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Abstract

It is paradoxically observable, in this era of hypermodernity characterized by an
expansion of individualism, capitalism and economic, political and cultural globalization,
an increasing importance of the concept of community. It is necessary to understand the
relationship between corporations and communities, mainly in a market-led world. While
corporations have been gaining power since the advent of modern society, communities
have been losing their autonomy and becoming more and more dependent on exogenous
actors such as state and corporations. This dissertation has four objectives. It allows the
examination of the relationship between the Montreal Canadiens Children’s Foundation’s
Bleu, Blanc, Bouge (BBB) program, CSR and: 1) the three environments that constitute

a community (i.e. cultural, social and spatial); 2) social identity; 3) solidarity; 4) agency.

From a theoretical point of view, this research is important because it responds two
criticisms that can be made in the areas of CSR and community development. Unlike
studies in the area of CSR, this research does not aim to understand the impact of these
programs on business, but rather on the community as a whole. From a community point
of view, this study goes beyond the bottom-up paradigm and critical theories towards the
private sector in an attempt to understand the influence that this sector can have on the
community and its development through CSR initiatives. In order to meet the initial
objectives, this research is based on a qualitative case study methodology: the BBB
program. Three communities having obtained this program will be studied. Data

collection was done through a method of semi-structured interviews with local actors and
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administrators of the foundation. The questions were about the development of the BBB
project and its acquisition process by the communities, the cultural, social and built

environments of the communities, and about the management strategies of the facility.

Findings allowed us to understand that the Montreal Canadiens Children’s
foundation is positively perceived by the local communities because of its closeness with
the professional hockey team that is an important figure in the social landscape of
Montreal and that was helping local communities long before the creation of its
foundation. As for the BBB program, results show that its success is reliant on the fact
that it follows the proven strategies of community development such as answering a local
need and mobilizing multiple local actors. However, findings also put forward that some
negative impacts can occur from this project such as the enhancement of resources in order
to manage the facility. With regard to the cultural, social and spatial environments that
constitute a community, findings show that the BBB program easily integrates the local
cultural environment, but also provokes some changes in the local cultures. As for the
spatial environment, the BBB program allows the receiving communities to propose a
high-quality equipment to their population that they could not afford alone. Moreover, the
BBB rinks reinforce local leisure accessibility, become a development driver for the entire
park in which they are located and seem to have a large effect on the neighbourhood.
Finally, in regard to social environment, the BBB program participate in the inclusion of
vulnerable populations, becomes a gathering spot for youth, enhances local pride,

contributes to the revival of the neighbourhood, and helps the creation of new



partnerships. However, it can also create a financial burden that communities can hardly

bear.

This research demonstrates that the relationship between a CSR initiative and the
community and its development can be positive at some level. It shows that CSR carried
out by professional sport teams and based on proven community development strategies
has more chances to succeed. However, such initiatives will always have negative effects
on communities. In order to deepen our understanding of the relationship between CSR
and communities, future studies should explore how other types of CSR initiatives interact
with the identity, solidarity and agency of a community, how CSR initiatives enter into
relationships with communities having different cultural and socio-political contexts and

how such initiatives impact the communities on the long-term.



Chapter 1 — Introduction

1.1 Topic in general

The question of community has never been discussed as much as since the second
half of the twentieth century. It may seem ironic that this phenomenon occurs in parallel
with globalization and the emergence of the neoliberal paradigm. Yet, the relationship
between these elements is much narrower than it appears. At first glance, the rise of
globalization seems incompatible with a vision focused on the community. In fact, as
claimed by Manzagol “The contraction of the space-time increases the contact
opportunities and exchanges, physically linking people and territories, but increases the
individualization of the world, the erosion of social links, the importance of social and
spatial exclusion™ (2006, p. 129). The local is then replaced by the rise of a world system,
almost a world society, which rules lead, among other things, to a certain cultural
homogenization and a transformation in the financial logic. The cultural homogenization
is mainly characterized by a westernization of societies represented by the advent of
methods and eigenvalues to the West—primarily the United States since the fall of the
USSR—across the globe. This “McDonaldization” (Ritzer, 2015) of the planet had an

impact on the vast majority of societies. Meanwhile, the transformation of the financial
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logic based now on the interests of shareholders (Manzagol, 2006) also influences the
territorial dynamics, mainly in developed societies where labor costs more. Thus, many
communities are hit by the departure of companies that played a key role in their local

economy.

In such an environment, the issue of community development is important for
several reasons. The first is the need or the necessity to assert oneself against this new and
increasingly globalized social and political structure. Indeed, the potential
homogenization of our world tends to encourage citizens to turn to their own community
in order to protect their identity and resist external threats (N. Klein, 2000). Meanwhile,
Taylor (2003) argues that community development is mainly used to counter a common
enemy or to get out of an offensive phenomenon. Thus, the community tries through a
common enterprise to switch the negative trends created by the impacts of a globalized

world.

For Bauman (2019), communities should be perceived in hypermodernity as a tribe
2.0 through which an individual can make a clear distinction between “us” and “them”.
The end of the illusion of the nation-state as protector of the well-being of the population
and the fall of the welfare state during the 1980s and 1990s has put an important amount
of pressure on local communities to take charge. A number a models expressing how
social innovation and local initiatives can be put in place in order to enhance community

empowerment and hence produce local development have been developed since.



Our hypermodern society is characterized by an ever-expanding development of
capitalism and individualism (Lipovetsky & Godart, 2018). It is also defined by a return
to the tribe, a trait of traditional societies allowing the protection against external dangers
(Bauman, 2019). In this contradictory era where the importance of both the individual and
the community is ingrained in a market-led world, it is essential to understand the
relationship between corporations and communities. While corporations have been
gaining power since the advent of modern society, communities have been losing their
autonomy and becoming more and more dependent on exogenous actors such as state and
corporations (Bradford, 2002; Favreau & Larose, 2007). If the relationship between the
communities and other levels of government was often observed and analysed, studies on
the association between communities and corporations are relatively new. However,
today, corporations are playing a more important social role, and have diversified their
actions going beyond profits and the production of goods and services. Indeed,

corporations now recognize their social responsibility to society.

Professional sports corporations are also playing a more official social role through the
creation of corporate social responsibility (CSR) strategies (Babiak, 2010; Babiak &
Wolfe, 2013; Kihl, Babiak, & Tainsky, 2014; Levermore, 2013; Paramio-Salcines,
Babiak, & Walter, 2013; Waddington, Chelladurai, & Skirstad, 2013). These are most
certainly interesting to observe as they are quite different—especially when it comes to
sports teams—as compared with CSR actions put in place by other types of corporations.

The benefits to the corporations are quite different, so are the concrete results of the



projects. One of the most used strategies by professional sports teams is community
relations (Babiak, 2010). This is understandable as the financial success of a sports team
depends on its interactions with the endogenous actors (population and government) of

the community in which it is implemented.

Klein and Fontan's (Fontan & Klein, 2004) model on local initiatives appeared in
the socio-geography field and has put forward the notion of structuring effects of local
community-driven initiatives. For Klein, Tremblay and Fontan (2009), if a local initiative
provokes a collective action which produces a rallying of endogenous and exogenous
resources, it will, through local solidarity, enhance the territorial conscience and empower
local units. The education and institutional densification generated by this empowerment

will create more local initiatives, and increase community development.

Further, Gravelle, Karlis, Adjizian and Auger's model (2015) concentrates on
leisure local initiatives and their influence on community development. Gravelle et al.
(2015) start with the idea that all community leisure initiatives are provoked by a felt need.
This “felt need” is then addressed by leadership through a community leisure initiative
process involving decision-making. This process is characterized by the three community
development approaches, namely conflict (i.e. unidirectional approach), self-help, and
technical assistance. The output of the community leisure initiative process is the resulting
impact—social, physical, organizational, and economical. The common denominator

between both models is the importance given to the local leadership and to bottom-up



initiatives. But what happens when the initiative and the leadership are both exogenous to

the community, as is the case of corporate social responsibility projects?

In Canada, several initiatives—both at national and provincial levels—have been
put in place in order to encourage physical activity among youth. At the local level, for
example, municipalities encounter increasing difficulties proposing new sports and leisure
facilities and activities due to low budgets (Thibault, 2008). However, commercial sport
and leisure organizations have invested time, effort, and money to improve this situation,
particularly those who seek to enhance their image and promote their ideals through

corporate social responsibility.

The Montreal Canadiens Children’s Foundation’s Bleu, Blanc, Bouge (BBB)
program is an example of such commercial sport-driven initiative. This program—
launched in 2008—seeks the construction of five refrigerated outdoor rinks in Montreal
underprivileged areas. The implementation of this program is executed in collaboration
with various actors of selected communities. The Montreal Canadiens Children’s
Foundation defines these rinks as places for animation, social interaction and physical
activity that will allow kids to understand the benefits of healthy and physically active
lifestyle. In 2012 the Groupe de recherche sur les espaces festifs (GREF) presented the
results of a study on the BBB program in the Montréal-Nord borough. The research
demonstrated the positive impact of this new neighbouring facility on the community,
more specifically on the physical activity level of children and youth

(Groupe de recherche sur les espaces festifs, 2012). However, it overlooked the potential



relationship between the BBB program, corporate social responsibility, and its impacts on
the local communities. This dissertation addresses the need for such research on corporate

social responsibility through community leisure and sport services.

1.2 Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of this dissertation is to examine the relationship between a
professional sports team’s CSR initiative and community development. Specifically, the
intent of this dissertation is to present a case study of the Montreal Canadiens Children’s
Foundation’s Bleu, Blanc, Bouge (BBB) program, its CSR, and its community
development (social identity, solidarity, and agency) impacts on local communities in the

Montreal area.

