solicitude and responsibility, and 
accompaniment and care, according to philosopher Tronto (2009). For Carrasco (2014), care refers 

                                                 
6 Ten years after “Beyond Economic Man: Feminist Theory and Economics”, Ferber and Nelson (2003: 1) published 
another book on the development of feminist economics as a field. In this book, they conceptualise gender, saying that it 
“refers to the way societies attribute ‘masculinity’ or ‘femininity’ not only to various people, but also to various activities 
and even concepts”. 
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to work that guarantees the satisfaction of bodily and emotional needs based on relationships and is 
therefore a personalised form of work. In her view, care should be the purpose of the economy, not 
the pursuit of private profit. This line of thought gave rise to policy proposals such as the calculation 
of the monetary equivalent of care work (Folbre, 2006; Carrasco, 2007) or institutional incentives to 
ensure that care work – as a provider of well-being – is carried out without penalising women (Folbre, 
1997). 
In addition to expanding the explanatory frameworks, the debate on care led to a real shift in Western 
feminist debate. Without ignoring relations of domination, it drew attention to the fulfilling dimension 
of caring for others and the environment. Care – which can take the form of social work, domestic 
chores and sometimes even market-oriented wage labour – is located at the presumed border between 
market and non-market spheres, which draws our attention to the porosity of this border. It opens up 
the possibility for us to reconsider the presumed places of domination and emancipation. As such, it 
converges towards proposals from another school of thought: ecofeminism. Formed by authors from 
very different contexts and ideological positions, this current is based on a common critique of the 
political and epistemological links between the domination of women and of nature. Ecofeminism is 
often criticised in the academic world for its essentialist positions, as some authors make women 
appear as necessarily fertile, nurturing, caring, altruistic, etc. However, these authors represent only 
part of the ecofeminist school of thought, as clearly shown by Burgart Goutal (2017). “Constructivist” 
ecofeminists (Puleo, 2002; Siliprandi, 2009) reject this type of naturalisation of women and analyse 
women and men’s relationship to their environment in political terms, namely the link between 
human collectives and “nature” (Larrère, 2017). Places such as the home or “the community” – where 
almost everywhere, women, because of their gender position and not their feminine nature, are more 
numerous and more engaged than men – are considered political.  
From this standpoint, the boundaries drawn between the domestic and the capitalist modes of 
production, and the non-market and the market spheres, are blurred when priority is given to the 
defence of livelihoods. Politicising the domestic domain is less about attracting the public or 
authorities’ attention to private issues and more about affirming new political subjects who are active 
in these places. With this broader concept of the political in mind, the next section will focus on non-
Western contexts in which universalised Western feminist assumptions are challenged. 
 

2. Can the split be considered an universal question? The domestic domain through the lens of 
feminisms from the South 
Issues commonly debated by Western feminists are often seen from a different perspective when 
analysed by feminists from the South. The domestic domain is no exception to this rule. As remarked 
by different feminist authors - such as Brah and Phoenix (2004), Oyěwùmí (1997, 2002), Castillo 
(2008), and Lugones (2008) -, concepts and categories should not be immediately assumed as 
universal even when they apparently apply to diverse realities. They cannot be uncoupled from a 
situated perspective of knowledge and specific circumstances that forged them. 
Pointing out the Eurocentric roots of some feminist theories, Oyěwùmí (1997, 2002) provocatively 
questions the universality of the very concept of patriarchy as well as the adequacy of the Western 
concept of a nuclear family system to represent African realities. The issue at heart is that otherness 
has been built as something particular in the global imagery whereas Western categories have been 
assumed to be the standards for all. While discussing the absence of gender in Yorùbá7 culture, 
Oyěwùmí (2002: 1) reminds us that “the architecture and furnishings of gender research have been 
by and large distilled from Europe and American experiences”. She also affirms that for an African 
epistemology to be taken seriously, it should be informed by a careful analysis of its own non-Western 
social dynamics. Lugones (2008), for her part, stresses the fact that gender should not be considered 
a universal category that fits all women worldwide and on which key concepts can be attached. She 
                                                 
7 Yorùbá is an ethnic group from southwestern Nigeria and other parts of the African continent. 
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argues that the colonial/modern gender system - in which we can find recurring problems such as the 
invisibility of domestic labour or the gender pay gap, to name a few - is not enough to explain the 
different ways gender may be experienced in different societies. Moreover, afflicted by 
“simultaneously interlocking oppressions” (Brah and Phoenix, 2004: 78), women’s bodies experience 
gender differently due to the influence of other social markers such as class, race and sexuality. As a 
consequence of these markers in everyday life, some women will experience through their bodies the 
deepening of inequality, while others will feel the endorsement of their privilege. 
A particular situation that evinces the invisibility of some women’s groups on behalf of a contrived 
common agenda can be seen in the current feminist debate on domestic work, a common issue 
affecting women all around the world. This debate has not been properly updated to reflect the 
different ways in which domestic work becomes a particularly heavy burden for black and migrant 
women in situations of economic vulnerability. Black peripheral women, to whom low paid jobs such 
as domestic servants, cleaning ladies, nannies and home-based caregivers are usually offered, are 
likely to be more concerned with the way they are exploited - and sometimes humiliated - by white 
female employers than with their own double working day (Rio, 2012). This kind of issue has been 
masterfully discussed by authors such as Rio (2012), Carby (2005) and Molinier (2012), the latter 
addressing the case of immigrant women8. This means that for black and migrant women, unpaid 
domestic work may not be the focus of their concern, demonstrating that Western white women’s 
perspective has prevailed. Nonetheless, it is worth recalling that consensus on domestic issue might 
be unfeasible since it is expected to be addressed by different perspectives and voices. 
Contrary to some Western feminists who still focus on the social invisibility of women as being 
historically connected to the split between the domestic and the economic domains, feminisms from 
the South have been more interested, in epistemological terms, in debating the pertinence and 
coherence of certain concepts on a global scale. To illustrate the extent to which Western feminist 
debates on domestic work may be far away from the reality of women in the Global South9, we have 
chosen aspects that reaffirm the potential political dimension of the domestic domain. These aspects 
are primarily concerned with three key issues: 1) women from the South and their political role in 
solidarity and popular economy initiatives, despite the usual absence of a feminist framework in the 
literature on solidarity economy; 2) the subaltern arenas (Fraser, 1990) that these women may 
construct by promoting a different logic for the production, exchange and distribution of values (in 
agreement with Gibson-Graham, who proposed expanding our economic imagery beyond the 
capitalist triad enterprise-wage labour-market); and 3) the way these subaltern women have fostered 
- through reciprocity, redistribution and householding - symbolic autonomy, political articulation and 
the constitution of a support network. 
The first aspect to be addressed has to do with the theoretical framework we often use to formulate 
our assertions, particularly the ones on subaltern women’s role in the economy or the presumably 
uncontested development guidelines based on models from outside for them to face poverty. An 
Eurocentric perspective on gender in feminism might misrepresent indigenous, peasant, peripheral, 
immigrant and Muslim women - in the South or in the South of the North - and their ways of fighting 
against asymmetries within and outside their communities. Western feminisms may also undervalue 
the resistance inherent in the way these women organise their material life, which is not necessarily 
grounded on the development agenda proposed by multilateral agencies or funding programmes. 
Autonomy achieved through both shared management and the organisation of a support network 
capable of guaranteeing reciprocity and the redistribution of scant resources is as important as, if not 
                                                 