The objectives of this dissertation can be divided into two stages. First, it will allow

to examine:

1) The relationship between the BBB program, CSR, and the three environments

that constitute a community, namely cultural, social and spatial environments.

Second, and concomitantly to the first objective, it will allow to examine:

2) The relationship between the BBB program, CSR and social identity.
3) The relationship between the BBB program, CSR and solidarity.

4) The relationship between the BBB program, CSR and agency.



1.3 Importance of the study

Recreation and community development research has been in constant evolution
since the 1990s. Most research focuses on the impact of recreation initiatives on the
community, primarily on vulnerable populations (i.e. immigrants, people living with
disability, senior citizens, and low-income individuals) (Dionigi & Lyons, 2010; Doherty
& Taylor, 2007; Karlis, 2015; Magill-Evans, Darrah, & Adkins, 2003; Oncescu & Giles,
2012; Reid & van Dreunen, 1996; Tirone, 2003; Tirone, Livingston, Jordan Miller, &
Smith, 2010). Research in the field depicts how leisure can contribute to the well-being of
individuals, but also the role it can play in the development of local, social capital in the
integration and inclusion of certain marginal populations, in citizen participation, social
change, etc. (Adams, 2011; Burden, 2000; T. Glover, 2015; T. D. Glover, Shinew, &
Parry, 2005; Karlis, 2015; Mair, 2002; Reid & van Dreunen, 1996; Yuen, 2013). However,
in the field of leisure studies, research on community development and CSR has been

limited. This dissertation will contribute to this limited research.

Moreover, it is paramount to understand the influence of CSR projects on the
community in which they are implemented. Some research has shown the impacts of CSR
on the value of corporations (Becchetti, Ciciretti, Hasan, & Kobeissi, 2012; Carroll, 2008;
Hildebrand, Sankar, & Bhattacharya, 2011) and on the society at large (Jackson, Harki, &
Colwell, 2008; Lopez-De-Pedro & Rimbau-Gilabert, 2012). Yet little research has been
conducted on how these projects might transform a community, especially in the sports

and leisure field. The BBB project provides the opportunity to analyse the influence of a



professional sports team on its local community through a sport and leisure program.
Professional sports team’s philanthropy is not something new, but a program such as BBB
is innovative, and seems a more inclusive project since it requires the participation of local

stakeholders.

Furthermore, this dissertation is important as it will shed light on the important
role corporations play in today’s society on outreaching to the community to fulfil sport
ad recreation needs. In today’s day and age, society relies more and more on the private
sector to assist in the provision of sport and recreation services to fulfil the plethora of
leisure needs of citizens. This study is important as it will make a unique contribution to
the body of knowledge having to do with the sport and recreation contributions made by
corporations through their foundations to local communities. Corporations and their
foundations often do talk about their contributions, however, this dissertation provides an
opportunity to examine the actual impact of the services of these foundations from the

perspective of those directly involved with them.

1.4 Key words

In this dissertation, the following concepts can be understood as:

Corporate social responsibility (CSR): “Businessmen’s decisions and actions taken for
reasons at least partially beyond the firm’s direct economic or technical interest” (Davis,
1960, p. 70). That is, business decisions and actions taken to outreach and provide services

that will impact the local community.



Community Development: Refers to change that takes place in a community for its
betterment and development from a bottoms-up, people driven perspective. Community
development consists of three essential components: social identity, solidarity, and

agency.

Solidarity: “A shared identity (derived from place, ideology, or interest) and a code for
conduct or norms, both deep enough that a rupture affects the members emotionally and
other ways.” (Bhattacharyya, 2004, p. 12). The establishment of a feeling of “we-ness”

amongst and between members of the group or community.

Identity: “A representation system of the self and the other for individual identities, and
of the us and the others for collective identities. [...] Collective identities are thus
intimately linked to cultural systems”? (B Ollivier & J. Berting, 2009, pp. 8-9). In other

words, an identifying perception of oneself and the group that one belongs to.

Agency: “The capacity of people to order their world, the capacity to create, reproduce,
change, and live according to their own meaning systems, to have the powers to define

themselves as opposed to be defined by others.” (Bhattacharyya, 2004, p. 12)

Leisure services: Services provided by public or private institutions in the field of leisure.

These services might take the form of activities, facilities or funding.

2 Loose translation



Sustainable local initiative: Projects that emerge from the pooling of many local actors

and aim to a long-term development of a community.
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Chapter 2 — Literature review and theoretical framework

2.1 Community and community development

The meaning of the concept of community—Iike that of leisure—has undergone
social transformations that altered the values and the social symbolism attached to it. Our
understanding of the community is rooted in our society and in the values that flow from
it. This section is an attempt to better understand the concept of community through a
historic interpretation and a contemporary sociological analysis. By revisiting the pioneers
of the field, it will be possible to grasp the evolution of the concept, but also its essence,

the elements that define it, and its relation to leisure.

2.1.1 History and definitions of the concept of community

2.1.1.1 Aristotle’s brief definition of community

The subject of ‘community’ is not new, although it has only been back in the public
sphere for a few years. Schercker (2006) posits that in the time of ancient Greece Aristotle
defined the ‘city’ as “a community of families”. The community would be ‘anterior to
each individual’; and man, unless he is “a monster or a god”, needs the community because
he cannot be self-sufficient (Aristote In Schrecker, 2006, p. 23). Individuals would
naturally be urged to enter into a relationship of necessity with each other. As said by
Aristotle: “Man is by nature a social animal.” Although very brief, this idea of community
lays the Foundation of this concept. We find here the ideas of association between

individuals, interdependence, solidarity and organic grouping.
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2.1.1.2 Tonnies’ Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft

Aristotle’s perception of community has long been naturally accepted, and has not
been challenged by any event until the industrial era. The transformations generated by
this social revolution—mainly the increased urbanisation, the new division of labour, the
development of capitalism, and above all the disappearance of traditional community—
have led sociologists to rethink the conception of the community and redefine its basic
elements. The first to do so were the sociologists Ferdinand Ténnies, Emile Durkeim and
Max Weber. Tonnies’ definition of community is mainly based on the dichotomy between

the Gemeinschaft and the Gesellschaft.

According to Toénnies, Gemeinschaft (community) is directly linked to rurality and
small localities, whereas Gesellschaft (society) has emerged with urbanisation. The
difference between both rests essentially on the types of relations maintained between
individuals. The former is characterized by “all kinds of social co-existence that are
familiar, comfortable and exclusive” (Tonnies, 2001, p. 18), while the latter is
characterized by what is foreign to the individual, something to which he has little or no
sense of belonging. Tonnies asserts that “we go out into Gesellschaft as if into a foreign

land.” (2001, p. 18)
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Beyond this dichotomy, it is important to understand how exactly Tonnies defines
community. This concept first appears naturally to human beings through family life. Our
very first community would therefore be the one composed of parents and siblings. Each
member of this micro-community has a predetermined role to play. In the same way as
Aristotle, Tonnies asserts that the family community “develops more specifically into
community of place, which is expressed first of all as living in close proximity to one
another” (Tonnies, 2001, p. 27). From this type of relation ensues the third and last type
of community, that of spirit, within which individuals work together for a common
purpose. This last step can only be achieved through frequent encounters. According to
Tonnies, living together and sharing the same way of life enables us to create memories,
loyalty and mutual trust, as long as the relationships between individuals remain positive.
It is this “mutual understanding” that allows the creation of the community as a whole. A
natural agreement on the internal character of the community, its local culture, will result
from it (M. Harris, 1995). Thus, the relationship between a community and its members
is not based on a “contract” within which each person follows its own interests but rather
on a “series of understandings”. It is only through this “mutual understanding” that
concord— the strength of the whole—can appear. As explained by Tonnies, “concord
cannot be manufactured. [...] Understanding and concord grow and flourish when the

conditions are right for them” (2001, p. 35).
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The less there are contacts between individuals of the same community, the more
there is a gap between them which leads them to act in an individualistic manner by
investing in their own interests. In that sense, we would observe the formation of
Gesellschaft (society). If in Gemeinschaft the individuals are strongly and naturally
connected, “in Gesellschaft they remain separate in spite of everything that unites them.”
(Tonnies, 2001, p. 52) If in Gemeinschaft the community is being put ahead, in
Gesellschaft nothing is more important than the individual, hence common good is
undermined. “Mutual understanding” becomes ‘“contract” where a “state of tension”
lingers. Connections only exist in Gesellschaft as long as the parties involved receive their

share of benefits.

Ironically, as much as they are opposed, Gesellschaft gets its origins from
Gemeinschaft. The fracture that separates both concepts basically appeared with the
advent of urbanization that accompanied the industrialization era, an era during which the
state has taken on more responsibilities and acquired more powers. The expansion of
inhabited territories and the increase in urban populations made the conservation of
Gemeinschaft impossible. The reason is quite simple for Ténnies. The psychological and
physical closeness that allows the 'mutual understanding' to emerge is nonexistent in a
larger inhabited territory. As put by Durkheim, the increase of social aggregates offloaded
weight on the individual and allowed him to emancipate and to gain conscience of his own

importance (Durkheim, 1889). Gemeinschaft is therefore doomed do disappear.
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2.1.1.3 Durkheim’s Mechanical and Organic Solidarity

Durkheim’s idea of society is not that far from Tonnies’. In his analysis of Tonnies’
work, Durkheim  professes his agreement with the two societies put forward
in Community and Society (Durkheim, 1889). He only takes exception to one thing: the
understanding of Gesellschaft. He does not believe this type of society is deprived of
collectivity as put forward by Tonnies. Rather, modern societies also entail collective
actions, although they are of a different nature. In his famous The Division of Labour in
Society, Durkheim describes the distinction of collectivity included in both societies

through the concepts of mechanical and organic solidarity (Durkheim, 1930).