8 For more on this issue, see also Federici (2016). Federici differs from the perspective proposed by Rio, as she is 
interested in knowing better how the discussion on migrant domestic work has revitalised the feminist debate on domestic 
work. According to Federici (2016: 10), “migrant domestic workers’ organizing has not only changed their relations with 
the institutions but affected feminist activism and its research agenda”. 
9 We use the definition proposed by Santos (2014) for the term “Global South”. For him, the Global South should be 
understood as a sociological category instead of a geographical concept and is used to refer to the set of knowledges and 
ways of living and producing meaning that are usually seen as residual or backward. 
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more important than, the actual performance of popular economic initiatives. Therefore, the first idea 
to be stressed here is the risk of veiling the epistemological diversity of the world (Santos, 2006) by 
using presumably universal categories that refer to specific realities. Chakrabarty’s idea of 
provincialising Europe, which can also be understood as a necessary attempt to strive for effective 
epistemological acuteness, “is not only about bringing to the fore other histories and experiences, but 
also about recognising and deconstructing – and then reconstructing – the scholarly positions that 
privilege particular narratives without any recognition of the other histories and experiences that have 
similarly contributed to the constitution of those narratives” (Bhambra, 2009: 69). This first aspect is 
thus related to the need to question what is deemed as universal.  
The second aspect is concerned with the very concept of “the political”. Historically, Subaltern 
Studies has helped understand the need for broadening its scope. The works of Chatterjee (1983) and 
Guha (1982) demonstrated that when referring to subaltern groups, “new theoretical categories” for 
“the political” may be required to make it more comprehensible, since the history of subaltern 
resistance has been fragmented, episodic and not as linear as the elite’s narratives (Guha, 1982; Góes, 
2013). That is why Guha argued that “it was necessary to extend the imagined limits of the political 
as a category far beyond the well-known territory bounded by the European political thought” (Góes, 
2013: 11, our translation). This means that some subaltern practices of insurgency may not be 
recognised as such since they are out of the reach and sight of the public sphere. Subaltern people are 
not expected to have the same power to voice their opinion and negotiate. It is thus recommended 
that attention be paid to informal contexts in which dissenting voices express different narratives. A 
Habermasian concept of the public sphere has not been capable of welcoming and coping with the 
set of claims brought by different marginalised groups, particularly the ones who are part of 
“uncivilised civil society” (Santos, 2006). Yet, this may lead one to ask, “what does this have to do 
with the argument that the domestic domain can play a political role?”  
Widening perspectives on ‘the political’ need to be welcomed if we hope to identify the multifaceted 
ways subaltern women around the world resist and fight different and intertwined asymmetries. The 
same can be said of their efforts to re-embed the economy. In fact, it is by going against the 
expectations of formal procedures for demonstrating disagreement that women’s insurgency forges 
subaltern arenas - or subaltern counterpublics, as proposed by Fraser. With respect to this and other 
counter-hegemonic agendas, Fraser (1990) pointed out the need to recognise insurgent social groups 
as parallel discursive arenas that bring to the surface different readings on reality. Fraser (1990: 61) 
not only identified the lack of representation of women and marginalised groups in the bourgeois 
public sphere, but also emphasised the importance of “alternative styles of political behaviour and 
alternative norms of public speech”. This means that these subaltern counterpublics are important for 
three main reasons: 1) they foster different forms of being vocal and, in doing so, they broaden the 
very concept of resistance; 2) they strengthen political articulation among minorities’ citizens by 
echoing their concerns and proposals; and 3) they may serve as a nursery that nurtures new rationales 
for the production, consumption and circulation of goods and services, since they themselves follow 
different logics of production, aesthetic rationalities, temporalities and knowledges. Among the 
examples Fraser mentioned, feminists were remembered as a particular subaltern counterpublic 
compromised with a political role beyond the discursive domain. Fraser explains: “a subaltern 
counterpublic from which we disseminated a view of domestic violence as a widespread systemic 
feature of male-dominated societies. Eventually, after sustained discursive contestation, we 
succeeded in making it a common concern” (Fraser, 1990: 71). 
This leads us to the third aspect to be stressed: the very capacity of women from the South to constitute 
subaltern (and alternative political) arenas by fostering solidarity and popular economic initiatives to 
face their social and economic vulnerability. In the absence of a welfare state and while surrounded 
by precariousness, achieving autonomy, when it does happen, is a remarkable feat.  
And thus we get to the point. Many of the community economies in which women play a pivotal role 
and that run counter to the narratives of efficiency or performance are primarily domestic. What we 
argue here is that the domestic (according to the concept of householding in Polanyi’s work) should 
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be recognised in its political sense, whether it be for bringing different logics, procedures, and 
concerns to the space of women-led popular markets, or for having allowed different subaltern 
women to create spaces for dialogue, confidence, social cohesion, and political articulation. Although 
Western feminisms have debated the problems related to the historical split between the domestic and 
the economic domains (Waller and Jennings, 1991; Nicholson, 1986), namely the deepening of 
women’s economic invisibility due to their association to the household, this split should not be 
assumed as an universal rule since there are many legitimate community economies today in which 
this division has never existed. This is the case, for instance, of Quilombola and peasant women from 
the Vale do Ribeira region in south eastern Brazil who have united around feminist and agroecological 
agendas, as we will see in the third section of this article. Indigenous economies are another example 
where this split has not occurred. 
There is a large set of women-led initiatives that have connected domestic concerns to the possibility 
of achieving material and symbolic autonomy for peripheral women. One clear example is the group 
of 78 female bricklayers living in areas at risk who decided to build their own houses through a 
collective effort (mutirão) in Recife (a city in the northeast region of Brazil). Recognised by the UN 
as a creative solution to housing problem worldwide, this village built by women in 1994 is an 
example of articulation among peripheral women in their fight for their right to housing10. 
It is worth highlighting that these examples bring forms of reciprocity and redistribution to the 
forefront. The economic nature of these women’s initiatives cannot, under any circumstances, be 
disregarded, since they provide them with some of the material conditions needed for a dignified life. 
Faced with scant resources, including labour force, women are capable of overcoming precariousness, 
on one hand, and exercising their right to choose, on the other. To guarantee this right, they routinely 
meet to either exchange their surpluses or build their own houses. Pooling their different technical 
skills - as blacksmiths, tilers, painters and bricklayers - these women work together to assure each 
one what is needed for getting the house project on its feet. 
This leads us to the crucial point that we would really like to stress here: the need to be more attentive 
to the different ways subaltern women are able to reshape Polanyian principles of economic 
integration in everyday life to try to take advantage of them more. They do so by combining these 
principles in different ways and at different intensities, and fostering alternative forms of 
redistributing surpluses, whether through exchange and seed fairs or reallocating resources among 
the members of an extended family. This aspect was already noted by Hillenkamp, Lapeyre and 
Lemaître (2013: 6) when they argued that a “closer observation of the way popular actors secure their 
livelihoods shows multiple patterns of petty accumulation based on a diversity of resources and types 
of interdependencies within families, communities, and professional, religious and other types of 
groups”11. In addition to this, what we intend to emphasise here is that through their economic 
practices, subaltern women can challenge (1) the specific meaning that each principle of economic 
integration may assume in different contexts, and (2) the feminist economics’ assumptions of what is 
worth considering economic. We argue that this field could be widened by taking different women’s 
economic experiences into account. For some of them, redistribution may not fit into the standards 
valued by Western feminist economics. 
Therefore, we should be attentive not only to the means by which these women criticise and range 
themselves against the phenomenon of the economy’s disembeddedness, but also, and primarily, to 
the different practices through which subaltern women have creatively re-embedded economies. 