Durkheim’s theory is based on the transformation of the nature of solidarity from
traditional (Gemeinschaft) to modern societies (Gesellschaft). Just as defined by Ténnies,
traditional societies are characterized by an organization of individuals that are very much
alike. They experience the same life, they live close to one another, their work is similar,
and they have the same values (mainly religious) and obey to the same faith. Community
is, in traditional societies, a tripartite organism constituted of ‘identity’, ‘interest’ and
‘geographical’ components (Sihlongonyane, 2009). In this kind of society, ‘collective
conscience’ (i.e. a system created by the common beliefs and affections of the average
members of the society) (Durkheim, 1930, p. 46) is a core element. Solidarity between
these individuals is thus based on similarity and is mainly mechanical (i.e. done naturally,

without any intentions). The importance is hence put on the conservation of this ‘collective

15



conscience’ and what it represents for social order to be preserved. The individual and his

interests are secondary.

In modern societies associations, Gesellschaft as termed by Tonnies, the
importance of the ‘collective conscience’ has weakened due to the rising of moral density.
The latter is the product of industrialisation, and consequently urbanisation. The equation
of these two phenomena gave rise to a division of labour which resulted in a specialisation
in the work force and, thereby, in a more heterogeneous society. As in any organism, the
‘cells' (i.e. the different individuals) become interdependent because of their
complementary functions. This is what Durkheim calls organic solidarity. This kind of
mutual aid is essential in modern societies. If social order was maintained through
homogeneity of values and 'conscience’ in traditional societies, in modern societies it is
kept through the essential interdependence of individuals. Laws and public institutions

structure this new social order.

2.1.1.4 Weber’s communal and associative relationships

Also linked to the concepts of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft are Weber’s notions
of ‘communal relationships’ and ‘associative relationships’. In order to understand these,
we will first look at his conception of ‘social relations’. In Weber’s theory, this concept is
introduced through the concept of ‘social actions’. When defining the latter, Weber

underlines the fact that not every action or relationship between individuals is a ‘social
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action’. An action is only ‘social’ when the individual takes into account the conduct of
others, and reorients these actions in regard of others (Weber & Grossein, 2016). These
actions can take four forms, knowing that each social action is not exclusively linked to

one of these forms:

1) Instrumental-rational social actions: actions done rationally in regard of the results that

might emerge from them.

2) Value rational social actions: actions resulting from an adhesion to some values or

beliefs, independently of the outcomes that might ensue.

3) Affective social actions: actions only oriented by the present state of affects.

4) Traditional social actions: actions executed by confirmed habits.

Social relations are based on these social actions. Weber defines them as

the behavior of a plurality of actors insofar as, in its meaningful
content, the action of each takes account of that of the others and is
oriented in these terms. The social relationship thus consist entirely
and exclusively in the existence of a probability that there will be a
meaningful course of social action—irrespective, for the time being,

of the basis for this probability. (Weber & Grossein, 2016, p. 123)
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These social relations might take different forms such as friendship, exchange,
competition, sexuality, piety, etc., but do not implicate “solidarity” or “what is directly its
opposite”. Community is, in Weber’s theory, a dynamic process in which social relations
play an important role (Schrecker, 2006). Relying on the concepts of Gemeinschaft and
Gesellschaft, Weber claims that these dynamic processes can take two forms. First are the
‘communal relationships’ which are a social relation based on the subjective sense of a
common belonging, hence directly linked to social actions characterized by affects or
traditions (Weber & Grossein, 2016, p. 142). This concept, closely linked to the
understanding of social relations in Gemeinschaft, is relevant in the analysis of modern
types of associations (Schrecker, 2006) such as identity communities or communities of
interests. But Weber forewarns that affects and traditions do not automatically lead to
communal relationships. This process is only possible if a sense of attachment is present
between the individuals that are part of the social relation in question. It is only through
that sense of attachment that a community can emerge. For Weber, communal
relationships are at the other extreme of conflict. It is hence possible to argue that some
sort of solidarity exists in this kind of relationship. Second are ‘associative relationships’,
a social relation characterized by social actions based on interest or an alliance of interests,
and rationally motivated. This form of social relation is hence based on instrumental
relationships and values rational social actions. If communal relationships are based on
subjective elements, associative relationships are built on trade-offs between individuals

looking to obtain a certain gain or attain a specific objective.
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These two concepts put forward by Weber have many similitudes with Ténnies’
Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft. Weber, like Tonnies and Durkheim, differentiates
community from society. However, in contrast with his predecessors, he does not perceive
these two concepts as a pure form of organization, but as a type of social activities. They
do not separate traditional from modern societies. They rather coexist in the same entity.
As put by Weber: “the great majority of social relationships has this characteristic (i.e.
communal relationships) to some degree, while it is at the same time to some degree
determined by associative factors.” (Weber, 1947, p. 137) Communities are thus created

by the evolution of social relationships, often stemming from common interests.

The question of transition from traditional to modern societies is investigated in
the work of Tonnies, Durkheim and Weber. Consequently, these authors strived to
understand the transformations in the social relationships created by industrialisation and
by the ever-growing importance of urban societies. According to Tonnies,
industrialisation has created a new type of social organization. From a solidary and
mutually affirmed relationships (i.e. Gemeinschaft), society has transmuted into a social
organization where the individual enters into relationships only with others to fulfill his
own interests. Durkheim criticized this approach saying that, even though there has been
a transformation in social relationships with the advent of industrialisation and the new

division of labour that it entails, solidarity still plays an important, although different,
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role.® Weber’s theory also follows Ténnies’ idea of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft. He
refines it by answering Durkeim’s criticism, affirming that communal relationships and
associative relationships are not necessarily in dichotomy, but can cohabit. Weber goes
further, emphasising the idea that associative relationships can result in the formation of
a community. Despite the distinctions between them, Tonnies’, Durkheim’s and Weber’s
theories built the Foundations of the concept of community. Although they do not
conceptualize exactly what is a community, they define a new way of identifying the
differences between the organizations/relationships that originate from traditional and

modern societies, and give a first glance of a modern definition of this concept.

2.1.1.5 Human ecology, the birth of the local communities” paradigm

These theories put forward by Tonnies, Durkheim and Weber were mostly
ecological. Human ecology, however, is a hybrid between an ecological and a systematic
approach. The human ecology theory gained most of its importance from the University
of Chicago’s department of sociology, hence designated the ‘School of Chicago’ in
sociology. Robert E. Park, Ernest W. Burgess and Roderick D. McKenzie have mainly

developed this theoretical approach recognized as interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary.

3 Tonnies later answered Durkheim’s criticism, blaming a misunderstanding of his theory by the French
sociologist. Tonnies’ conception of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft was not meant to be real forms of social
organizations but ideal forms (Paugam In Durkheim, 1930).
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The core elements of this theory are gathered in The City, a book edited by these three
authors. In the field of community and community development, human ecology is one of
the most used theories (Matarrita-Cascante & Brennan, 2012) because it is the only one
to really consider the relationship between the human being and his environment (natural

or built), and the influence of the latter on the first.

For Amos Hawley (1984), another important member of the School of Chicago,
“environment”, “population” and “ecosystem” are the three central components of the
matrix leading to equilibrium between the human being and his environment. This
question of adaptation to the environment in which we live is essential to the human
ecology. But to better understand what this theory is really about, it is useful—as done in
the previous section—to define its core concepts. First, the environment is defined by
Hawley as an open concept, meaning that it represents everything that is external and that
might influence the object of study. It is then possible to analyze the natural environment,
the built environment, the social environment, the family environment, etc. (Hawley,

1984). Because it goes hand in hand with the object of study, the environment can differ

from an object to the other. It is hence difficult to delimit concretely.

The environment boundaries of an object must then be decided by the observer
and are closely linked to his research question. In this sense, the environment of an object
can be analyzed through many levels and angles (MacDonald, 2011). For example,
through various research questions, a local community can be analyzed by local, national,

or even international environment levels. However, the environment cannot be defined
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only by physical elements. As put by Hawley, “thinking of environment solely in physical
and biotic terms is, as Ferdon has shown, manifestly a mistake. That might be a useful
conception when all other things can be assumed constant, but all other things are not, in
fact, constant and they too form part of the external or environing world.” (1986, p. 13)
To further his idea, Hawley puts forward that any environment must be defined through
two characteristics: its scope (biophysical and ecumenical) and its duration (constant or

variable).

A second central component in the theory of human ecology is the ‘population’.
In relation to this theory, a population is expressed as being an “aggregate whose members
are capable of acting in concert, of engaging in an organized response to environment.”
(Hawley, 1986, p. 21) Populations have certain fundamental characteristics. They are
composed of parts (i.e. individuals) with common interests. These parts are movable,
independent and replaceable. Populations can take many forms, and their scope (i.e. the
number of parts included) and history (i.e. longevity) are variable. A population, as
understood in human ecology, needs to meet two criteria. First, it has to attain equilibrium
from the inside in order to be considered a unit. Second, it has to participate (as a unit) in
the creation of equilibrium with the environment in which it evolves. The latter is only
possible when a population becomes an inclusive unit able to organize itself in order to
distribute the impacts of the environment on its parts (Hawley, 1986, p. 21). This
definition is interesting as it allows a double comprehension of the concept of population.

Indeed, a population can take two forms (statistic and systemic) and can be observed at
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different levels (e.g., students in a class, employees in a company, members of a
community, citizens of a State). For human ecology, only systemic populations, with their
level of organization, can answer and adapt to an environment. These populations are seen
as being part of the same system, hence aiming at the same interests, while a statistic
population only has a quantitative purpose. It is worth noting that each of these forms of
population does not exclude the other, each individual living in society being necessarily
included in both. In order to understand the importance of population in human ecology,
it is essential to put this concept in relation to the one of environment, which generates the

ecosystem.

For the proponents of human ecology, an ecosystem is a system in which different
parts of a population coexist and mutually depend on one another in order to adapt to an
environment. As for the concept of environment, the frontiers of an ecosystem are blurred.
They seem, once again, dependent on the angle through which the researcher approaches
the object of study. Nonetheless, the system can be analysed through three components:
units (i.e. the entities that enter in relation), relations (i.e. the interdependence that exists
between the units), and functions (i.e. the role that each unit plays in the system). For
Hawley (1986), two sectors fraction the structure of a system. First, the 'symbiotic sector’
represents the units that complete each other through the complicity of their function. This
sector of the structure introduces the hierarchical character and the notion of power that
can exist in it (Hawley, 1984). Some functions are more important than others, thus those

who perform them gain more power.

23



The function that is directly engaged with environment is the key
function. It occupies a strategic position relative to other functions.
Since the key function transmits environmental inputs—materials and
information—to other contingent functions, it regulates and to a
considerable extent determines the conditions under which the

contingent functions are performed. (Hawley, 1986, p. 34)

Second is the “commensal sector”. It represents the units having a shared function, which
collaborate in order to give this function more power. In that sense, “"the commensal sector
is composed of a number of categories of like-acting units that lie, as it were, horizontally
in the symbiotic hierarchy.” (Hawley, 1986, p. 38) These two sectors work in parallel and

are equally important.

However, in modern societies based on capitalism and competition, it is essential
to question if the symbiotic sector has prevailed over the commensal sector. Nevertheless,
it is thanks to both and to new information introduced that this system can continue to
evolve (Hawley, 1984). As long as the accumulation of information allows it, the system
will expand in size and complexity. It is only through exogenous information that the
system evolves (Hawley, 1984). Following this idea, for human ecology social evolution
comes necessarily from an external source. This is certainly a debatable question. Without

naming it, Hawley presented a glance of what community development would look like.
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It is undeniable that human ecology proposed something new to social science: the
environmental influence. Contrary to their predecessors who saw community as social
relations, the proponents of human ecology consider community more of a spatial concept
(e.g., village, town, borough) (Schrecker, 2006). Human ecology understood community
as a metaphor of a living organism that has survival as a main objective. To that end, the
organism will locate itself nearest the needed resources. By the complementary and
cooperative work of its different parts, the organism will develop itself in a cyclic manner
until it obtains the level of population needed for its economic base (McKenzie, 1967).
This development must be done in an adapted pace for the organism. If it is too slow, the
community will not develop sufficiently; if it is too fast for the organism’s capacity, it will
lead to social chaos. The more the community develops itself, the more it will act as a

magnet to other social organisms nearby (McKenzie, 1967).

Despite its originality, human ecology attracted criticism, such as it stands mainly
on materialistic elements (environment) and neglects the human, social and cultural
components (MacDonald, 2011). However, even if this notion of environment is put in
the forefront, it would be incorrect to say that the notion of culture is completely put aside.
In fact, culture is present in human ecology through the elements of ‘technology' and
'institutions'. Technology is here defined as "the practical arts and is commonly construed
to include only tools and the methods for their use." (Hawley, 1986, p. 28) It is important
to emphasis that tools and methods in human ecology are not only material, they also

cover knowledge, traditions, etc. These elements are closely linked to behaviours carried
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out in the ecosystem. Therefore, this technology participates in the transformation of the
environment by the individuals. This “creative capacity” proves, for McKenzie, the

existence of culture in human ecology (MacDonald, 2011).

Another significant element proving the presence of culture in human ecology is
the institutional growth in human activity. In McKenzie's view, an institution is more than
a simple gathering of individuals. It is also "an accumulation of cultural artifacts
assembled and organized to facilitate the performance of that (social) function.”
(McKenzie In MacDonald, 2011, p.270). It is thus possible to believe that cultural
institutions will establish themselves in the transformation of the social structure they
operate. In that sense, the notion of culture is related to the modus operandi of the system,

which is a quite narrow understanding of the concept.

The other element of criticism often formulated against the proponents of human
ecology is the use of a systemic approach. This type of approach, despite its deficiencies,
has some advantages. It allows a better understanding of a community structure—
regardless of the scale of analyses (e.g., local, regional, national or international)—while
giving the opportunity to enhance the comprehension of interactions occurring within the
system. Hawley (1986) stated that the concept of system would benefit from transforming
itself by retrieving some elements from field theory in order to compensate the flaws of
the systemic approach. This idea was taken into consideration in the other ecological
models following human ecology, the new theoretical models putting aside the idea of

systems and giving more importance to the concept of environment.
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2.1.2 The place of community and community development in hypermodern

society

2.1.2.1 Community: a forsaken theorization?

Notwithstanding its gaps, human ecology has rooted a certain comprehension of
community in our collective psyche. If the early thinkers saw community mainly as a
social relationship, human ecology anchored a spatial element in the definition of the
concept. Even though an understanding of the concept based on social relationships (as
put forward by Tonnies, Durkheim and Weber) would be more suitable in modern days,
our collective comprehension of community has been, for a long time, founded only on
locality. This conceptualisation was so anchored that researchers and practitioners “took
the term as self-evident and needing no further analysis.” (Bhattacharya, 1995, p. 61) In
that sense, community was still understood in its traditional way, through three main
components: geography, identity, and interest (see Figure 1). Communities were located
in a specific area where individuals worked together and shared common moral values.
This propinquity gave birth to a collective identity characterized by common beliefs and
shared interests that led to a social functioning system specific to the community
(Sihlongonyane, 2009). Although still relevant in some study objects related to the fields
of community and community development (i.e. local communities and local
development), this definition of the concept does not meet the expectations of others

where the understanding of a community as a quality is central (Bhattacharya, 1995). This
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tridimensional definition cannot be applied to all sorts of modern communities, such as
economic or political communities (e.g., European Union), religious communities (e.g.,
Jewish community), identity communities (e.g., Armenian diaspora), language
communities (e.g., the International Organization of La Francophonie), work communities
(e.g., aviation community), etc. Such examples demonstrate the burst of the relationship
between the three components of the traditional definition of community. In
hypermodernity, each of these components can constitute a community by itself as the
neonarcissistic individual lives in a “self-service” world, jumping from a group
(community) to another, driven by his mood, desire and interests (Lipovetsky & Godart,

2018).

Another deficiency of this definition is that it includes all spatial scales without
specifying which factors produce the community. In that sense, a street, a neighbourhood,
a borough, a city or a province can all be determined as a community. Finally, a last defect
of our understanding of the concept of community is that it is ultimately connected with a
positive perception. All communities are good. The definition of the concept led to a
multitude of usages, consequently transforming it into a hijacked term. As stated by
Haywood, community, like other terms such as democracy, “is a notoriously slippery
concept, as likely to be used as a ‘hurrah’ word to legitimate and approve” (1994, pp. 12-
13). Moreover, it seems in today’s discourse that living in community is a panacea to

every social problem (Hutchison & McGill, 1998). This rhetoric is being gradually
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criticized (G. Smith, 1996). Yet, for what has been presented in this section, better

understanding and theorisation of the concept of community are required.
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Figure 1 Traditional community components (Sihlongonyane, 2009)

In view of this conceptualization dilemma, it is hard to believe that no more
research tried to theorize the concept of community during a major part of the 20" century,
especially considering the importance the concept had at that time. As put forward by
Smith, “Of all the words in sociological discourse, community is the one that most
obviously comes from Wonderland, in that it can mean just what you want.” (1996, p.
250). Ultimately, the importance put on the concept of community in the late 19" century

- early 20" century gave place to the notion of community development.
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2.1.2.2 Defining community development

There is no widespread consensus on the starting point of community
development. For some, this concept emerged in the 1950s (Reid, 2006), and for others,
community development has existed for over a century (Pitchford & Henderson, 2008).
During our modern era, community development underwent many transformations with
regards to its interests, its applications or its ideologies. For Pitchford and Henderson
(2008), there are three recurrent themes that characterized this concept throughout its
history. Firstly, community development has always had the support of multiple
professional corps. Secondly, it has been highly influenced by the different public policies
implemented during the 20" century. Thirdly, community development has been

constructed through the main social paradigms that characterized each decade.

From a very paternalistic approach (top-down approach) aimed mainly at
underdeveloped and underprivileged neighbourhoods during the 1970s (Pedlar, 1996), to
a conception centred on economy during the 1980s (Douglas, 1994), community
development is now seen through the lens of social transformation and empowerment of
local stakeholders (Reid & van Dreunen, 1996). At the same time it was possible to
observe in the 1990s and the 2000s an increase of local initiatives and a transition from a
mainly top-down ideology to a bottom-up practice. This transformation puts forward the
necessity for a partnership between endogenous and exogenous stakeholders. Hutchison

& McGill (1998) stress the fact that community development is a process without an
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agenda. It is a work in progress done by community stakeholders in order to “involve
citizens and encourage and assist them in their actions on issues that are of concern to
them.” (1998, p. 168) Its objectives are to “support and encourage both individuals and
local communities through becoming involved, educating themselves, developing skills,
and making changes to life conditions they find intolerable.” (1998, p. 168) Hutchison &
McGill point to the fact that community development is not the only “viable approach to
services, since some citizens do not have the inclination, time, or skills to take control of
their own destiny” (1998, p. 168), and also consider this approach as being “an effective
complement to more traditional programming” (1998, p. 169) because of its holistic and

humanistic character.