                                                 
10  To know more about this experience, see: http://www.leiaja.com/noticias/2018/03/08/pedreiras-uma-vila-inteira-
construida-so-por-mulheres/ and http://www.revistanabuco.com.br/colunas/marcia-a-pedreira-de-peixinhos/  
11 In regards to this issue, Hillenkamp, Lapeyre and Lemaître (2013: 5) state: “The principles of economic integration 
therefore generate different types of institutional structures, which can be combined in multiple configurations. They form 
a conceptual framework that takes into account the diversity of socio-economic practices of popular actors, without 
assuming them to be evolving towards a model of a “modern” capitalist enterprise”. 

http://www.leiaja.com/noticias/2018/03/08/pedreiras-uma-vila-inteira-construida-so-por-mulheres/
http://www.leiaja.com/noticias/2018/03/08/pedreiras-uma-vila-inteira-construida-so-por-mulheres/
http://www.revistanabuco.com.br/colunas/marcia-a-pedreira-de-peixinhos/
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3. Broadening the concept of social enterprise from a postcolonial feminist perspective 
 Social enterprise and gender-based analyses: brief comments on the literature available 
Despite some efforts to further the debate on the situation of women in the specific context of third 
sector and social enterprises (Odendahl, 1994; Lange and Trukeschitz, 2005; Garain and Garain, 
2006; Ferreira, 2007; Degavre and Nyssens, 2008; Lopes et al., 2008; Teasdale et al., 2011), there is 
still a huge gap in the literature on gender, especially from a feminist approach. Even so, it is worth 
mentioning some efforts by the EMES Network to table this subject in its latest conferences, where 
gender appeared as a thematic issue and feminist approaches were encouraged. However, although 
some specific conference and working papers on gender were made available online (Teasdale et al., 
2011; Pestoff and Vamstad, 2013; Hillenkamp and Wanderley, 2015; McLean, 2017; Lucas dos 
Santos, 2016; Bonfil, 2017; Cid-Aguayo and Ramirez, 2017; Périlleux and Szafarz, 2015; Fossati, 
Degavre and Lemaître, 2017), some of which were connected to the idea of solidarity economy, social 
enterprise literature remains gender-blind (Teasdale, 2011; Muntean and Ozkazanc-Pan, 2015). When 
gender is brought to the discussion on social enterprises, wage gaps, reasons for women’s adhesion 
to the third sector or social enterprise model and the need to intensify women’s presence in leadership 
positions are among the most popular issues.  
As for the term “social enterprise”, which may be used to refer to both social economy and solidarity 
economy arrangements (through solidarity enterprises), we should keep in mind that it serves as a 
kind of umbrella concept that encompasses a wide range of different types of initiatives, such as 
volunteer organisations, social businesses, community enterprises, cooperatives and third sector 
institutions that deliver public services (Teasdale, 2012 apud Defourny and Nyssens, 2016: 7). 
Therefore, there are different perspectives on the connection between feminism and social enterprise 
to be addressed and analysed. These go from a market-oriented reading on women entrepreneurship 
to a feminist discussion on the androcentric path of social enterprises, or from the support social that 
social economy institutions give to different women to reduce their unpaid care burden to women’s 
autonomy that solidarity enterprises are expected to foster, whether in the South or in the South of 
the North.  
Regarding solidarity enterprises specifically, recent works by feminist authors in both the North and 
the South have brought new ideas and theoretical frameworks to the scene. Women authors with 
considerable research contributions worth mentioning here include: Guérin, Verschuur, Hillenkamp, 
Nobre, Wanderley, Farah, Larrañaga, Jubeto, Matthaei, Peréz, Lucas dos Santos, Osorio-Cabrera, 
Cunha, Degavre and Saussey, to name but a few. Regardless of their differences, all these works have 
been concerned with bringing a feminist approach to the literature on the solidarity economy. Some 
analyse agroecology initiatives (Hillenkamp and Nobre, 2018), whereas others are more focused on 
developing a theoretical approach based on a feminist view and/or a substantive concept of economy 
(Hillenkamp, 2013; Cunha, 2015; Lucas dos Santos, 2016). There are authors who are particularly 
focused on relations between the solidarity economy and care issues (Osório-Cabrera, 2016; Jubeto 
et al., 2014; Farah and Wanderley, 2014). And there are yet other works specifically concerned with 
building up a solidarity economy approach grounded on a feminist framework (Guérin, 2004; 
Degavre and Saussey, 2015; Verschuur, Guérin and Hillenkamp, 2015; Osório-Cabrera, 2016; 
Matthaei, 2010). Generally speaking, these works take one of three main approaches: institutionalist, 
ecofeminist or postcolonial (or that connected with epistemologies of the South).  
This means that there is a growing trend to adopt a feminist approach in literature on the solidarity 
economy. The same does not apply to the literature on social enterprises, which could be enriched 
significantly by feminist contributions, particularly those from the feminists from the South. As social 
justice is one of their main goals, social enterprises are expected to strive to build a wider frame that 
properly reflects different realities. This requires being more porous and sensitive to asymmetries 
based on race, gender and class that can undermine economic solutions, especially when they are not 
built by communities themselves. It is also worth recalling that Western feminism does not adequately 



  10 

address certain problems. Meanwhile, postcolonial feminisms shed light on the need to keep away 
from solutions that aim for a standardised state of local development. Postcolonial feminisms point 
out the importance of the contexts and the intertwining of inequalities blocking the so-desired social 
justice. 

The contributions of postcolonial feminisms 
The postcolonial feminist approach reverses the way we look at subaltern women in relation to social 
enterprises and social entrepreneurship. We need to shift away from the Western model of the 
enterprise to adopt a new focus on the practices and worldviews of these women – one that overcomes 
the common idea of subaltern women being the beneficiaries of a “social mission”, the “social 
responsibility” of market-oriented enterprises, other forms of philanthropy or development agendas, 
and affirms a vision that sees these women as entrepreneurs in charge of their own lives. From this 
new perspective, social entrepreneurship integrates, as inseparable dimensions, the way that these 
women secure their livelihoods based on different principles (reciprocity, redistribution, 
householding and market exchange) and the way they express their visions of the world from their 
own standpoint, starting from the domestic sphere and from the collectives and communities to which 
they belong. This does not mean that market-oriented enterprises, public authorities, “development” 
agencies and NGOs will stop spreading their vision of social order and retaining important resources; 
yet, they will become peripheral actors from these women’s point of view. The central issue becomes, 
then, the conditions for the substantive solidarity entrepreneurship practices of these women – that 
is, practices oriented towards the construction of their own autonomy and their emancipation from 
oppressive relations, whether they arise from the market, the State, the family or the community. The 
conceptual and political approach here consists of restoring the spaces and dimensions that are absent 
from the formal conceptions of the economy and the social enterprise – namely those of the domestic 
domain, the non-market sphere, the subaltern political arenas and emancipation – without losing sight 
of critical analyses of these spaces and dimensions.  
The women involved in the “feminist agroecology” movement and practices in the Vale do Ribeira 
region in south eastern Brazil give us a glimpse of what solidarity entrepreneurship as an autonomy-
building process may look like. Agroecology is a set of techniques aimed at integrating agricultural 
production into ecosystem reproduction cycles (Giraldo, 2018) and is based on the recognition of 
vernacular knowledge on food crops and caring for nature, which is largely held by women, and its 
extension through networks of exchange and dialogue with scientific knowledge. Far from resulting 
from some kind of innate closeness to nature, this characteristic stems from a sexual division of labour 
which, in most countries of the South, has assigned the responsibility of providing family food to 
women, while men, considered farm managers, were the target of modernisation policies aimed at 
increasing marketable production (Vatturi-Pionetti, 2006; Guétat-Bernard, 2008; Siliprandi, 2009). 
Excluded from these policies, women have maintained farming practices that are now promoted as 
part of a post-development model of agriculture (Giraldo, 2018) and are inseparably domestic and 
economic in nature: they are domestic in the sense that they are aimed at feeding and reproducing life 
at the family and community level, carried out around the house (kitchen, garden, henhouse, etc.) and 
are integrated into domestic work (cooking, recycling food waste, feeding animals, etc.). They have 
an economic dimension, as they generate monetary and non-monetary means of existence through 
the sale of agricultural products and self-consumption of food and medicinal plants. Considering 
solely the market value of these practices in a narrow social enterprise view would reduce and distort 
these practices, leading actors to underestimate their potential for contributing to the autonomy of 
these women, families and communities. It may ultimately undermine this potential by prioritising 
the sale of products over self-consumption and short-term productivity over the long-term 
maintenance of ecosystems and livelihoods.  
In Vale do Ribeira, the recognition of women’s agroecological practices was promoted by the 
Brazilian feminist NGO SOF (Sempreviva Organização Feminista), which implemented a federal 
government policy on agroecological technical assistance from 2015 to 2017, with the support of 
international cooperation projects. Having observed male domination in “family farming” in general 