Coupled with community development, social organization also plays a central
role in community building. Social organization is defined as “the collection of values,
norms, processes, and behavior patterns within a community that organize, facilitate, and
constrain the interactions among community members” (Mancini, Bowen, & Martin,
2005, p. 319). For Hutchison & McGill, social organization—or community organizing
as they call it—is related to the notion of action. It is about working “with grassroots
organizations, and self-help and self-advocacy groups, to educate and organize
themselves.” (Hutchison & McGill, 1998, p. 173) In this matter, social organization has a

more political aspect than community development.

In opposition to community development, social organization focuses on a single

issue. It is by the process of social organization that a community can work to obtain
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“desired results” through which it can influence (and at the same time be influenced by)
the social structure and the community stakeholders. For Mancini, Bowen & Martin
(2005), the process of social organization is characterized by a wheel where social capital,
community capacity, and network structure are interrelated. The network structures might
be informal (i.e. family, friends, colleagues) or formal (i.e. official institutions) and help
create the interactions that are at the center of the social organization. Community capacity
is defined by the degree of common responsibility between the different members of a
community for their mutual well-being. The central elements of community capacity are
human capital, social capital, and organizational resources (Mancini et al., 2005). Social
capital is the third gear of the social organization wheel. This is a concept that is gaining
in popularity and, similar to the concept of community, carries a positive bias suggesting
that social capital is an answer to many social problems. The resources that emerge from
the formal or informal interactions characterize social capital. These resources might take

the form of information, opportunities or support tools.

Social capital is important in social organization because it allows for resource
pooling and might lead to unexpected results. For Putnam (1995), it is through the
accumulation of social capital that the possibility of reinforcement of social institutions
appears. For Glover (2015), leisure, whether in its practice or organization, is an efficient
tool for the development of social capital because of the interactions that it often allows.
Even though it can be positive, Glover questions the favourable judgment one might

automatically give to this concept. Although he does not state that the search for social

32



capital is a bad thing, Glover nuances the contribution of social capital by claiming that

some interactions may have adverse effects rather than positive ones.

Community development and social organization call for the same process of
mobilization. Community mobilization is defined by Ninacs (2007) as a collective action
aiming at changing a specific situation. For Latendresse (2009), it is a process regrouping
many partners and local residents around social issues that they identified together. A
common need and the pooling of forces and assets of different local actors compose this
mobilization. However, for it to work correctly, actors have to relate to the same values
and have the same objectives (Faubert, Parent, & Harvey, 2012). The term mobilization is
implicitly linked to the notion of community. Hence, local community is a system—
complex and dynamic—that includes diverse actors working together. Consequently,
understanding the dynamics of social mobilization requires an understanding of the local

community (Adams, 2011).

Social mobilization is hence a deliberate and methodical action aiming to fortify
and support communities in order to change the systems in which individuals and
organizations evolve (Ninacs, 2007). Those interventions might be carried out through
different approaches: consultation, intersectoral participation, linkage, and lobbying
(Latendresse, 2009). More specifically, these approaches allow a concrete engagement in
the initiatives, the mobilization of different actors, the reinforcement of a sense of
belonging and proudness, knowledge sharing, and the development of new competencies-

—all at the same time.

33



In their work on developing local initiatives, Fontan and Klein (2004) analyze the
notion of mobilization through an urban perspective. They connect this concept to social-
territorial capital, which means the existence, in a space-time framework, of an
environmental and social resources ensemble that could be mobilized and developed by
individual and collective actors (2004, p. 139). For these authors, three elements might
explain the success of a social mobilization process: the ability of the project leader(s) to
mobilize the required resources, the mobilization of community stakeholders through the
logic of local governance, and the statement of values based on the principle that every
development project should benefit the entire concerned population. These elements put
forward the importance of the notion of local in the process of mobilization. Hence, local
community is understood as the focal point from which these initiatives are structured (J.
L. Klein, 2006). For Sharpe (2006), local initiatives refer to a project put in place as a
resistance against exterior actions that lead to the dismantling of local communities.
Fontan and Klein (2004) underlined the importance of a community’s ability to use its
human, economic and organizational capitals in order to have a successful local initiative.

The understanding of social and territorial realities is therefore essential.
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2.1.3 Leisure, community, and community development

The fields of leisure and community development are closely linked. According to
Hutchison and McGill, leisure and recreation have as important an impact on the
individual as it is on the community. They allow the “building [of] self-esteem and a sense
of belonging to a community.” (1998, p. 12) Leisure has long played a central role in
community life and community development. It was already perceived in ancient Greece
as a tool for self-development that balances knowledge, art, and physical training. These
three elements were to enable the ancient Greeks to promote the ideal of man. Thus, a
complete man becomes a better citizen, a committed citizen who will participate in the

development of his society.

During the industrial era, the social transformations associated with work and the
individuals’ ways of life have placed the importance of leisure in community development
at the forefront. The advent of the mechanisation of work and the urban way of life altered
Western society. Time, now mechanical and under the hegemony of the clock (especially
that of manufactures), was divided into two categories: working time and free time.
Working time, which took up an enormous part of an individual’s week at the very
beginning of the Industrial Revolution (almost 70 hours per week), decreased greatly over
the years mainly due to the emergence of labour movements demanding the improvement
of working conditions. This will inevitably increased the free time of individuals. Rapid
urbanisation had also a major impact on people’s lifestyles. The massive immigration in

a very short period created an unprecedented territorial upheaval, causing a great density
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of population and unhealthy conditions, as well as a wave of diseases mainly among
children and newborns. Solutions to these social ills also come from civil society
(Bradford, 2002). These bottom-up movements used leisure, among other means, as a path
to a solution. Thus, the development of recreational spaces, and the emergence of
initiatives such as the Playground Movement or organizations like the Mechanic’s
Institutes, settlement houses and YMCAs took place (Kraus, 2001; McArthur, 1975;

Pedlar, 1996; Pronovost, 1983; Stroick, 1996).

This brief history of leisure shows three essential elements. First, leisure has
always been partly achieved through the supply of recreational services, whether by
building recreational facilities or developing activities. Second, leisure is intimately linked
to community development (already at the time of the Industrial Revolution), in the sense
that it has the same objective of contributing to the improvement of the quality of life of
the communities and of the individuals living in them. Even today, the connections
between leisure and community are clear. Beyond the fact that the community is the
leading producer of recreational services (Thibault, 2008), leisure contributes to the well-
being of the population (Leung & Lee, 2005; Robinson & Martin, 2008; Tinsley &
Eldredge, 1995), to the development of citizen participation (Arai, 2000; Pedlar, 2006;
Sharpe, 2006; Sweatman & Tirone, 2010), to the social integration of marginalized
populations (Doherty & Taylor, 2007; Magill-Evans et al., 2003; Tirone, 2003; Tirone et
al., 2010), and to the empowerment of communities and solving social problems (Johnson

& Glover, 2013; Mair & Reid, 2007; Oncescu & Giles, 2012; Reid, 2009). Third, the
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practice of leisure is intimately linked to the social transformations that take place

throughout history.

The last decades—essentially since the fall of the Berlin Wall—have considerably
changed the way of life, mainly that of the northern countries. Godbey (2006) paints a
picture of these changes that will affect leisure and recreational services at the turn of the
21% century. Godbey (2006) discusses inter alia changes in the environment, technologies,

values, demography, economics and health.

These social transformations affect particularly the management of municipal
recreational services, municipalities being the level of government closest to the
individual and to those who take over a major part of the provision of leisure services. In
the case of the environment, climate change has a significant impact on municipal leisure
services. In Canada, winters with milder temperatures in recent years have had a major
impact on outdoor rinks in the southern parts of the country. Indeed, the outdoor winter
skating season has been significantly reduced due to climate change. The effects are such
that the viability of this activity is called into question (Damyanov, Damon Matthews, &
Mysak, 2012). These environmental changes have a significant impact on the quality of
the rinks and, consequently, on the quality of the winter recreational offer. The City of
Montreal has invested $7.3 million over three years in a project that aims to improve these

winter recreational facilities (Shields, 2016).

Beyond climate change, transformations at economic levels also have a significant

impact on leisure. Western countries continue their conversion to a tertiary economy,
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leaving industry and manufacturing to developing countries where labour is less
expensive. This strategy tends to jeopardize the vitality of those municipalities that have
decided to base their local economy on manufacturing and agriculture. Moreover, the
economic and monetary crises that have emerged since the 1980s, coupled with the rise
of neoliberalism since the fall of the Berlin Wall and at the same time of the USSR,
redefined the strategies of state management. It has been possible to observe a retreat of
the welfare state and the reappearance of the concept of “governance”, which makes civil
society more accountable and restricts the responsibilities of public administrations. In
urban studies, governance “designates a process by means of which urban power is
progressively rebalanced, to the detriment at first glance of states and urban institutions
(elected officials and local technocrats) and to the benefit of civil society stakeholders.”
(Jouve, 2009, p. 343) In Canada, this idea of governance has pushed federal and provincial
governments to reduce their transfer payments to municipalities while increasing the

transfer of responsibilities (Bradford, 2002).

Social changes have also affected the health of individuals. Among other things, it
has been possible to observe an increase in certain chronic diseases. At the turn of the 21%
century one of the major problems in terms of health, which the field of sports and leisure
has worked on, is overweightness. According to the World Health Organization (WHO),
nearly two billion adults would suffer from being overweight, and over 600 million would
be considered obese (World Health Organization, 2016a). The picture is not better for

teenagers. The number of young people suffering from overweight or obesity is increasing
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in so-called developed countries as well as in so-called underdeveloped or developing
countries. According to the WHO, two main causes can explain this new problem for
young people: increased consumption of high-fat, high-energy foods and sugars, and a
trend towards decreased physical activity due to the sedentary nature of many forms of
leisure (World Health Organization, 2016b). These results led to the development of

healthy lifestyle policies and initiatives at the local level.

Municipal recreation services are therefore responsible for taking these social
changes into account and for adapting their service offer. This is all the more true given
the mission of public recreation, namely to offer a range of leisure experience that is
varied, accessible and of quality in order to develop health, quality of life, socialisation
and a sense of belonging to the community (Thibault, 2008). This public leisure offer has
an impact both on the individual and on the community in general
(Association québécoise du loisir municipal, 2000). If the citizens are to be “the first
actors of their leisure” (Association quebécoise du loisir municipal, 2000, p. 9), Quebec's
local communities, by their proximity to the citizens, “must assume the primary
responsibility for the provision of  public recreation services”

(Association québécoise du loisir municipal, 2000, p. 13).

The problem is that these municipalities have less and less resources to provide
these types of services. New management strategies were hence needed. Much of the
public leisure has shifted from direct public intervention (do it) to a mixed intervention

(doing it with) or indirect intervention (have it done) (Soubrier, 2000). To that extent,
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municipalities have embraced the ideals of community development as an alternative
means for offering leisure and sport services. This new means is primarily used to
circumvent limited budgets (Thibault, 2008). In Canada, several initiatives—both at
national and provincial levels—have been put in place in order to encourage leisure
experiences, and ultimately contemporary research has looked at the role of endogenous
and exogenous actors in service delivery (Gravelle et al., 2015; J.-L. Klein et al., 2009).
From this group of actors, corporations play an increasingly important role in the leisure

offer, mainly in the fields of physical activity and sports.

2.2 Corporate Social Responsibility

Although the concept of corporate social responsibility has only gained popularity
in research since the beginning of the 21 century, its practice is much older. However, it
is now a business strategy that is well used in all types of corporations, and that entered
the field of professional sports. This section explores the concept of CSR by analyzing its
evolution through history, observing the differences that lie between CSR strategies in
professional sports and in other types of corporations, and detailing how CSR initiatives

are carried out within the community.

2.2.1 History of CSR

CSR has a double history. Although the conceptual history began in the 1950s, its
practice is much older. In fact, CSR is mainly a practice that flourished during the 20th
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century. But the first signs of this social responsibility for businesses date back to the
Antiquity for some (Bettache, 2015; Eberstadt, 1973; Pasquero, 2013). For most, the first
real appearance of CSR initiatives is situated at the end of the 19" century, during the
industrial revolution (Banerjee, 2007; Broomhill, 2007; Carroll, 2008; Paramio-Salcines
et al., 2013; Waddington et al., 2013). These managerial practices are rooted in the
American capitalist tradition where, contrary to the bureaucracy of the public sector,
corporations and small businesses have a favourable bias. It is thus not surprising that
CSR is closely connected to the ideas of individualism and work ethic moralism, and to
the significant importance given to the private sector and to the “invisible hand” of the
market over public and government solutions (Pasquero, 2013). In that sense, it is also
predictable that most studies done on CSR were conducted in the United States (Carroll,
1999), even though the concept has globally expanded during the late 1990s and especially

at the beginning of the 21 century.

The first modern examples of corporate social responsibility in the business sector
were acts of philanthropy in response to the criticism levelled against the industrial system
in place. Men, women and children all used to work long hours in factories in order to
make a living. This kind of system was perceived as the source of many social problems
(Carroll, 2008). Industrialists quickly understood that the wellness of their employees
reflects on their productivity. With that idea in mind, an uneven industrial welfare
movement (now seen as paternalistic) emerged with various initiatives such as the

provision of health facilities, recreational equipment, and betterment of working
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conditions (Kraus, 2001; Wren, 2005). The United States antitrust legislation signed at the
end of the 19" and the beginning of the 20" century (i.e. Sherman Act (1890), Clayton
Act (1914), Federal Trade Commission Act (1914) in order to regulate fair competition
brought to light the importance of CSR for businesses. From these laws emerged the
notion of consent decree for offending corporations. The latter had then to better their

social image, hence the use of CSR strategies (Pasquero, 2013).

The 1930s are characterized by the beginning of what Eberstadt (1973) calls the
corporate period. Since then, corporations have gained more economic and political power
and have “increasingly [...] been regarded as an institution which, like the government,
has a social obligations to fulfill.” (Eberstadt, 1973, p. 81) This has been emphasised with
the stock-market crash of 1929. In this situation, an economic stabilisation was necessary,
that prevailed through politics of coordination between socio-economical actors
(Pasquero, 2013). Politics such as “minimum wage and collective bargaining regulations,
required disclosure of corporate information, and the establishment of agencies to promote
non-destructive competition” (Eberstadt, 1973, p. 81), combined with the advent of
unionism (Pasquero, 2013), have considerably transformed the relations between
businesses, workers, and shareholders. At the end of this period, a subsequent number of
business executives thought that they should be responsible for their actions, beyond what
concerns only the productivity of their company (Carroll, 2008). Nonetheless, until the
end of the 1940s, social responsibility of corporations was mainly characterized by

philanthropic actions (Murphy, 1978).
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The period between the 1950s and the 1970s is known to be the Foundation of
CSR conceptual history. This concept, coined by Howard R. Bowen, “refers to the
obligations of businessmen to pursue those policies, to make those decisions, or to follow
those lines of action which are desirable in terms of the objectives and values of our
society.” (Bowen, 1953, p. 6) That being said, Bowen puts forward a question not yet
answered: to what level should those responsibilities extend? (Carroll, 1999) Even though
the 1950s were “more ‘talk’ than ‘action’ with respect to CSR” (Carroll, 2008, p. 27), this
period is crucial in the history of the concept because it paved the way to its expansion
during the 1960s and 1970s. During these two decades, scholars tackled the issue of
describing CSR, resulting with multiple definitions as broad as the understanding of the
role of business in society. On the ground, several new policies regarding company
practices emerged in order to preserve consumers quality of life against large-scale
production (Pasquero, 2013). These new policies were pushed by a new wave of social
activism, one of the most important being the case of Ralph Nader vs. the automobile
industry (Nader, 1972). If Murphy considered the 1950s as the philanthropic era, the 1960s
and 1970s were the awareness and responsiveness eras (Murphy, 1978). Although it is
important to emphasize that government interference was necessary in order to compel

businesses into social responsiveness actions.

The 1980s (and on a lesser degree the 1990s) were the golden age of CSR in
research. Academics have diverted their attention from trying to define CSR to trying to

understand it in-depth. Emerged from this era other related “concepts and themes such as
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corporate social responsiveness, CSP (corporate social performance), public policy,
business ethics, and stakeholder theory/management” (Carroll, 1999, p. 284). From
defining CSR, 1980s and 1990s academics began trying to theorize it. This era is also
characterized by the beginning of the universalization of the concept, mainly following
the rise of neo-liberalism and globalization (Moura-Leite & Padgett, 2011). With the
return of the ‘invisible hand’ of the market, an important lightering of business regulations
occurred. CSR thus became voluntary, but not less important. Businesses understood the
importance for social responsibility actions in order not to return to an era of cumbersome

state apparatus (Pasquero, 2013).

It is mainly during the beginning of the 21% century that the empirical research in
the field of CSR took off. These studies focused on CSR, but also on various connected
themes “such as stakeholder theory, business ethics, sustainability, and corporate
citizenship.” (Carroll, 2008, p. 42) The relationship between CSR and corporate financial
success and competitiveness was the core issue on which researchers focused (Moura-
Leite & Padgett, 2011). In practice, the universalization of the concept expanded, mainly
because of the extension of liberalism, the enhancement and development of technology,
and the ongoing economic and political globalization. The corporation’s self-regulation
encouraged during the last decades of the 20" century does not appear to be working as
new turmoil resulted from the actions of businesses, such as the 2008 world financial

crisis, large frauds and ecological disasters. In this regard, Pasquero (2013) wonders if
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these déja vu phenomena will lead to new regulations from governments. In that sense, it

would be logical to observe more CSR initiatives in the upcoming years.

2.2.2 Understanding CSR

The concept of CSR is a very contested one (Godfrey, 2009), and its definition has
changed throughout history. But it is also related to Bowen’s questioning about the scope
of the responsibilities a corporation should take (Carroll, 1999, 2008; Moura-Leite &
Padgett, 2011; Paramio-Salcines et al., 2013). As put forward by Votaw, “The term (CSR)
is a brilliant one; it means something, but not always the same thing, to everybody.”
(Votaw, 1972, p. 25) If in the early ages of CSR businesses understood their responsibility
as being solely connected to efficient management, they now perceive their scope of social
accountability as much wider. For others, CSR is only another strategy used by businesses

to achieve their desire to make ever-greater profits.

These perceptions can be connected to the three CSR “schools” of thought and
practice as put forward by Broomhill (2007). First is the neoliberal approach, also
portrayed as the shareholder approach (Tirilly, 2013). This approach follows Friedman’s
(1970) idea that the only responsibility a corporation should have is to increase its profits
“within the rules of the game” and “to conduct the business in accordance with their
(employers) desires” (Friedman, 1970, p. 122). The employers Friedman talks about are

the shareholders of the corporation. In his idea, the responsibilities we are trying to confer
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upon the corporations should be given to these individuals, who will execute them—as
individuals—as they please. Corporations already complete their part of social
responsibility by following the rules and paying taxes that are then redistributed by the
political system. Therefore, there should be a separation between the social and the
economic sectors (Tirilly, 2013). Following Friedman’s idea, Youkins adds that “socially
responsible actions such as charitable contributions may be acceptable when the manager
makes these in anticipation of effects that, in the long run, will be beneficial to business”

(Youkins, 2000).