  11 

and in agroecology in particular, SOF promoted women’s “self-organisation” - that is, the formation 
of collectives (community-based groups or larger networks) in which women may express and 
discuss their personal experience with this domination (Marques et al., 2018). In this case, the process 
was carried out with existing collectives, but not all of them were politicised at the start. Some were 
linked to the defence of the land of traditional black communities and were headed by women, but 
others were, for example, women’s social action groups linked to churches. SOF’s work contributed 
to politicising these groups and encouraging them to coordinate with one another. Forming such 
collectives is a slow and complex process with multiple ups and downs, as members fluctuate between 
moments of strong personal commitment and withdrawal, and they are often fraught with internal 
tensions and sometimes, conflicts. Although they remain fragile, these collectives have nevertheless 
become places where women talk about the multiple forms of control that they experience in their 
everyday lives – be it control over their time, their work, their production, their body or their sexuality 
(ibid.) – and begin to imagine ways to overcome them. SOF helped strengthen the women’s discursive 
capacity12 by using a method of popular education that, through training sessions and debates, enables 
women to make the connection between their concrete situation and a critical discourse on patriarchy 
and capitalism. At the same time, these collectives act as support groups (for agricultural production, 
but also at home, in cases of domestic violence, illness, etc.) and as spaces for collectively organising 
work (weeding, planting or harvesting on each other’s plots, selling surpluses, exchanging seeds, 
cuttings etc.). By connecting the experience of gender relations and agricultural practices to a new 
understanding of the mechanisms of oppression and possibilities for resistance, these collectives play 
a social role that indissolubly links the dimensions of emancipation and protection. They contribute 
to emancipation by protecting women from the sometimes violent reactions that any transformation 
of the status quo in gender relations may lead to. Conversely, the logic of protection and solidarity 
arises from greater awareness of the collective nature of oppression and the affirmation of new 
subjectivities and worldviews by these women who begin to recognise themselves as “farmers”  - 
and no longer just as wives or mothers - and even “feminists”. Here too, reducing the social dimension 
of the enterprise to the sole protection of supposedly vulnerable populations without considering their 
own views on emancipation would end up reproducing old mechanisms of domination, such as those 
based on gender, while creating new dependencies between the beneficiaries and the providers of this 
protection.  
Finally, the political dimension of feminist agroecology is the result of a long-term process rooted in 
several regions of Brazil and at national level. Since the 1980s, autonomous movements of rural 
women workers, especially in the north eastern and southern regions of Brazil, have put the 
recognition of women’s work and their right to social protection on the political agenda (Siliprandi, 
2009; Jalil, 2013). In the 1990s, they built alliances with feminist NGOs, in which SOF played a 
significant role, and gradually brought together criticism of gender relations and criticism of the 
dominant agricultural model (Nobre, 2015). In the 2000s, this alliance was crystallised by the creation 
of the Women’s Group of the National Coalition for Agroecology (ANA, created in 2002), which 
questioned the coalition’s technicist approach and called attention to gender violence through its 
slogan, “Without feminism, there is no agroecology” (“Sem feminismo, não há agroecologia”). 
Armed with this affirmation, the feminist current of agroecology gained influence in the public 
policies adopted by the Workers’ Party government (from 2003 to 2016). This was notably thanks to 
the access of members of the Women’s Group of the ANA and their allies to new positions of power, 
such as the Directorate of Policies for Rural Women of the Ministry of Agrarian Development. This 
happened in a tense context, where unprecedented advances were made in public policies for family 
farming, while the main interests of agribusiness continued to be preserved in the name of 
governability (Sabourin, 2014). In this context, some NGOs, such as SOF in Vale do Ribeira, became 
the executing entities for the new policies for women and agroecology and supported the formation 
of collectives at the micro level. This opened up new arenas for women farmers to constitute 

                                                 
12 Discursive capacity here is the women’s capacity to become subjects of the public space by speaking out and discussing 
relations of domination. 
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themselves as political subjects and to begin to fight to change gender relations and agricultural 
models and practices. This coordination between the levels required grassroots groups to raise their 
discursive and organising capacities to a certain level, which was possible thanks to the joint action 
of the existing collectives and SOF. 
Taking the different actors, namely women working in NGOs and the government and subaltern 
women, and their relative position of power into account is necessary to broaden our view on social 
enterprises and put these women’s practices and world views at the centre of analysis. Such an 
approach is also needed to better understand the interactions between established powers and 
insurgent social forces –subaltern women and their allies – that are capable of bringing new issues 
into the political arena. Regarding Fraser’s concept of subaltern counterpublics, we believe that at the 
theoretical level, their capacity to bring different interpretations of reality to the surface should be 
analysed while taking their relationship with intermediary organisations into account. Two 
perspectives should be considered here: 1) the need for these intermediary organisations to respect 
the rhythms and the knowledges within the communities, and 2) the recognition that it is not only 
about discourse, but also the capacity to build political alliances and connections. In summary, our 
case study reveals the need for a concept of solidarity enterprise that integrates the economic, social, 
political and domestic domains in their dialectical dimensions and connects grassroots organisations 
and intermediary support organisations. 
 