Second is the neo-keynesianist, or stakeholder approach. This perception of CSR
differs from the neoliberal one as it widens the responsibilities of the corporations. For
proponents of this view, the imperfect mechanisms of the market provoke negative
impacts that are external to the corporation (Broomhill, 2007). In that sense, the
corporations are indebted not only to their shareholders, but also to every actor connected
to them (i.e. stakeholders). For Freeman (1984), the efficiency and productivity of
businesses rest on the relationships with their stakeholders. By satisfying the interests of
some of its stakeholders, the corporation limits the need for a governmental intervention
(Tirilly, 2013). Just like Freeman (1984), Carroll (1979) also believes that corporation

responsibilities should be more than just economic and legal.

In his pyramid of CSR, Carroll (1979) suggests four categories of responsibilities:
economic (produce goods and services, and make profit in the process), legal (comply

with the laws and regulations of every level of government), ethical (actions expected or
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prohibited by the society, even though they are not codified by laws), and philanthropic
or discretionary (actions—not expected in a moral or ethical sense—that are in response
to society’s expectation that businesses be good corporate citizens) (Carroll, 1979, 1991).
CSR is the element through which emerged a new paradigm in business; taking some of
the importance formerly given to shareholders and giving it back to stakeholders
(Becchetti et al., 2012; Hildebrand et al., 2011). These stakeholders are individuals or
group of individuals who might be affected by, or can affect, the decisions taken by the
corporations (Freeman, 1984; Lopez-De-Pedro & Rimbau-Gilabert, 2012; Vial, 2011). A
corporation has several actors who revolve around it and bond with it. In addition to
governments, suppliers, employees, competitors, etc., local communities actors are also

an important stakeholder for a corporation (Freeman, 1984).

The third approach put forward by Broomhill (2007) is the radical political
economy. This school of thought is mainly a critical approach that perceives CSR as a set
of strategies that are first and foremost profitable to the corporations who use them. These
are initiatives that mitigate the negative image certain corporations may have. In that
sense, “corporations may, can, and do utilize CSR for the sake of profits, survival, and
growth. If a socially responsible action is inimical to profitability, not profitability but
responsibility is likely to be abandoned. [...] No strong legal enforcement, furthermore,
has ever been exercised to promote CSR.” (Jo, 2011, p. 12) CSR would not be anything

else than a “legitimacy myth”, a “fashionable camouflage” in order to make a maximum
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of profit (Pasquero, 2013) within a minimum set of regulations (Raman, 2010). More than

just strategies, CSR is also seen as being a new discourse

that establishes them [corporate capitalists] as (corporate) citizens and
implies a natural inclination towards ethics and social and
environmental sustainability in addition to making profit. This
discourse was constructed by the multinationals themselves—albeit
with considerable assistance from agents in civil society—in defence
against political-ideological attacks and to help them work around the
‘crisis of legitimation’ that formed a part of the larger derailment of

ethics in the public sphere. (Raman, 2010, p. 7)

This kind of discourse is designed to refine the corporations’ social image and, by the
same token, “disguise and legitimate other activities that are socially and environmentally
destructive. (Broomhill, 2007, p. 8). In that way, “CSR can be viewed as blood money to
atone for past sins” (Godfrey, 2009) and to protect companies’ reputations (Arli &

Cadeaux, 2014).

2.2.3 CSR in professional sports

CSR is more and more present in professional sports, although not at the same

level on the ground and in research (Paramio-Salcines et al., 2013). Professional sports
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leagues, teams, events, other companies related to sports (such as sports apparels or
equipment), and even professional athletes use these types of initiatives. But CSR in
professional sports, especially for professional teams, is quite different from other
economic sectors. It differs through many elements, such as the importance of mass media
surrounding the organizations, youth appeal, the positive impacts such activities have on
health issues, social interactions, sustainability awareness, passion and interest for the
product by fans which can lead to more awareness of the message, an economic structure
that allows a bigger help from governments, an already present transparency, and finally
the importance of stakeholders in the success of the organization (Babiak, 2010; Babiak
& Wolfe, 2009; Y. Inoue, Kent, & Lee, 2011; A. C. T. Smith & Westerbeek, 2007). In
that sense, it is possible to believe that the outcomes of CSR activities arising from
professional sports teams differ in terms of the benefits to the company, and of the social

impact they entail.

The question we can ask ourselves is: Why do professional sports teams adopt
CSR strategies? For Babiak and Wolfe (2009), there are two types of determinants that
push “virtually all organizations within sport industry” into CSR: external pressures and
internal resources. External pressures include the context (the amount of social capital has
an impact on the CSR actions), content (the capacity to impact other organizational
outcomes with CSR actions), constituents (the relationship with the team stakeholders
through CSR), control (legal requirements, but also field’s established practices), and

cause (expectations from outside the organization). Babiak and Wolfe describe the internal
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resources as being valuable (power of identification, admiration, and passion; access to
material equipment and facilities, professional staff, and media), rare (unique resources
such as stadiums, players, interest of the public), and inimitable (resources not duplicable
by other types of corporations). The level of importance put by an organization on external
factors and on its resources will characterize its CSR strategy that will be either an “AdHoc
CSR” (i.e. low on external factors and on resources), a “Stakeholder CSR” (i.e. high on
external factors and low on resources), a “Corporate-Centric CSR” (i.e. low on external
factors and high on resources), or a “Strategic CSR” (i.e. high on both external factors and
resources) (see figure 2). In sum, what Babiak and Wolfe put forward is that professional
sport organizations enter in CSR because of their environment (external pressure), but also
because they possess resources that no other type of corporation has. In that sense, they

can impact their society in a completely different manner.
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Figure 2 Babiak and Wolfe (2009) CSR determinants and CSR strategies of

professional sport organizations

But is this enough to undertake CSR activities? If one relies on literature review
of CSR, it is relevant to believe that these types of initiatives are usually motivated by a
beneficial outcome to the company. This is where it gets tricky. One major difference
between professional sports teams and other types of companies is the importance given
to profit. If, for most companies, being profitable is the basic responsibility, as put by
Carroll (1991), and making profit is one of the major reasons to launch a CSR process, it
is not quite as simple for professional sports teams. Indeed, “owners of professional sports
teams may have different objectives than financial gain, including winning, the protection
of a community asset, and the trophy status of owning a team” (Y. Inoue et al., 2011, p.
547). Another distinction lies in the relationship between the company and the consumers.
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Few other industries, if any, create as much passion and emotional attachment with their
consumers (Babiak & Wolfe, 2009). Hence, the relationship between both the consumers
and the company go beyond the price of the product (Waddington et al., 2013). More than
the figures in the bank account, it is the ones on the standing sheet that count (Extejt, 2004
In Waddington et al., 2013). So, if financial benefits are not paramount in the execution
of CSR strategies—mainly because there is no evidence of the relationship between
both—what are professional sports teams looking for? Through a literature review,
Waddington, Chelladurai and Skirstad (2013) present a list of benefits mainly linked to a

team’s social image.

Although there is no empirical research that proves it, CSR would enhance the
corporation’s reputation, help attract employees, better the engagement level of the
employees, facilitate the acceptance of price increases, improve its image in front of
legislative institutions, and reduce the negative perception in the media. In their paper on
the influence of CSR on consumers attitudes, Walker and Kent (2009) discovered—using
a mixed-method of survey and semi-structured interviews—that CSR strategies “become
particularly important for those fans possessing lower levels of team identification, and
for times when the team is having a losing or subpar season” (Walker & Kent, 2009, p.
758). A year later, Babiak (2010) presented a study on how the relevance of CSR strategies
is perceived by senior league executives. Once again, the issue of social image emerged.
As revealed in this research, CSR strategies become a major tool in their effort to influence

governments in order to get their support through regulatory or tax relief, or even financial
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aid. It can also help with the acceptance of big projects by the public, such as the
construction of a new stadium or arena. As put by one senior executive, “we realize that
through CSR we put investment of social capital in the bank and those deposits come in
handy when something negative happens and you need to make a withdrawal every so

often” (Babiak, 2010, p. 538).

This strategy is not exclusive to professional sport business as it has been also
observed in other domains where a good social image becomes leverage in negotiating
with public authorities (Bartha, 1990). Also, CSR is a good tool to generate interest in,
and loyalty to the sport, the league, and the teams. Yet again, these assumptions stay
hypothetical, as the major need for CSR in professional sports is the measurement of the

benefits for the company, but also on the ground (Babiak, 2010).

2.2.4 CSR, community involvement and philanthropy

Babiak and Wolfe (Babiak & Wolfe, 2013) identified six areas (called pillars) in
which sports organizations exert their CSR initiatives: labour relations, environmental
management and sustainability, community relations, philanthropy, diversity and equity,
and corporate governance. When it comes to community and community development,
two of these CSR pillars must be examined more closely. Obviously, “community
relations”, also called “corporate community involvement” (CCI), is one of them. CClI is

understood to be one of the major aspects of CSR today as it is the most used to address
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the companies’ stakeholders (Arli & Cadeaux, 2014). It is defined as “initiatives where
programs are strategically implemented to address vital social problems in the
community” (Kihl & Tainsky, 2013, p. 185). This involvement in the community is
practiced on two different levels. It can be concentrated on internal stakeholders (i.e.
employees) or external stakeholders (i.e. other actors that revolve in the same environment
than the company) (de-Miguel-Molina, Chirivella-Gonzalez, & Garcia-Ortega, 2016). If
philanthropy was the way for corporations to contribute to their communities,
partnership—mainly with non-profit agencies—is now the increasingly used strategy.
This allows companies and their stakeholders “to gain complementary competencies and
resources”, and to learn from one another (Kihl et al., 2014). This interconnectedness
creates shared values where the company can simultaneously respond to a community’s
social problem while enhancing its competitiveness (Hajli & Hajli, 2013; Porter &
Kramer, 2011). In that sense, not only do companies improve their knowledge, but also
the global environment in which they evolve (Babiak & Wolfe, 2013). Waddington et al.
(2013) present three ways through which professional sports organizations contribute to

communities:

1) Charitable donations: Mostly in monetary form to organizations in the fields of
education, health or youth.

2) Using sport to support local community projects: Participating in projects that aim
to solve a specific social issue. It can be an initiative of the company, of an external

actor, or a partnership between the company and one of its stakeholders.
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3) International development: Mostly done by international sports organizations in

under-developed countries with which they enter into a relationship.

A second CSR pillar that is closely linked to community and community
development is “philanthropy”. Even though Babiak & Wolfe (2013) separate
“philanthropy” from “community relations”, others see philanthropy as a subcategory of
corporate community development, or CCI (de-Miguel-Molina et al., 2016; Liu, Eng, &
Ko, 2013; Veleva, 2010). In fact, Kihl et al. put forward that “the partnerships typical of
CSR/CCI in sports are fundamentally more similar to traditional philanthropy” (2014, p.
325). In either case, philanthropy is a core CSR strategy when it comes to professional
sports organizations and to corporations in general, as most of them engage in this type of
CSR (Babiak & Wolfe, 2009, 2013; Gautier & Pache, 2015). Foundations associated with
professional teams bring many benefits, such as “the ability to secure additional resources,
to coordinate strategically with outreach efforts of the team or league, to partner with
organizations across sectors more effectively, to more efficiently and effectively organize
and assign the costs of social responsibility” (Babiak & Wolfe, 2013, p. 26). These
benefits are reaped by the sports corporation even though the associated foundation is

often a separate entity.

Research on corporate philanthropy really took off during the 1980s (Gautier &
Pache, 2015) when a “new philanthropy” characterized by private foundations appeared.
These foundations were the result of the rapid emergence of large fortunes due to the

development of financial capitalism (Lesemann, 2011), but also the result of the
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downloading of responsibilities from governments (Ducharme, 2012). Presented as
“philanthrocapitalism” by Bishop and Green (2008), this new way of engaging in
philanthropy is motivated by the idea that the tools and the way of doing business is more
effective than the strategies employed by traditional philanthropy in order to overcome
social problems. These entrepreneurs “have the resources; the problem needs to be fixed;
they know how to fix problems, for that is what they do all day” (Bishop & Green, 2008,
p. 30). But the problem with such an assumption is that the issues solved by business
strategies are quite different from those found in the social environment. Hence, is it
possible to believe that economical and financial methods can be efficient in that case too?
If believers of “philanthrocapitalism” and “new philanthropy’ are positive about it, several
criticisms emanate from social, political, and community specialists. Before discussing
the condemnations of this new CSR strategy, it is imperative to clarify a major point first.
Just like CSR, “new philanthropy” is mainly an issue debated and practiced in the United
States (Ducharme, 2012). Research on the appearance of new foundations in Canada, and
more specifically in Quebec, is still very scarce (Gazzoli, Jetté, Chamberland, Dumais, &
Vaillancourt, 2014). In addition to a few philosophy essays written less than a decade ago
(Fontan, Lévesque, & Chabonneau, 2011; Gazzoli et al., 2014; Lesemann, 2011), a few
empirical research projects have been conducted using the same case study: the Fondation
Lucie et André Chagnon (FLAC) and its subdivisions (i.e. Réunir réussir, Avenir d’enfant,
and Québec en forme) (Ducharme, 2012; Ducharme & Lesemann, 2011). Even though

many similarities exist between the “new philanthropy” practiced in the US, in Canada,
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and in Quebec, it is essential to understand these experiences in the territoriality in which

they take place.

Quebec’s culture is quite distinct in the North American landscape. More than just
a question of language, Quebec differs from other North American societies by its
capitalist welfare regime as understood by Esping-Andersen (1990). While it is possible
to characterize the United States and Canada in general as being part of the liberal regime
(even though there are major differences between both societies), Quebec resembles very
much a social democratic regime. Moreover, Lesemann (2011), using mostly the works
of Hall and Soskice (2001) and Hall and Gingerich (2004) on the relationship between
corporations and their institutional environment, analyzed how Quebec situates itself in a
coordinated market economy. Insuch economy, corporations enter into non-market
relations through which they participate in forms of territorial and sectoral collaborations.
While in other parts of Canada and in the US, the system is based on a liberal market
economy in which corporations are mostly in a competition mode, trying to produce at

lower cost.

In that sense, it is imperative to keep these differences in mind while reviewing
literature on “new philanthropy”. Why are those socio-political distinctions more
important for “new philanthropy” than for CSR in general? Simply because ‘“new
philanthropy” has the stated goal of transforming the governance and the way of

functioning (i.e. culture) of society, wanting to be more efficient than other types of social
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actors. In that sense, while CSR in general has an economical goal, “new philanthropy”

is, in most cases, openly political (Ducharme, 2012; Lesemann, 2011).

Even if CCI and “new philanthropy” seem to produce a great impact on society

(Bishop & Green, 2008), these kinds of CSR strategies are as well the source of many

problems. Most of them are closely related to the cultural gap between corporations and

communities. The first problem documented in research done on the subject is the

evaluation methods. These types of projects are mostly evaluated by the donors or by the

corporation that initiated the project (Levermore, 2013). With this way of proceeding, the

problem is two fold:

a)

b)

It is the corporation who defines the evaluation indicators of the project. In that
sense, the recipient has little if no say in the value of what is implemented in the
community. This top-down approach of evaluation creates initiatives that are more
closely linked to the quick efficiency culture of corporations, than to the solidarity
and agency culture of communities.

The evaluation methods, rooted in the business culture, are mainly quantitative
(Edwards, 2008), while community actors are more embedded in qualitative
criteria (Ducharme, 2012). Quantity says little about sustainability and quality
(Edwards, 2010), which are essential elements of development. Let’s take as an
example a sports organization that decides to create a sports program in a
community aimed at encouraging the local population to be more active. It is true

that it would be interesting to know the number of participants, their attendance
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rate, the increase of their activity level, etc. Most of these questions can be
answered by quantitative methods. In the business culture, these kinds of elements
can illustrate the efficiency of an initiative. In the community and community
development culture, this is not enough. More than just quantitative data, it is
important to have deeper understanding of the situation in order to enhance the
program’s efficiency and quality, to enhance its sustainability, and to learn from
it.

Another problem created by these kinds of initiatives is the short-term effects they
have, given the lack of sustainability (Levermore, 2013). This is also related to the
paternalism imbedded in the top-down approach of these initiatives. Social change must
be executed through the social movement produced by civil society. It is “things we do
together, not because we want to make a profit or earn a material reward, but because we
care enough about something to take collective action” (Edwards, 2010, p. 24). In that
sense, all social actors must be responsible for this change and work together to achieve
it. Most of CCI and “new philanthropy” initiatives do not seem to be anchored in that
cooperative mode and seem to ignore the importance of “social movements, politics, and
government” in systematic change (Edwards, 2010, p. 13). This is mainly demonstrated
by the exclusion of grassroots communities (Levermore, 2013) and the declared objective

to be more efficient than governments and community organizations (Ducharme, 2012).

The third, and last, documented problem of CCI and “new philanthropy” are the

new sets of values that emerge from these kinds of initiatives. This is especially true in
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Quebec. The Quebec model appears to be largely affected by this new way of governance
where private actors seem to supersede public actors (Lesemann, 2011). But this
transformation in the roles is problematic, mostly because of the financial power of
corporations. In an era where the liberal culture—through major institutions such as the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD)—has encouraged governments to adopt austerity policies and to
reduce public spending,* the private sector, because of its financial capital, has gained
more power in the social environment. Hence, while the community sector is seen as the
main subcontractor for the delivery of the services the government is not able to produce
anymore, the private sector is gaining in importance and entering in competition with the
public sector by financially supporting community organizations (Ducharme, 2012).
Many issues arise from this situation. First and foremost, the private sector has now more
leverage in deciding what social problems we collectively need to address. Not only that,
it also determines “Who” should address this problem, “How”, and “Where”. The private
sector is thus changing the rules of the game: instead of being part of a coproduction of
actions, community organizations seem to be more and more subjected to the decisions of

their funders (Lesemann, 2011).

4 The IMF and the EOCD are now reconsidering the effectiveness of such economic strategies.
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In Quebec, this can be analysed by the importance now given to physical activity
and healthy lifestyle in youth population, two issues to which the Fondation Lucie et
André Chagnon, the most important Foundation in the province, has paid great attention.
The new provincial Policy on Physical Activity, Sport and Recreaction (Politique de
["activité physique, du sport et du loisir)launched in April 2017 reinforces the importance
of physical activity as it considers this issue a core element to improve, leaving behind
other types of leisure (Lavigne & Thibault, 2017). Another example of the now emerging
importance of the private sector in public decisions is the Lab-école project introduced by
the ministére de I’Education et de I’Enseignement supérieur. Funded to the tune of $1.5
million over five years, the Lab-école project, created to reimagine the school of
tomorrow, received a great deal of criticism even before it started (Boutin, 2017). The
discontentment is linked to the pres