4. The domestic back in the debate: final remarks 
The domestic domain has been addressed in different ways by both feminists and economists over 
time. In any case, it has always been a subject immersed in controversy. Among economists, 
institutionalists are the ones who have recognised the economy as provisioning in its broadest sense. 
Nevertheless, despite being a relevant aspect of material life, the domestic sphere has not been a 
particular issue of concern for feminist institutionalist economists. Even in Polanyi’s work, 
householding appears as an irregular presence (Hillenkamp, 2013). 
Among feminist scholars and activists, for their part, the domestic sphere has always been an issue 
that splits opinions. In previous times, some activists considered it important to bring a supposedly 
womanhood to the public sphere to contribute to social reform and other issues, whereas others had 
already thought, at that time, that unpaid domestic work and mothering brought about gender 
asymmetries (Ferguson, Hennessy and Nagel, 2018). Further on, some second wave feminists argued 
that, since domestic work was unpaid and the domestic domain was separate from production, 
housework was expected to contribute to women’s invisibility. To end this asymmetry, some feminist 
economists emphasised the need to increase the presence of women in labour market. Conversely, 
others have argued that housework, to be properly valued, should be paid (Federici 1975) or, at least, 
calculated in economic terms (Folbre, 2006) to make society aware of its importance for household 
provisioning and the very production of material life. 
All these critiques undoubtedly contributed to thinking more wisely about the domestic domain and 
the way it has been connected to women’s life and to the recognition (or the devaluation) of their role 
in the economy. But it is worth bearing in mind that these relevant theoretical frameworks and 
critiques cannot be uncoupled from the cultural, historical and social contexts in which different 
women live. Likewise, these critiques and conceptual perspectives should not be set apart from an 
intersectional approach capable of considering different identity aspects that will certainly affect these 
women’s priorities. Some arguments that apply to Western white women may simply not make sense 
to different women in the South, whether they are in the Global South or in the South of the Global 
North. This does not at all mean that domestic work, caretaking or emotional work do not affect non-
Western women, but rather that when seen through intersectional lenses, other usually unseen gender 
asymmetries may be deepened because of race, class, sexuality or national identity. 
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Since women are not equal and may thus be affected by social markers such as class and race, it is 
expected that they have non-matching perspectives on householding. In this respect, the domestic 
domain can play a political role in the building of fruitful alliances among subaltern women to face 
powerful common enemies. Likewise, there might not be a split between domestic and economic 
domains in their community economies as argued in the past by Western feminists. This in no way 
means that these communities should be seen as outdated or residual. Conversely, they help us 
question the supposed universality of theoretical models and concepts. Secondly, we would like to 
emphasise the importance of fresh thinking and new theoretical frameworks for analysing how and 
to what extent women - particularly women from the South - have contributed to: (1) establishing 
non-state forms of redistribution and social regulation, which is essential in contexts of state 
deficiencies, but should not be used to justify the loss of social rights; (2) reshaping economic 
exchanges through domestic logic and concerns; and (3) politicising householding by interweaving 
it with decolonial and anti-capitalist struggles against transnational corporations and projects, such 
as major dams, mining and logging companies.  
In sum, it is worth emphasising a double challenge that exists in the field of social enterprise. Firstly, 
the social enterprise debate could be enriched by a solidarity economy perspective, as demonstrated 
by Laville and Hillenkamp (2016), since it brings a political dimension to the scene and draws our 
attention to relevant contextual specificities in the field and with them, different features that need to 
be considered and valued. In other words, the current social enterprise framework, which is usually 
disconnected from social movements and peripheral community coalitions, may unintentionally veil 
important economic experiences (Lucas dos Santos, 2018b) that, if seen or recognised, could 
strengthen the debate on economic democracy. At the same time, it is worth recalling that the 
solidarity enterprise perspective needs to be also enriched by adopting a broadened theoretical scope 
capable of bringing freshness and accuracy to our debate on social justice. Feminist and/or 
postcolonial perspectives (see section 4.1 above) constitute indispensable lenses for not only thinking 
of persistent power imbalances but also testing our sense of plurality and economic democracy. It 
means that solidarity economy is not immune to be permanently challenged and enriched by new 
lenses. The debate on the domestic domain and its presence in peripheral women-led economic 
initiatives and community markets is certainly one of the contributions brought by feminist thought 
to the solidarity economy framework. 
The time has come to broaden the scope of our discussions on the domestic domain, social enterprise 
and solidarity economy by tabling the ways that different women have developed to reframe the 
economy. They have done so by going beyond the Western “market-household” dichotomy and 
contributing to economic principles such as reciprocity and redistribution, the latter being seen as a 
State role. Social enterprise literature could thus benefit from gender-based analyses and from a 
feminist perspective in particular, which provide reflections on: the male-centric misuse of a women-
based welfare society, the need for a progressive women-friendly social economy, the recognition of 
the political role that women have had in re-embedding the economy and the need for a thought-
provoking theoretical debate that goes beyond the idea of women empowerment through market-
oriented entrepreneurship. A postcolonial feminist perspective can provide us with a necessary 
critical reading on hasty, ready-made economic solutions that are often uncoupled from a situated 
analysis. Although solidarity enterprises may not be a panacea for all social justice problems, when 
their political sensitivity is firmly grounded on a wide-ranging feminist perspective, they are expected 
to strengthen subaltern women’s role in the intertwining of economic, social and political domains. 

 
References 
Becker, G. (1991 [1981]) A Treatise on the Family, Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Benería, L. (1998). “Karl Polanyi, la Construcción del Mercado Global y la ‘Diferencia’ de Género,” Mientras 
Tanto, 71, pp. 81-101.  



  14 

Bhambra, G. (2009). “Postcolonial Europe, or understanding Europe in times of the postcolonial,” in Rumford, 
C. (ed.) The Sage Handbook of European Studies, London: Sage, pp. 69-86. 

Bonfil, C. C. (2017). Cómo incorporar la equidad de género en la economía social y solidaria Perspectivas 
desde Latinoamérica, 6th EMES International Research Conference 'Social enterprise for sustainable 
societies’, 3-6 July, Available at https://emes.net/content/uploads/publications/how-do-we-incorporate-
gender-specific-equity-in-social-economy-and-solidarity-perspectives-from-latin-america/Carola-Conde-
Bonfil-ECSP-6EMES-12-ES.pdf  

Brah, A. and Phoenix, A. (2004). “Ain’t I A Woman? Revisiting Intersectionality,” Journal of International 
Women’s Studies, 5 (3), pp. 75-86.  

Burgart Goutal, J. (2017). “Un nouveau printemps pour l’écoféminisme?” Multitudes, 2(67), pp. 17-28.  

Carrasco, C. (2007). “Les coûts invisibles des soins et du travail des femmes,” Nouvelles Questions Féministes, 
26(2), pp. 30-44.  

Carrasco, C. (2014). “La economía feminista: ruptura teórica y propuesta política,” in Carrasco, C. (ed.), Con 
voz propia. La economía feminista como apuesta teórica y política, Barcelona, La Oveja Roja, pp. 25-48. 

Carby, Hazel (2005). “White Woman Listen! Black Feminism and the Boundaries of Sisterhood,” in Centre 
for Contemporary Cultural Studies (ed.) The Empire strikes back: race and racism in 70s Britain. London: 
Taylor & Francis, pp. 211-234. 

Castillo, R. A. F. (2008). “On Feminisms and Poscolonialisms: Reflections South of the Rio Grande,” in 
Moraña, M. and Jaurégui, C. A. (eds.) Revisiting the Colonial Question in Latin America, Madrid: 
Iberoamericana, pp. 257-280. 

Cid-Aguayo, B. and Ramirez, L. (2017). Solidary care economy: politicization and socialization of women’s 
hidden work, 6th EMES International Research Conference ‘Social enterprise for sustainable societies’, 3-6 
July, Available at: https://emes.net/content/uploads/publications/solidary-care-economy-politicization-and-
socialization-of-womens-hidden-work/Cid-Aguayo-Arias-ESCP-6EMES-11.pdf  

Chatterjee, P. (1983). “More on modes of power and the peasantry,” CSSSC Occasional Paper, 47, pp. 1-52. 
Available at: https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/handle/123456789/3248  

Crenshaw, K. (1991). “Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence against Women 
of Colour,” Stanford Law Review, 43(6), pp. 1241-1299.  

Cunha, T. (2015). “Xitique in Mozambique. A feminist essay on decolonising contemporary economic 
theories”, 5th EMES International Research Conference on Social Enterprise, 30-3 July. 

Defourny, J. and Nyssens, M. (2016). “Fundamentals for an International Typology of Social Enterprise 
Models,” ICSEM Working Papers, 33, Liege: The International Comparative Social Enterprise Models 
(ICSEM) Project.  

Degavre, F. and Nyssens, M. (2008). “L'innovation sociale dans les services d'aide à domicile: les apports 
d’une lecture polanyienne et féministe,” Revue française de socio-économie, 2, pp. 79-98. 

Degavre, F. and M. Saussey (2015). “Sécuriser l'existence des femmes et résister. Raisons d'agir des initiateurs 
et initiatrices d'organisations de l'économie sociale et solidaire,” in Verschuur, C., Guérin, I. and Hillenkamp, 
I (eds.) Une économie solidaire peut-elle être féministe? Homo oeconomicus, mulher solidaria, Paris: 
L’Harmattan, pp. 155-175. 

Delphy, C. (1998 [1970]). L'ennemi principal : économie politique du patriarcat, Paris: Syllepse. 

DiCenzo, M. and Motuz, A. (2016). “Politicizing the Home: Welfare Feminism and the Feminist Press in 
Interwar Britain,” Women: A Cultural Review, 27, pp. 378-396. Issue 4: Feminist Periodical Culture: From 
Suffrage to Second Wave.  

England, P. (1993). “The separate self: androcentric biais in neoclassical assumptions,” in Ferber, M. and 
Nelson, J. (eds.) Beyond Economic Man: Feminist Theory and Economics, Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, pp. 37-52. 

Farah, I. and Wanderley, F. (2014). “El feminismo y la otra economía: Una mirada desde América Latina,” in 
Coraggio, J.L. and Laville, J.-L (eds.) Economía, Sociedad y Política: Los desafíos de la economía social y 
solidaria, Buenos Aires: Ediciones CICCUS.  

https://emes.net/content/uploads/publications/how-do-we-incorporate-gender-specific-equity-in-social-economy-and-solidarity-perspectives-from-latin-america/Carola-Conde-Bonfil-ECSP-6EMES-12-ES.pdf
https://emes.net/content/uploads/publications/how-do-we-incorporate-gender-specific-equity-in-social-economy-and-solidarity-perspectives-from-latin-america/Carola-Conde-Bonfil-ECSP-6EMES-12-ES.pdf
https://emes.net/content/uploads/publications/how-do-we-incorporate-gender-specific-equity-in-social-economy-and-solidarity-perspectives-from-latin-america/Carola-Conde-Bonfil-ECSP-6EMES-12-ES.pdf
https://emes.net/content/uploads/publications/solidary-care-economy-politicization-and-socialization-of-womens-hidden-work/Cid-Aguayo-Arias-ESCP-6EMES-11.pdf
https://emes.net/content/uploads/publications/solidary-care-economy-politicization-and-socialization-of-womens-hidden-work/Cid-Aguayo-Arias-ESCP-6EMES-11.pdf
https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/handle/123456789/3248


  15 

Federici, S. (1975). Wages against housework. Wages for Housework Committee. Bristol: Falling Wall Press 
[for] the Power of Women Collective. 

Federici, S. (2016). “‘We have seen other countries and have another culture’: migrant domestic workers and 
the international production and circulation of feminist knowledge and organization,” WorkingUSA - The 
Journal of Labour and Society, 19 (1), pp. 9-23. 

Ferber, M. and Nelson, J. (2003). “Beyond economic man, ten years later,” in Ferber, M. and Nelson, J. (eds.) 
Feminist economics today: beyond economic man, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, pp. 1-32.  

Ferber, M. and Nelson, J. (1993). Beyond economic man: feminist theory and economics, Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press.  

Ferguson, A., Hennessy, R. and Nagel, M. (2018). “Feminist Perspectives on Class and Work,” in Zalta, E. N. 
(ed.) The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring 2018 Edition). Available at: 
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2018/entries/feminism-class/  

Ferreira, V. (2007). “Women's  Participation  in  Third  Sector  Organizations:  A  way  towards  Parity 
Democracy?” International  Conference  on  Women’s Participation in Democracies, 6-7 September. 

Folbre, N. (1997). “The future of the elephant-bird,” Population and Development Review, 23(3), pp. 647-654.   

Folbre, N. (2006). “Measuring Care: Gender, Empowerment, and the Care Economy,” Journal of Human 
Development, 7 (2), pp. 183-200.  

Folbre, N. (2012). “Valuing Domestic Product”, The New York Times, 28 May. Available at: 
https://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/05/28/valuing-domestic-product/   

Fraad, H. (2000). “Exploitation in the labor of Love,” in Gibson-Graham, J. K., Resnick, S. and Wolff, R. 
(eds.) Class and Its Others, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, pp. 69-86.  

Fraser, N. (1990). “Rethinking the Public Sphere: a contribution to the critique of actually existing 
democracy,” Social Text, 25/26, pp. 56-80.  

Fossati, E., Degavre, F. and Lemaître, A. (2017). De l’actualisation du principe Polanyien de partage 
domestique. Une contribution par la socioéconomie de l’habitat partagé intergénérationnel, 6th EMES 
International Research Conference on Social Enterprise, 3-6 July, Available at 
http://programme.exordo.com/6emesconf/delegates/presentation/311/  

Galerand, E. and Kergoat, D. (2014). “Consubstantialité vs intersectionnalité?: À propos de l’imbrication des 
rapports sociaux,” Nouvelles pratiques sociales, 26(2), pp. 44-61.  

Garain, S. and Garain, M. (2004). “Gender in Third Sector Governance – Advances in women’s leadership?” 
ISTR Sixth International Conference Contesting Citizenship and Civil Society in a Divided World, 11-14 July. 

Gilligan, C. (1993 [1982]). In a different voice, Harvard: Harvard University Press.  

Gibson-Graham, JK. (2002). “A diverse economy: rethinking economy and economic representation,” 
Available at: http://cscs.res.in/dataarchive/textfiles/textfile.2007-11-30.8168238051/file. 

Giraldo, O. F. (2018). Ecología política de la agricultura. Agroecología y posdesarrollo, México: El Colegio 
de la Frontera Sur.  

Góes, C. M. (2013). “De Antonio Gramsci aos Subaltern Studies: notas sobre a noção de subalternidade,” 
Seminário de Pós-Graduação da USP. DOI: 10.13140/2.1.2591.0406. 

Guérin, I. (2003). Femmes et économie solidaire, Paris: La Découverte, M.A.U.S.S.   

Guérin, I. (2004). “Economía Solidaria y relaciones de género,” in Laville, J-L. (ed.) Economía social y 
solidaria. Una visión europea, Buenos Aires: Universidad Nacional General Sarmiento, Editorial Altamira, 
Fundación OSDE, pp. 155-177.  

Guétat-Bernard, H. (2008). “Cultures du café et dynamiques des rapports de genre en pays Bamiléké au 
Cameroun : effet de similitude avec la situation kikuyu au Kenya,” Les Cahiers d'Outre-Mer, 243, pp. 339-
354.  

Guha, R. (1982). Subaltern Studies I: writing on South Asian History and Society, Delhi: Oxford University 
Press.  

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2018/entries/feminism-class/
https://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/05/28/valuing-domestic-product/
http://programme.exordo.com/6emesconf/delegates/presentation/311/
http://cscs.res.in/dataarchive/textfiles/textfile.2007-11-30.8168238051/file


  16 

Hillenkamp, I. (forthcoming) “Women, Agroecology, and ‘Real Food’ in Brazil: from national movement to 
local practice,” in Antoni-Komar, I, Kropp, C. and Sage, C. (eds.) Solving global food problems at local level? 
Transforming policies, economies, movements and networks for sustainable food systems, London: Routledge.  

Hillenkamp, I. and Nobre, M. (2018). “Agroecologia e feminismo no Vale do Ribeira: contribuição para o 
debate sobre reprodução social,” Temáticas (Unicamp), 52. 

Hillenkamp, I., Lapeyre, F. and Lemaître, A. (2013). “Solidarity Economy as Part of Popular Security 
Enhancing Practices: a Neo-Polanyian Conceptual Framework,” UNRISD Conference ‘Potential and Limits 
of Social and Solidarity Economy’, 6-8 May. 

Hillenkamp, I., Nobre, M., with the collaboration of Franco, V., Ianovalli, D., Marques, G. and Saori, S. (2016). 
Por uma economia solidária e feminista: pesquisa-ação no Vale do Ribeira, in Anais do V Simpósio 
Desigualdade Direitos e Políticas Públicas, pp. 749-764, Available at: 
http://repositorio.unisinos.br/anais/eventos/vsimposio.html#749/z. 

Hillenkamp, I., Guérin, I. and Verschuur, C. (2014). “Economie solidaire et théories féministes: pistes pour 
une convergence nécessaire,” Revue d'économie solidaire, (7), pp. 4-43.  

Hillenkamp, I. (2013). “Le principe de householding aujourd’hui. Discussion théorique et approche empirique 
par l´economie populaire,” in Hillenkamp, I. and Laville, J-L. (eds.) Socioéconomie et démocratie. L’actualité 
de Karl Polanyi, Tolouse: Érès, pp. 215-239.  

Hillenkamp, I. and Wanderley, F. (2015). “Social Enterprise in Bolivia: Solidarity Economy in Context of 
High Informality and Labour Precariousness,” ICSEM Working Papers, 21, Liège: The International 
Comparative Social Enterprise Models (ICSEM) Project, Available at https://www.iap-
socent.be/sites/default/files/Bolivia%20-%20Hillenkamp%20%26%20Wanderley.pdf  

Hill Collins, P. (1993). “Toward a New Vision: Race, Class, and Gender as Categories of Analysis and 
Connection,” Race, Sex and Class, 1(1), pp. 25-45.  

Hirata, H. and Kergoat, D. (2007). “Novas configurações da divisão sexual do trabalho,” Cadernos de 
Pesquisa, 37(132), pp. 595-609.  

Jackson, S. (2000). Autour du livre de Christine Delphy “L'ennemi principal”. Travail, genre et sociétés, 
4(2000/2), 170-177. doi:10.3917/tgs.004.0157  

Jalil, L. M. (2013). As Flores e os Frutos da luta: O significado da organização e da participação política 
para as Mulheres Trabalhadoras Rurais, Tese de Doutorado em Ciências Sociais, Rio de Janeiro: 
Universidade Federal Rural do Rio de Janeiro. 

Jubeto, Y. and Larrañaga, M. (2014). “La economía será solidaria si es feminista. Aportaciones de la economía 
feminista a la construcción de una economía solidaria,” in Jubeto, Y., Larrañaga, M., Carrasco, C., Trujillo, 
M., López, Y., De la Torre, C., Ayuso, C., Carrión, L. and Alba, E. (eds.) Sostenibilidad de la vida. Aporta-
ciones desde la economía solidaria, feminista y ecológica, Bilbao: REAS Euskadi, pp. 13-26. 

Kergoat, D. (1978). “Ouvriers = ouvrières? Propositions pour une articulation théorique de deux variables: 
sexe et classe sociale,” Critiques de l’économie politique, 5, pp. 65-97.  

Larrañaga, M., Jubeto, Y., De la Cal, M., Díez, M. and Pérez, Z. (2014). “Construyendo la economía solidaria 
desde la economía feminista y el enfoque de las capacidades. Una apuesta a favor de la sostenibilidad de la 
vida,” XIV Jornadas de Economía Crítica. Perspectivas económicas alternativas, Valladolid. 

Larrère, C. (2017). “L’écoféminisme ou comment faire de la politique autrement,” Multitudes, 2(67), pp. 29-
36.  

Landes, J. (1984). “Women and the public sphere: a modern perspective,” Social Analysis: The International 
Journal of Social and Cultural Practice, 15, pp. 20-31.  

Lange, C. and Trukeschitz, B. (2005). Gender Equality  as  an  Essential  of  the  European  Social Model –  
and  how  about  the  Third  Sector?  (with  reference  to Germany  and  Austria), First  European  Conference  
of  ISTR  and  EMES  Conservatoire  National  des  Arts et Métier, 27-29 April. 

Laville, J-L. (2003). “Avec Mauss et Polanyi: vers une théorie de l’économie plurielle,” Revue de Mauss, 21 
(1), pp. 237-249.  

http://repositorio.unisinos.br/anais/eventos/vsimposio.html#749/z
https://www.iap-socent.be/sites/default/files/Bolivia%25252520-%25252520Hillenkamp%25252520%25252526%25252520Wanderley.pdf
https://www.iap-socent.be/sites/default/files/Bolivia%25252520-%25252520Hillenkamp%25252520%25252526%25252520Wanderley.pdf


  17 

Laville, J.-L. (2010). “The Solidarity Economy: An International Movement,” RCCS Annual Review, 2 (2), 
pp. 1-41. Available at: http://rccsar.revues.org/202. doi: 10.4000/rccsar.202  

Laville, J.-L., Hillenkamp, I., Eynaud, P., Coraggio, J. L., Ferrarini A., França Filho, G., Gaiger, L.I., Kitajima, 
K., Lemaître, A., Sadik, Y., Veronese, M. and Wanderley, F. (2016). “Théorie de l’entreprise sociale et 
pluralisme: L’entreprise sociale de type solidaire,” Revue Interventions économiques, 54, pp. 1-16. Available 
at: https://journals.openedition.org/interventionseconomiques/2771  

Lopes, M., Ferreira, V., Ferreira, S. and Coelho, L. (2008). Civil society organisations and gender equality: 
mainstreaming and empowerment in the public policies towards civil society, ISTR Eighth International Con-
ference and 2nd EMES-ISTR European Conference ‘The Third Sector and Sustainable Social Change: New 
Frontiers for Research’, organised by ISTR, EMES in partnership with CINEFOGO, Barcelona. 

Lucas dos Santos, L. (forthcoming) “Territorialidade, Cosmovisão e Economia Guajajara: observando as 
práticas de consumo e a organização material da vida pelas mulheres indígenas,” in Santos, B.S. and Cunha, 
T. (eds.) Economias de Bem Viver: contra o desperdício das experiências, Coimbra: Almedina/CES. 

Lucas dos Santos, L. (2018a). “Intercultural translation as a tool against the fear and ignorance of Othering: 
subaltern women and the constitution of insurgent arenas”. The Asian Conference on Cultural Studies, pp. 1-
6. 

Lucas dos Santos, L. (2018b). “Under the flyover: homeless people, power of choice and the practice of 
autonomy through an exchange fair,” Conjunctions - Transdisciplinary Journal of Cultural Participation, 5 
(1), pp. 1-21. 

Lucas dos Santos, L. (2017). “Deve a Economia Feminista ser pós-colonial? Colonialidade económica, género 
e epistemologias do Sul,” Revista Crítica de Ciências Sociais, 114, pp. 161-186. 

Lucas dos Santos, L. (2016). “Polanyi through the lens of Epistemologies of the South and Postcolonial 
Feminist Economics: different glances at the concept of disembeddedness,” Selected Papers - 2nd Polanyi-
EMES International Seminar, pp. 1-12. Available at: https://emes.net/publications/conference-papers/2nd-
polanyi-emes-international-seminar/polanyi-through-the-lens-of-epistemologies-of-the-south-and-
postcolonial-feminist-economics-different-glances-at-the-concept-of-disembeddedness/  

Lugones, M. (2007). “Heterosexualism and the Colonial/Modern Gender System,” Hypatia, 22 (1), pp. 186-
219. Special Issue: Writing against heterosexism.  

Marques, G., Nobre, M., Moreno, R., Saori, S., Franco, V., Jancz, C. and Miranda, R. (2018). Práticas 
feministas de transformação da economia. Autonomia das mulheres e agroecologia no Vale do Ribeira, São 
Paulo: Sempreviva Organização Feminista. 

Matthaei, J. (2010). “Más allá del hombre económico: crisis económica, economía feminista y la economía 
solidaria,” Cayapa - Revista Venezolana de Economía Social, 10 (19), pp. 65-80. 

McLean, H. (2017). “Feminist and anti-racist commoning in an era of austerity: Glasgow’s Kinning Park 
Complex,” 6th EMES International Research Conference on Social Enterprise, 6 July. 

Molinier, P. (2012). “Of feminists and their cleaning ladies: caught between the reciprocity of care and the 
desire for depersonalisation,” in Barbagallo, C. and Federici, S. (eds.), Care work and the commons, New 
Delhi: Phenome Books, pp. 287–306.  

Muntean, S. C. and Ozkazanc-Pan, B. (2015) “A Gender Integrative Conceptualization of Entrepreneurship,” 
New England Journal of Entrepreneurship, 18 (1), pp. 27-40. 

Nelson, J. (1995). “Feminism and Economics,” The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 9 (2), pp. 131-148.  

Nicholson, L. (1986). Gender and History, New York: Columbia University Press.  

Nobre, M. (2003). “Diálogos entre economia solidária e economia feminista,” in Faria, N. and Nobre, M. (eds.) 
A produção do viver: ensaios de economia feminista, São Paulo: Cuadernos Sempreviva, SOF, pp. 91-99. 

Nobre, M. (2015). “Economia solidaria, agroecologia y feminismo: prácticas para la autonomía en la 
organización del trabajo y de la vida,” in Verschuur, C., Guérin, I. and Hillenkamp, I. (eds.) Une économie 
solidaire peut-elle être féministe? Homo oeconomicus, mulher solidaria, Paris: L’Harmattan, pp. 273-294. 

Osório-Cabrera, D. (2016). “Economía(s) Solidaria(s) y sostenibilidad de la vida: o cómo construir modos de 
vida vivibles. La experiencia en La Base, Barcelona,” Revista de Economía Crítica, 22, pp. 178-198. 

http://rccsar.revues.org/202
https://journals.openedition.org/interventionseconomiques/2771
https://emes.net/publications/conference-papers/2nd-polanyi-emes-international-seminar/polanyi-through-the-lens-of-epistemologies-of-the-south-and-postcolonial-feminist-economics-different-glances-at-the-concept-of-disembeddedness/
https://emes.net/publications/conference-papers/2nd-polanyi-emes-international-seminar/polanyi-through-the-lens-of-epistemologies-of-the-south-and-postcolonial-feminist-economics-different-glances-at-the-concept-of-disembeddedness/
https://emes.net/publications/conference-papers/2nd-polanyi-emes-international-seminar/polanyi-through-the-lens-of-epistemologies-of-the-south-and-postcolonial-feminist-economics-different-glances-at-the-concept-of-disembeddedness/


  18 

Oyěwùmí, O. (2004). “Conceptualizing gender: the eurocentric foundations of feminist concepts and the 
challenge of African epistemologies,” African Gender Scholarship: concepts, methodologies and paradigms, 
v. 1, pp. 1-8. 

Oyěwùmí, O. (1997). The Invention of Women: Making an African Sense of Western Gender Discourse, 
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.  

Paulilo, M. I. S. (2005). “Trabalho doméstico: reflexões a partir de Polanyi e Arendt,” Serviço Social em 
Revista, 8(1), Available at: http://www.uel.br/revistas/ssrevista/c-v8n1_ignez.htm. 

Perileux, A. and Szafarz, A. (2015). “Women Leaders and Social Performance: Evidence from Financial 
Cooperatives in Senegal”. CEB Working Paper 15/022. Available at: 
http://www.solvay.edu/sites/upload/files/CEB/CEB_WorkingPapers/LastUpdate/wp15022.pdf  

Pestoff, V. and Vamstad, J. (2013). Promoting Good Work by Enriching Women’s Work Environment: the 
Case of Social Enterprises in Swedish Childcare, 4th EMES International Research Conference on Social 
Enterprise, 1-4 July, Available at: https://emes.net/content/uploads/publications/pestoff___vamstad_ecsp-
lg13-50.pdf  

Polanyi, K. (1957). The Great Transformation, Boston: Beacon Press.  

Rey, P.-P. (1973). Les alliances de classes: “sur l'articulation des modes de production”, Paris: F. Maspero.  

Rio, C. (2012). “Whiteness in Feminist Economics: the situation of race in bargaining models of the 
household,” Critical Sociology, 38 (5), pp. 669 - 685.  

Sabourin, É. (2014). “L’agriculture brésilienne en débat: évolutions récentes, controverses et politiques 
publiques,” Problèmes d'Amérique latine, 95(4), pp. 33-55. doi:10.3917/pal.095.0033. 

Santos, B. de S. (2014). Epistemologies of the South: Justice against Epistemicide, London: Paradigm 
Publishers.  

Siliprandi, E. (2009). Mulheres e Agroecologia: a construção de novos sujeitos políticos na agricultura 
familiar, PhD Thesis, Brasília: Universidade de Brasília.  

Smith, D. S. (1973). “Family Limitation, Sexual Control, and Domestic Feminism in Victorian America,” 
Feminist Studies, 1 (3-4), pp. 40-57. 

Teasdale, S. (2011). “What’s in a name? Making sense of social enterprise discourses,” Public Policy and 
Administration, 27 (2), pp. 1-22. 

Teasdale, S., McKay, S., Phillimore, J. and Teasdale, N. (2011) .“Exploring gender and social 
entrepreneurship: women’s leadership, employment and participation in the third sector and social 
enterprises,” Voluntary Sector Review, 2 (1), pp. 57–76. 

Tronto, J. C. (2009). Un monde vulnérable. Pour une politique du care, Paris: Éd. la Découverte.  

Vatturi-Pionetti, C. (2006). “Biodiversité et gestion féminine des semences dans l'Inde rurale du Décan,” in 
Granié, A.M. and Guétat-Bernard, H. (eds.) Empreintes et inventivité des femmes dans le développement rural, 
Toulouse: Presses universitaires du Mirail, pp. 197-217. 

Verschuur, C., Calvão, F., Farah, I., Fournier, M.L., Guérin, I., Haritas, K., Hillenkamp, I., Kumar, S., Lazala, 
Y., Loritz, E., Nobre, M., Nandi, R., Ruesgas, G., Saïd, I., Sostres, F. and Venkatasubramanian, G. 
(forthcoming) “Feminist analysis of social and solidarity economy practices: views from Latin America and 
India,” Working paper, Geneva: Graduate Institute of International and Development Studies.  

Verschuur, C., Guérin, I. and Hillenkamp, I. (2015). Une Économie Solidaire peut-elle être féministe? Homo 
Oeconomicus, mulier solidaria, Paris: l’Harmattan. 

Waller, W. and Jennings, A. (1991). “A Feminist Institutionalist Reconsideration of Karl Polanyi,” Journal of 
Economic Issues, 25 (2), pp. 485-497.  

Young, D. and Lecy, J. (2014). “Defining the Universe of Social Enterprise. Competing Methaphors,” 
Voluntas, 25 (5), pp. 1307-32.  

Zielinski, A. (2010). “L'éthique du care. Une nouvelle façon de prendre soin,” [Care Ethics] Études, 413(12), 
pp. 31-641. 

http://www.uel.br/revistas/ssrevista/c-v8n1_ignez.htm
http://www.solvay.edu/sites/upload/files/CEB/CEB_WorkingPapers/LastUpdate/wp15022.pdf
https://emes.net/content/uploads/publications/pestoff___vamstad_ecsp-lg13-50.pdf
https://emes.net/content/uploads/publications/pestoff___vamstad_ecsp-lg13-50.pdf

